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CS FOR HOUSE BILL NO. 330( )

IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA 

TW ENTY-SEVENTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION

BY

Offered:
R eferred:

Sponsor(s): R EPR ESEN TA TIV E DICK

A BILL  

FOR AN ACT ENTITLED  

"An Act establishing a Joint Legislative Task Force on Sustainable Education; 

establishing state education standards; amending the authority of the Department of 

Education and Early Development to adopt education standards; and providing for an 

effective date."

BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

* Section 1. The uncodified law o f the State o f Alaska is amended by adding a new section 

to read:

EDUCATION FUNDING AND STANDARDS; LEGISLATIVE FINDINGS. The 

legislature finds that

( 1) state education funding support for public education in grades kindergarten 

through 12 is increasing at a significant rate and real dollar value;

(2) education standards are developed for a small percentage o f students who 

earn a four-year college degree that may be inappropriate for instructing and preparing a 

student for vocational or other career goals;
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(3) state revenue, including revenue paid for education, is almost entirely 

dependent on revenue generated by oil production on state-owned land;

(4) production o f oil on state-owned land is forecast to continue to decline at 

an average rate o f six percent a year;

(5) the implementation o f education standards has significant downstream 

effects on school districts, teachers, and students;

(6) implementation o f  new education standards influences capital and 

operational costs for public education funding;

(7) local school districts achieve varying levels o f  success, as indicated by 

drop-out and graduation rates;

(8) the high school graduation qualifying examination may discourage 

students from reaching their highest potential in the third and fourth years o f high school;

(9) the public school funding formula under AS 14.17 may mask the effect o f 

energy, health care, pupil transportation, and other inflationary factors that erode the amount 

o f  instructional dollars available to classrooms;

(10) continued increases in public school funding under AS 14.17 restrict the 

flexibility o f  both the legislature and local school districts to respond to changing funding 

needs for public schools in the state.

* Sec. 2. The uncodified law o f the State o f Alaska is amended by adding a new section to 

read:

ESTABLISHMENT OF JOINT LEGISLATIVE TASK FORCE ON SUSTAINABLE 

EDUCATION; COMPOSITION; DUTIES, (a) A Joint Legislative Task Force on Sustainable 

Education is established in the legislative branch o f state government for the purpose o f 

examining the efficiency and effectiveness o f public education delivery in the state, with a 

focus on

( 1) matters pertaining to education standards for students in grades 

kindergarten through 12 in the state;

(2) all aspects o f public education funding in the state; and

(3) the ability to prepare students in the state for various rewarding careers;

(b) The duties o f the task force established under this section include

( 1) creation o f  a process for vetting proposed education standards before the
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standards are adopted by the state Board o f Education and Early Development;

(2) proposal o f  separate education tracks for postsecondary vocational and 

college readiness;

(3) evaluation o f school district challenges that result from implementation o f 

federal education laws;

(4) evaluation o f  the efficacy, cost-effectiveness, and redundancies o f various 

education assessments, including the high school graduation qualifying examination, and the 

submission o f recommendations to the legislature, the governor, and the state Board o f 

Education and Early Development for improvement o f assessments;

(5) performance of an analysis o f public education funding that includes

(A) a determination o f the adequacy o f  public school funding provided 

under AS 14.17.410 for coverage o f appropriate education expenses;

(B) a determination o f the appropriate uses o f the base student

allocation;

(C) alternative methods o f addressing fluctuating energy, health, 

insurance, personnel, and pupil transportation costs;

(D) a calculation o f the total amounts o f state, local, and federal 

funding available to each district and for each category o f  special needs service area;

(E) a comparison o f the allocation o f administrative and instructional 

personnel among districts;

(F) a determination as to whether the allocation o f administrative and 

instructional personnel affects the ability o f  each district to provide effective 

instructional services;

(G) a calculation o f  the effect o f pension and health care expenses on 

total education costs;

(6) evaluation of the availability o f  courses that meet core academic 

curriculum requirements under AS 14.43.820(a)(3) in each district; and

(7) submission of a report o f its findings and proposed legislation to the 

governor, the Department o f Education and Early Development, and the legislature by 

September 30, 2013, and o f additional reports the task force considers advisable.

(c) The task force established under this section consists o f
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( 1) three members o f the senate, one o f  whom shall be the chair o f  the senate 

committee having jurisdiction over education, appointed by the president o f the senate;

(2) three members o f the house o f  representatives, one o f  whom shall be the 

chair o f  the house committee having jurisdiction over education, appointed by the speaker of 

the house o f  representatives; and

(3) eight members appointed jointly by the president o f  the senate and the 

speaker o f the house o f representatives, as follows:

(A) a representative o f the Department o f Education and Early

Development;

(B) a small business owner in the state;

(C) a local school board member in the state;

(D) a superintendent o f a public school district in the state;

(E) a public member; and

(F) three representatives o f major career destinations o f high school 

graduates in the state, jointly nominated by the commissioner o f labor and workforce 

development and the commissioner o f commerce, community, and economic 

development.

(d) A majority o f  the members o f the task force constitutes a quorum. A vacancy on 

the task force shall be filled in the same manner as the original selection or appointment.

(e) Members o f the task force serve without compensation but are entitled to per diem 

and travel expenses authorized for boards and commissions under AS 39.20.180. The staff o f 

the legislative members o f  the task force shall serve as staff for the task force.

(f) The task force shall meet at the call o f  the chair. The president o f the senate and 

the speaker o f the house o f  representatives shall jointly appoint the chair and vice-chair o f the 

task force.

* Sec. 3. The uncodified law o f the State o f Alaska is amended by adding a new section to 

read:

BOARD OF EDUCATION AND EARLY DEVELOPMENT; EDUCATION 

STANDARDS, (a) Notwithstanding the authority in AS 14.07.020(b), the state Board o f 

Education and Early Development shall adopt content and performance education standards, 

including grade level expectations, only after the standards have been vetted under a process
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created by the Joint Legislative Task Force on Sustainable Education under sec. 1 o f this Act.

(b) Until education standards are adopted by the state Board o f Education and Early 

Development as provided under (a) o f  this section, the education standards for the state public 

schools serving students in grades kindergarten through 12 are as follows:

( 1) the content standards for the subjects listed in this subsection, as set out in 

the department's publication entitled Alaska Standards: Content and Performance Standards 

for Alaska Students, as revised on March 2006, are adopted by reference; the subjects are

(A) English/language arts;

(B) mathematics;

(C) science;

(D) geography;

(E) government and citizenship;

(F) history;

(G) skills for a healthy life;

(H) arts;

(I) world languages;

(J) technology; and

(K) employability;

(2) the content standards for physical education, as set out in the department's 

publication entitled Alaska Physical Education Standards, as revised on March 9, 2010, are 

adopted by reference;

(3) the performance standards for reading, writing, mathematics, science, and 

Alaska history for grades three through 10, as set out in the department's publication entitled 

Alaska Standards: Content and Performance Standards for Alaska Students, as revised on 

March 2006, are adopted by reference;

(4) the performance standards for reading, writing, and mathematics for grades 

kindergarten through two, as set out in the department's publication entitled Alaska 

Performance Standards (Grade Level Expectations) Kindergarten - Grade 2, as revised on 

September 28, 2006, are adopted by reference.

* Sec. 4. This Act is repealed July 1, 2014.

* Sec. 5. This Act takes effect immediately under AS 01.10.070(c).
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FISCAL NOTE

A n a ly s is

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. HB 330

2012 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

HB330 establishes the Joint Legislative Task Force on Education Standards within the Legislative Branch. The Task 
Force consists of ten members, comprised of two Legislators, one member from the Department of Labor and 
Workforce Development, one member from the Department of Education and Early Development, and six public 
members. It is anticipated that the Task Force will hold four meetings, to be held in Anchorage, Barrow and 
Fairbanks. Travel funding for non-Executive Branch members is included in this fiscal note. Meetings will be held in 
existing LIO sites, with no additional cost to the Task Force. The Task Force will be staffed by the Department of 
Labor and Workforce Development and existing legislative staff. The Task Force shall create a process for vetting 
proposed education standards before the standards are adopted by the Board of Education and Early Devlopment. 
Costs to teleconference meetings and print subject matter will be absorbed in the existing Legislative Affairs Agency 
Budget.

(Revised 1/17/2012 OMB) Page 2 of 2



A l a s k a  S t a t e  L e g i s l a t u r e

J u n e a u
State Capitol Bldg., Rm. 104 
Juneau, AK 99801-1182 
Phone (907) 465-4527 
Fax (907) 465-2197

1292 Sadler Way, Ste328 
Fairbanks, AK 99701 

Phone (907) 452-3434 
Fax (907)452-3430

In te r im

Representative.alan.dick@legis.state.ak.us Toll-Free (800) 491-4527

R e p r e s e n t a t i v e  A l a n  D i c k
House District 6

Sponsor S tatem ent 
CS HB 3 3 0  ( ) Version E: State Standards

S t a t e  e d u c a t io n  f u n d in g  s u p p o r t  fo r p u b lic  K -12  e d u c a t io n  is  in c re a s in g  a t  a  s ig n if ic a n t  
r a t e  a n d  y e t ,  m a n y  d i s t r i c t s  a r e  s tru g g lin g  to  m a in ta in  in s t r u c t io n a l  p ro g ra m s  to  m e e t 
s t u d e n t  n e e d s .  A d d itio n a lly , p ro p o s e d  S ta te  e d u c a t io n  s t a n d a r d s  a r e  o n  th e  b r in k  of 
a d o p t i o n ,  w i th o u t  s ig n if ic a n t  p r iv a te  s e c to r  in p u t .  T h e  s ta k e s  a n d  c o s ts  for r u s h in g  to  
a d o p t i o n  a r e  h ig h . T h e  s t a n d a r d s  m u s t  b e  r ig o ro u s ,  b u t  m e a n in g fu l .

C S  H B  3 3 0  c r e a te s  a  J o i n t  L eg is la tiv e  S u s ta in a b le  E d u c a t io n  T a s k  F o rce  to:
• e x a m in e  th e  e ff ic ie n c y  a n d  e f fe c t iv e n e s s  o f e d u c a t io n  d e liv e ry  in  A la sk a , w i th  a  

sp e c if ic  fo c u s  on :
o e d u c a t io n  f u n d in g  a n d  e d u c a t io n a l  s t a n d a r d s ,  a n d  
o th e  a b i l i ty  to  p r e p a re  s tu d e n t s  fo r s ig n if ic a n t  c a r e e r s .

•  T h e  T a s k  F o rc e  w ill s u b m it  a  r e p o r t  o f  i t s  f in d in g s  a n d  p ro p o s e d  le g is la tiv e  
c h a n g e s  to  th e  g o v e rn o r , th e  le g is la tu re  a n d  th e  B o a rd  o f  E d u c a t io n  a n d  E a r ly  
D e v e lo p m e n t b y  S e p te m b e r  3 0 , 2 0 1 3  a n d  m a k e  a n y  a d d i t io n a l  r e p o r ts  it 
c o n s id e r s  a d v is a b le .

•  T h e  L e g is la tu re
•  T h e  D e p a r tm e n t  o f E d u c a t io n  & E a r ly  D e v e lo p m e n t
•  S m a ll b u s in e s s
•  L oca l s c h o o l o ffic ia ls
• M a jo r A la s k a  c a r e e r  d e s t in a t io n s  o f h ig h  sc h o o l g r a d u a t e s

T h e  T a s k  F o r c e s ’ sp e c if ic  d u t i e s  in c lu d e :
1. C re a t in g  a  p r o c e s s  fo r v e t t in g  p ro p o s e d  e d u c a t io n  s t a n d a r d s  b e fo re  th e  s t a n d a r d s  

a r e  a d o p t e d  b y  th e  s t a t e  b o a r d  o f E d u c a t io n  a n d  E a r ly  D e v e lo p m e n t
2 . D is c u s s in g  s e p a r a t e  e d u c a t io n  t r a c k s  fo r co llege  b o u n d  a n d  v o c a tio n  b o u n d ;
3 . E v a lu a t in g  s c h o o l d i s t r i c t  c h a l le n g e s  t h a t  r e s u l t  fro m  im p le m e n ta t io n  o f fe d e ra l 

e d u c a t i o n  law s;
4 . E v a lu a t in g  th e  e fficacy , c o s t-e f fe c tiv e n e s s ,  a n d  r e d u n d a n c ie s  o f  v a r io u s  e d u c a t io n  

a s s e s s m e n t ,  in c lu d in g  th e  h ig h  s c h o o l g r a d u a t io n  q u a lify in g  e x a m in a t io n ;
5 . C o n d u c t in g  a n  a n a ly s i s  o f p u b lic  e d u c a t io n  fu n d in g  t h a t  in c lu d in g :

A. T h e  a d e q u a c y  o f  p u b lic  s c h o o l f u n d in g  for c o v e ra g e  o f  a p p r o p r ia te  e d u c a t io n

M e m b e r s  o f th e  T a s k  F o rc e  w ill r e p re s e n t :

e x p e n s e s ;

mailto:Representative.alan.dick@legis.state.ak.us


B. A d e te r m in a t io n  o f th e  a p p r o p r ia te  u s e s  o f th e  b a s e  s t u d e n t  a llo c a tio n ;
C. A lte rn a tiv e  m e th o d s  o f  a d d r e s s in g  f lu c tu a t in g  e n e rg y , h e a l th ,  in s u r a n c e ,  

p e r s o n n e l ,  a n d  p u p il  t r a n s p o r ta t io n  c o s ts ;
D. T h e  to ta l  a m o u n ts  o f s ta t e ,  lo c a l, a n d  fe d e ra l fu n d in g  a v a i la b le  to  e a c h  

d i s t r i c t  a n d  fo r e a c h  c a te g o ry  o f s p e c ia l  n e e d s  se rv ic e  a re a ;
E. A c o m p a r is o n  o f th e  a l lo c a t io n  o f a d m in is t r a t iv e  a n d  in s t r u c t io n a l  p e r s o n n e l  

a m o n g  d is tr ic ts ;
F. W h e th e r  th e  a l lo c a t io n  o f a d m in is t r a t iv e  a n d  in s t r u c t io n a l  p e r s o n n e l  h a s  a n  

e ffe c t o n  th e  a b ili ty  to  p ro v id e  effec tiv e  in s t r u c t io n a l  s e rv ic e s  in  e a c h  d is tr ic t ;  a n d
G. T h e  e ffec t o f  p e n s io n  a n d  h e a l th  c a re  e x p e n s e s  o n  to ta l  s ta t e  e d u c a t io n

c o s ts
6 . E v a lu a te  th e  a v a ila b ili ty  o f c o u r s e s  m e e t in g  c o re  a c a d e m ic  c u r r ic u lu m  

r e q u i r e m e n t s  u n d e r  th e  A la s k a  M erit S c h o la r s h ip  in  e a c h  d is tr ic t .

T h e  S ta t e  e d u c a t io n a l  c o n te n t  a n d  p e r fo rm a n c e  s t a n d a r d s  a re  th e  f o u n d a t io n  o f o u r  
e d u c a t i o n a l  s y s te m . U p o n  th e m  a re  b u i l t  a  m a s s iv e  s u p e r s t r u c tu r e :
• T h e  w r it in g  o f th e  G ra d e  Level E x p e c ta t io n s  (G L E ’s);
• T h e  c h o ic e  o f e x p e n s iv e  c u r r ic u la  in  5 3  d if fe re n t  d is tr ic ts ;
• T h o u s a n d s  o f t e a c h e r  h o u r s  a l ig n in g  n e w  c u r r ic u la  to  th e  n e w  s t a n d a r d s ;
• H u n d r e d s  o f  t h o u s a n d s  o f d o l la r s  o f  p r o fe s s io n a l  d e v e lo p m e n t;
• $ 7 .0  m illio n  o f  n e w  a s s e s s m e n t  to o ls ;
• O v e r  $ 1 .2 B  a n n u a l  fu n d in g  s u p p o r t in g  th e  s y s te m  d r iv e n  b y  th e  n e w  s ta n d a r d s ;  a n d
• T h e  q u a l i ty  o f in s t r u c t io n  fo r o v e r 1 3 0 ,0 0 0  s tu d e n t s .

T h e  c o s t - to - d a te  o f  p r o d u c in g  th e  s t a n d a r d s  th e  D e p a r tm e n t  o f  E d u c a t io n  & E a rly  
D e v e lo p m e n t  is  p ro p o s in g  fo r a d o p t io n  h a s  b e e n  $ 2 7 0 ,8 8 6 .  T h e  s t a n d a r d s  w e re  c r e a te d  in  
e i g h t  s e p a r a te  m e e t in g s  a t te n d e d  b y  a  s liv e r  o f  s ta k e h o ld e r s .  T h e  s u p e r s t r u c tu r e  b u i l t  
u p o n  th e m  a s  w ell a s  a n n u a l  m a in te n a n c e  w ill c o s t  m u lt ip le  b il lio n s  o f  d o l la r s  a n d  d ir e c t ly  
i m p a c t  e v e ry  f a c e t  o f  in s t r u c t io n  s ta te w id e .

E d u c a t io n a l  f u n d in g  a n d  s tu d e n t  p e r fo rm a n c e  a r e  u n d e r  c o n t in u a l  in te n s e  s c ru tin y .  T h e s e  
s u b j e c t s  a r e  th e  s o u r c e  o f  g r e a t  c o n s te r n a t io n  fo r p a r e n t s ,  e d u c a to r s  a n d  p o licy  m a k e r s .  I t 
o n ly  m a k e s  s e n s e  t h a t  th e  fo u n d a t io n  o f o u r  e d u c a t io n a l  s y s te m  fo r th e  n e x t  s ix -y e a r  c y c le  
s h o u ld  b e  o f th e  h ig h e s t  q u a l i ty  a n d  d ir e c te d  a t  fu lfillin g  o u r  m is s io n  s ta t e m e n ts .

Prepared by: A. Kreitzer
Staff to Rep. Alan Dick

2 March 20, 2012
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Juneau
State Capitol Bldg., Rm. 104 
Juneau, AK 99801-1182 
Phone (907) 465-4527 
Fax (907) 465-2197

In te rim  
1292 Sadler Way, Ste 328 
Fairbanks, AK 99701

Phone (907) 452-3434 
Fax (907) 452-3430

(800 )491 -4527

Representative.alan.dick@legis.state.ak.us

R e p r e s e n t a t i v e  A l a n  D i c k
House District 6

S e c t i o n a l  A n a ly s i s  
C S  H B  3 3 0  ( ) V e r s io n  B 

S t a t e  E d u c a t i o n  S t a n d a r d s
S e c t i o n  1:

S e ts  o u t  th e  f in d in g s  s u b s t a n t i a t i n g  th e  c r e a t io n  o f  th e  J t .  L eg is la tiv e  
T a s k  F o rc e  o n  S u s ta in a b le  E d u c a t io n .

S e c t i o n  2 :
T h e  p u r p o s e  o f  th e  T a s k  F o rc e  is  to :

• e x a m in e  th e  e ffic ien cy  a n d  e f fe c t iv e n e s s  o f e d u c a t io n  d e liv e ry  in  
A la s k a , w ith  a  sp e c if ic  fo c u s  o n

o e d u c a t io n  fu n d in g  a n d  e d u c a t io n a l  s t a n d a r d s ,  a n d  
o th e  a b i l i ty  to  p r e p a r e  s t u d e n t s  fo r s ig n if ic a n t  c a r e e r s .

• T h e  T a s k  F o rc e  w ill s u b m i t  a  r e p o r t  o f i t s  f in d in g s  a n d  p ro p o s e d  
le g is la t iv e  c h a n g e s  to  th e  g o v e rn o r , th e  le g is la tu re  a n d  th e  
B o a rd  o f E d u c a t io n  a n d  E a r ly  D e v e lo p m e n t b y  S e p te m b e r  3 0 , 
2 0 1 3  a n d  m a k e  a n y  a d d i t io n a l  r e p o r ts  i t  c o n s id e r s  a d v is a b le .

T h e  d u t i e s  o f  t h e  t a s k  f o r c e  b e g i n  a t  P a g e  2 ,  L in e  3 0 :
1. C re a te  a  p r o c e s s  fo r v e t t in g  p ro p o s e d  e d u c a t io n  s t a n d a r d s  b e fo re  th e  
s t a n d a r d s  a r e  a d o p te d  b y  th e  s ta t e  b o a rd  o f  E d u c a t io n  a n d  E a r ly  
D e v e lo p m e n t
2 . P ro p o s e  s e p a r a t e  e d u c a t io n  t r a c k s  fo r p o s t s e c o n d a iy  v o c a t io n a l  a n d  
co lleg e  r e a d in e s s ;
3 . E v a lu a te  s c h o o l d i s t r i c t  c h a l le n g e s  t h a t  r e s u l t  fro m  im p le m e n ta t io n  o f 
fe d e ra l  e d u c a t io n  la w s ;
4 . E v a lu a te  th e  e ffic acy , c o s t-e f fe c tiv e n e s s ,  a n d  r e d u n d a n c ie s  o f  v a r io u s  
e d u c a t io n  a s s e s s m e n t ,  in c lu d in g  th e  h ig h  s c h o o l g r a d u a t io n  q u a lify in g  
e x a m in a t io n ,  a n d  m a k e  r e c o m m e n d a t io n s  to  th e  le g is la tu re ,  th e  g o v e rn o r  
a n d  th e  s t a t e  B o a rd  o f  E d u c a t io n  a n d  E a r ly  D e v e lo p m e n t fo r 
im p ro v e m e n t  o r  r e s t r u c t u r in g  o f  a s s e s s m e n ts ;
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5. C o n d u c t  a n  a n a ly s i s  o f  p u b lic  e d u c a t io n  t h a t  f u n d in g  t h a t  in c lu d e s :
A. A d e te r m in a t io n  o f  th e  a d e q u a c y  o f  p u b lic  s c h o o l f u n d in g  fo r 

c o v e ra g e  o f  a p p r o p r ia te  e d u c a t io n  e x p e n s e s ;
B. A d e t e r m in a t io n  o f  th e  a p p r o p r ia te  u s e s  o f  th e  b a s e  s t u d e n t  

a l lo c a t io n ;
C. A lte rn a tiv e  m e th o d s  o f  a d d r e s s in g  f lu c tu a t in g  e n e rg y , h e a l th ,  

i n s u r a n c e ,  p e r s o n n e l ,  a n d  p u p il  t r a n s p o r ta t io n  c o s ts ;
D. T h e  to ta l  a m o u n t s  of s ta t e ,  lo c a l, a n d  fe d e ra l  f u n d in g  a v a ila b le  

to  e a c h  d i s t r i c t  a n d  fo r e a c h  c a te g o ry  o f  s p e c ia l  n e e d s  se rv ic e  a re a ;
E . A c o m p a r is o n  o f th e  a l lo c a t io n  o f a d m in is t r a t iv e  a n d  

in s t r u c t io n a l  p e r s o n n e l  a m o n g  d is t r i c ts ;
F. W h e th e r  th e  a l lo c a t io n  o f a d m in is t r a t iv e  a n d  in s t r u c t io n a l  

p e r s o n n e l  h a s  a n  e ffe c t o n  th e  a b i l i ty  to  p ro v id e  e ffec tiv e  in s t r u c t io n a l  
s e rv ic e s  in  e a c h  d is t r ic t ;  a n d

G. T h e  e ffe c t o f p e n s io n  a n d  h e a l th  c a re  e x p e n s e s  o n  to ta l  s ta t e  
e d u c a t io n  c o s ts
6 . E v a lu a te  th e  a v a i la b i l i ty  o f  c o u r s e s  m e e t in g  c o re  a c a d e m ic  
c u r r i c u lu m  r e q u i r e m e n t s  u n d e r  AS 1 4 .4 3 .8 2 0 (a )(3 )  in  e a c h  d is tr ic t .

T h e  m e m b e r s h i p  o f  t h e  T a s k  F o r c e  b e g i n s  o n  P a g e  3 ,  L in e  3 1 :
T h e  T a s k  F o rc e  m e m b e r s  a r e  a p p o in te d  b y  th e  S e n a te  P re s id e n t  

a n d  H o u s e  S p e a k e r  a n d  r e p r e s e n t :
a . S ix  m e m b e r s  o f  th e  L e g is la tu re  in c lu d in g  c h a i r m e n  o f th e  

E d u c a t io n  C o m m itte e s
b . E ig h t  m e m b e r s  a s  fo llow s:

i. a  r e p r e s e n ta t iv e  o f  th e  D e p a r tm e n t  o f  E d u c a t io n  a n d  E a r ly  
D e v e lo p m e n t

ii. a  s m a l l  b u s in e s s  o w n e r
iii. a  s u p e r in t e n d e n t
iv. a  s c h o o l b o a rd  m e m b e r
v. a  p u b l ic  m e m b e r
vi. th r e e  r e p r e s e n ta t iv e s  o f  m a jo r  c a r e e r  d e s t i n a t io n s  o f h ig h  

s c h o o l g r a d u a t e s  in  th e  s ta t e ,  jo in t ly  n o m in a te d  b y  th e  
c o m m is s io n e r  o f la b o r  a n d  w o rk fo rc e  d e v e lo p m e n t  a n d  th e  
c o m m is s io n e r  o f c o m m e rc e , c o m m u n ity ,  a n d  e c o n o m ic  
d e v e lo p m e n t .

T h e  t a s k  fo rce  m e e ts  a t  th e  c a ll o f  th e  c h a i r .  T h e  S e n a te  P r e s id e n t  a n d  
H o u s e  S p e a k e r  s h a l l  jo in t ly  a p p o in t  th e  c h a i r  a n d  v ice  c h a i r  o f th e  t a s k  
fo rce .
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S e c t i o n  3 :
T h e  e x is t in g  c o n te n t  a n d  p e r fo rm a n c e  s t a n d a r d s  w ill r e m a in  in  

e ffe c t u n t i l  th e  n e w  p r o c e s s  is  d e v e lo p e d  a n d  th e  n e w ly  v e t te d  s t a n d a r d s  
a r e  a d o p te d .

S e c t i o n  4 :
T h e  t a s k  fo rc e  is  r e p e a le d  o n  J u ly  1, 2 0 1 4 .  T h e  te m p o r a r y  la w  in  

S e c t io n  3 is  a ls o  r e p e a le d  J u ly  1, 2 0 1 4 .

S e c t i o n  5 :
T h e  b ill h a s  a n  im m e d ia te  e ffec tiv e  d a te .
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H B  3 3 0 :  S t a t e  E d u c a t i o n  S t a n d a r d s

HB 3 3 0  a sk s  for a  m eaningfu l conversation  regarding the purpose  
of ed u cation  w ith  all stakeholders before adopting and  
im plem en tin g  th e proposed  State standards.

S tan dards sh ou ld  not be adopted because:
• Their adoption  is  a six-year irreversible p ath  w ith  an  

in determ in ate fiscal note for all com m u n ities throughout 
A laska.

• If we do n ot act, DEED and the BOE, by regulation  and  
default, w ill adopt the proposed  S tate standards. The 
Legislature will be obligated to fund the transition  and  
BSA in creases. Textbooks, curricu lum  developm ent and  
a lignm ent, an n u al a sse s sm e n t  developm ent, and  
p rofession a l developm ent cou ld  exceed  $ 1 0 0  m illion.

• There are several q u estio n s need ing answ ering:
1) W ho are th e standards for? Should  we consider dual 

tracks? C ollege/V ocational E ducation?
2) Do we w an t asp irational or essen tia l standards?  How  

will they  be a ssessed ?
• The B r o w n  C e n t e r  f o r  E d u c a t i o n  a t  t h e  B r o o k i n g s  I n s t i t u t e  

sa y s  th e C om m on Core stand ard s will n o t  produce  
m ean ingfu l im provem ent. There is  no  d ata  to refute the  
B rook ings’ assertion . A doption will n ecess ita te  a  huge  
co st to sch o o l d istricts w ith  no m easu rab le resu lts .



TH E MYTH AND TH E LEMMINGS 
C o m m o n  C ore C o m m o n  S en se

For a  brief m om en t, th e  A laska S ta te  L eg islatu re  is in  a  p osition  to  p reven t a 
m assive  b lu n d e r th a t  is em pow ered  by m y th  a n d  em otion. If we do n o t 
review  th e  p roposed  S ta te  E d u ca tio n a l S ta n d a rd s , w hich  are  th e  fou n d a tio n  
of ed u ca tio n  in A laska, we will en te r  in to  a n o th e r  cycle of f ru s tra tio n  an d  
failure.

T here is a  so lu tion .

T he fu n d a m e n ta l p rob lem  is th a t  o u r ed u ca tio n a l sy stem  is n o t a ligned  w ith 
th e  reality  s tu d e n ts  will face after g rad u a tio n .

The so lu tion  is sim ple. P rofessionals in  th e  m ajo r ca reer p a th s  m u s t have 
a  solid sea t a t  th e  tab le , a n d  no t be  token  rep resen ta tiv es.

O u r c u rre n t S ta te  E d u ca tio n a l S ta n d a rd s  fall far sho rt. However, they  w ere 
c rea ted  by th e  ex ac t sam e flawed p rocess by w hich  th e  p roposed  S ta te  of 
A laska S ta n d a rd s  (ASA) a n d  th e  C om m on Core (CC) s ta n d a rd s  w ere crea ted . 
A flaw ed p ro cess  will alw ays  c rea te  a flaw ed p ro d u c t. C arefu l co m p ariso n  
show s th a t  only superfic ia l d ifferences ex ist betw een  th e  C om m on Core 
s ta n d a rd s  a n d  th e  p rop o sed  S ta te  of A laska S tan d a rd s .

R u sh in g  to ju d g m e n t in  adop ting  th e  C om m on Core (CC) a n d  p rop o sed  S ta te  
of A laska S ta n d a rd s  (SAS) is unw ise  for several reaso n s:

1) I r re v e rs ib le . A doption of th e  ed u ca tio n  s ta n d a rd s  is a n  irreversib le  
6 -y ear p rocess . S ta n d a rd s  are  th e  fou n d a tio n  of th e  e d u ca tio n a l 
system . If th ey  a re  flawed, six y e a rs  of ed u ca tio n  will be flawed.

2) C o n c lu s iv e  d a ta .  The Brow n C en te r of E d u ca tio n  u n d e r  th e  
p res tig io u s B rookings In s titu te  clearly  says p. 14 “Don’t let the ferocity 
o f the oncoming debate fool you... the Common Core will have little 
effect on American s tu d en ts’ achievement. The nation will have to look 
elsew here fo r  w a ys  to improve its schools.” D espite th is  irre fu tab le  
conclu sion , w ith  no co n tra ry  evidence, A nchorage h a s  c h o sen  to 
ad o p t th e  C om m on Core S ta n d a rd s . ASB sp en t less th a n  tw o h o u rs  
in  d isc u ss io n  before lung ing  to  ju d g m en t. W hat is th e  co st?  W here is 
th e  re se a rc h ?  W orse yet, w here is th e  evidence th a t  th e  s ta n d a rd s  
serve anyone  o th e r th a n  th e  elite 7% w ho will even tua lly  com plete a 
4 -y ear degree p rog ram ? In th e  b lind  ru s h , th e  c a re e r / te c h  s tu d e n ts  
have been  sacrificed  on th e  a ltar.

3) R ig o r M y th . The m y th  th a t  m ore rigo rous s ta n d a rd s  will cau se  
s tu d e n ts  to perform  b e tte r is driving th e  lem m ings. The Brown  
Center/Brookings Report clearly  re fu te s  th is  m yth . High te a c h e r 
ex p ec ta tio n s  ca u se  s tu d e n ts  to perform  bette r. More rigo rous 
s ta n d a rd s  are  NOT th e  sam e a s  h igh  te a c h e r expectations!

R ead th e  B rookings rep o rt p .4. R aising s ta n d a rd s  will NOT 
im prove perfo rm ance. S ta n d a rd s  a re  n o t a  v a c u u m  h o se  th a t  su ck s  
s tu d e n ts  u p w ard .

4) Lid m y th . We a re  to ld  th a t  o u r c u r re n t s ta n d a rd s  a re  ho ld ing  
s tu d e n ts  back . The m isconcep tion  b o rders  on decep tion . O u r c u rre n t 
s ta n d a rd s  only de term ine  w h a t o u r s ta te  a s s e s sm e n t te s ts . Schools 
can  ra ise  th e  b a r  a s  h igh  a s  they  w an t now. Schools a re  a lready
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teach in g  a lg eb ra  II, trig  an d  pre-calc. O ur c u r re n t A laskan  S ta n d a rd s  
are NOT a  lid h o ld ing  s tu d e n ts  dow n. The cau se  for low s tu d e n t 
perfo rm ance  lies in  o th e r variab les  h id d en  by denial.

5) No f is c a l n o te .  T here  h a s  been  NO cost an a ly sis  for ad o p tin g  th e  
s ta n d a rd s  for th e  S ta te . Will th e  leg isla tu re  com m it to so m eth in g  for 
w hich th e re  is n o  a cc u ra te  fiscal no te?  This a lone sh o u ld  s top  th e  CC 
an d  SAS m ovem en t in  its trac k s . A rep u ta b le  A laskan  so u rce  h a s  
s ta ted  th e  co s t of adop ting  th e  CC or SAS is “in ca lcu lab le .”

W hile schoo ls  d eb a te  w h e th er to  ad eq u a te ly  h e a t th e ir  b u ild in g s or 
lay off te a c h e rs , will th e  S ta te  m ake  a  co m m itm en t th a t  cou ld  easily  
cost >$100M  for new  tex tbooks an d  cu rricu lu m , new  a s s e s sm e n t 
tools, te a c h e r  tim e align ing  th e  new  cu rric u lu m  to s ta n d a rd s , an d  
p ro fessional developm ent? The cost will be staggering , a n d  th e  
im provem en t to ed u ca tio n  will be zero!

Texas e s tim a te s  th a t  it w ould co s t $3B  to convert to  C om m on Core 
S ta n d a rd s .

E d u ca tio n a l d esigners  are  d esp e ra te  for a  w ay to im prove th e  
s trugg ling  sy stem . Expensive fads like th e  C om m on Core S ta n d a rd s  
arise  to m ee t th e  dem and . The L eg islatu re  t r u s ts  th e  desig n ers . F our 
y ears  la te r, D is tric t rep resen ta tiv es  com e to J u n e a u  a sk in g  for m ore 
m oney a n d  w onder w hy th e  Legislature is “ru d e .”

O nly rea l ch an g e  will evoke real change.

6) S ta k e h o ld e rs .  The p roposed  SAS w ere m odified from  th e  CC by 224 
ed u ca to rs  a n d  4 n o n -ed u ca to rs . R ep resen ta tives of th e  ca re e r 
d e s tin a tio n s  of o u r s tu d e n ts  were not and m ust be major 
s tak eh o ld e rs . T he v as t m ajority  of CC a n d  SAS h igh  school m a th  
s ta n d a rd s  have NO rea l life app lica tions. If schoo ls  are  to p rep a re  
s tu d e n ts  for rea l life, th e n  ALL s ta n d a rd s  sh o u ld  have a  rea l life 
application! T his, a n d  th is  a lone will rep a ir  o u r b ro k en  system .

O n -th e -g ro u n d -e d u c a to rs  are  doing th e ir  b e s t to m ake th e  sy stem  
w ork, b u t  u n ti l  th e  s ta n d a rd s  are  aligned w ith  rea lity  a n d  n o t th e  
exclusive in te re s ts  of th e  in te llec tu a l elite, th e  sy stem  will struggle .

7) D u m b in g  d o w n . T hose w ho challenge CC a n d  SAS are  a c c u se d  of 
d u m b in g  dow n th e  s ta n d a rd s . The acc u se rs  lack  real life ap p lica tion  
skills to  env ision  th e  obvious. We m u s t red irec t rigor from  academ ic  
a b s tra c tio n  to rea l life app lica tions.

8) E le m e n ta l  o r  a s p ir a t io n a l  s ta n d a rd s .  The n ex t co ncep t is difficult, 
b u t im perative  to  u n d e rs ta n d . S ta n d a rd s  are e ith e r a) e lem en tal, 
th a t  is, w h a t all s tu d e n ts  sh o u ld  know , o r b) a sp ira tio n a l, th a t  is, 
w h a t we w ish  m o st s tu d e n ts  w ould know .

The CC a n d  p roposed  SAS are  a sp ira tio n a l. S ince all s tu d e n ts  will 
NOT be tak in g  th e  co u rses  n ecessa ry  to s tu d y  th e  a sp ira tio n a l 
s ta n d a rd s , a n d  o u r  a s se s sm e n ts  will m e asu re  th o se  a sp ira tio n a l 
s ta n d a rd s , we will NEVER know  w h e th e r s tu d e n ts  a re  perform ing  
poorly on  so m eth in g  they  have s tu d ied , o r w h e th e r th ey  have  ju s t  
n o t ta k e n  th e  co u rse s  n ece ssa ry  to lea rn  th e  a sp ira tio n a l s ta n d a rd s .

All we will know  is th a t  a  m ajority  of s tu d e n ts  are  perfo rm ing  
poorly. D is tric ts  will get a  big “d ing” an d  ed u ca tio n a l d es ig n e rs  will 
be looking for a n o th e r  fad.



9) E s o te r ic  la n g u a g e . The language  of th e  CC an d  SAS is eso teric  an d  
th e ir  form  in c o n sis ten t. W hat good is pub lic  com m en t if th e  public 
ca n n o t read  th e  s ta n d a rd s ?  A dditionally, th e  lan g u ag e  a n d  m a th  
s ta n d a rd s  a re  in c o n s is te n t w ith  each  o ther. The language  s ta n d a rd s  
are  w ritten  w ith  a  b road  b ru sh , th e  m a th  s ta n d a rd s  w ith  a n  u ltra - 
fine S harp ie. S ta n d a rd s  a re  su p p o se d  to re p re se n t con cep ts , no t 
cu rricu lu m . Som e m a th  s ta n d a rd s  are  so specific th ey  b e tte r  
resem ble  a  sp a re  problem  on th e  bo ttom  of a  page.

10) No fie ld  te s t in g .  The s ta n d a rd s  have n o t been  field te s te d  in  A laska. 
Do A laskan  te a c h e rs  u n d e rs ta n d  th e  s ta n d a rd s  well en o u g h  to 
design  co m p arab le  le sso n s?  S hou ld  we m ake  a  $m ulti-m illion  move 
to CC or SAS w ith  no field te stin g ?  Will we follow th e  Lower 48 
lem m ings over a n o th e r  destined-to -fa il cliff?

11) A b a n d o n m e n t. For th o se  w ho are  ab le to read  th e  s ta n d a rd s , it is 
obvious: the  s ta n d a rd s  are  w ritten  for th o se  s tu d e n ts  going to a  4- 
year degree p rogram .

The trag ic  fact is th a t 93%  of o u r c u rre n t 9th g rad e rs  will NOT 
fin ish  a  4 -year degree program .

1 /3  of o u r 9 th g raders  will n o t g rad u a te  from  h igh  school.
1 / 3  of o u r 9 th g raders  will g ra d u a te  from  h igh  school a n d  go on to 

“life.”
1 /3  of o u r 9 th g raders  will go on  to a  2-year, a  4 -y ear o r a 

certifica ted  program .
The p ro p o sed  CC and  SAS ca te r  to th e  u p p e r  1 /3  an d  a b a n d o n  

th e  n eed s  of th e  low er 2 /3 .

12) D e f in it io n  o f  in s a n i ty .  The s ta te  h a s  been  th ro u g h  th e  s ta n d a rd s  
c rea tio n  an d  ad o p tio n  p rocess m an y  tim es, an d  seem s to h ave  little 
in s ti tu tio n a l m em ory. The id en tica l p rocess of s ta n d a rd s  
developm ent b ro u g h t u s  th e  flawed system  we now  have. Will 
rep ea tin g  th e  sam e  p rocess on  a  m ore s tr in g e n t level p ro d u ce  a  
d ifferen t re su lt?  O nly w hen  s tak eh o ld e rs  from  c a re e r  d e s tin a tio n s  
are  m a jo r p layers  a n d  w hen  s ta n d a rd s  are  a ligned  w ith  rea l life will 
th e  sy stem  be m ean ingfu lly  reform ed. The sim plicity  of th e  so lu tion  
is overw helm ing.



N O R T H  S L O P E  B O R O U G H  S C H O O L  D I S T R I C T

Nunamiut Amaggut
Nunamiut School 
P.O. Box 21029 
Anaktuvuk Pass,
Alaska 99721 
(907) 661-3226 
FAX (907) 661-6215

A taasuk Eagles Tinmiaaoat
Meade River School 
P.O. Box 91030 
Atqasuk, Alaska 99791 
(907) 633-6315 
FAX (907)633-6215

B a rro w  Whalers
Barrow High School 
P.O. Box 960 
Barrow, Alaska 99723 
(907) 852-8950 
FAX (907) 852-8969

HMS Wolves
Eben Hopson, Sr.,
Memorial Middle School 
P.O. Box 509 
Barrow, Alaska 99723 
(907) 852-3880 
FAX (907) 852-7794

Arctic Foxes
Fred Ipalook 
Elementary School 
P.O. Box 450 
Barrow, Alaska 99723 
(907) 852-4711 
FAX (907)852-4713

Kiita Uaoiich
Kiita Learning Community 
P.O. Box 169 
Barrow, Alaska 99723 
(907) 852-9677 
FAX (907) 852-4334

Kaveolook Rams
Harold Kaveolook School 
P.O. Box 20 
Kaktovik, Alaska 99747 
(907) 640-6626 
FAX (907) 640-6718

Nuiasut Trappers
Trapper School 
P.O. Box 89167 
Nuiqsut, Alaska 99789 
(907)480-6712 
FAX (907) 480-6621

Tikiffaa Haroooners
Tikigaq School 
P.O. Box 148 
Point Hope, Alaska 99766 
(907) 368-2262/2263 
FAX (907) 368-2770

Kali Qawiich
Kali School 
P.O. Box 59077 
Point Lay, Alaska 99759 
(907) 833-2311 
FAX (907) 833-2315

Alak Huskies
Alak School 
P.O. Box 10
Wainwright, Alaska 99782 
(907) 763-2541 
FAX (907) 763-2565

HB 330: State Standards 

Testimony to Committee 

2/24/2012 

Peggy Cowan

I’m Peggy Cowan, superintendent o f schools for the North Slope Borough School 
District.

Good morning Chairman Dick, members of the committee, thank you for inviting 
me to speak today and for your consideration o f HB 330 and other education 
issues. I am grateful for your dedication to the education of the children of our 
state. I know you have a busy agenda and I will try to be brief.

I reviewed HB 330: State Standards, Representative Dick’s sponsor statement and 
the material distributed to school districts by the Department of Education and 
Early Development inviting comment on the current draft of the standards. I agree 
with Representative Dick’s emphasis on the importance of the investment in state 
standards and their effects on and use by the districts. Our district is in a five year 
process of comprehensive curriculum development, alignment, integration and 
mapping and the state standards and grade level expectations are at the heart of 
rigorous academic content for this curriculum. We are relying on a locally 
developed Inupiaq Learning Framework for the relevance and integration of local 
language, history and culture into our curriculum. We turn to the state standards 
and grade level expectations for guidance on academics.

I also agree with Representative Dick’s sponsor statement’s emphasis on a 
thorough vetting process for state standards. The Department of Education and 
Early Development was right in extending the time between introduction to the 
State Board o f Education and adoption rather than the typical cycle of the next 
meeting. This is a step in the right direction to allow thorough vetting. As 
Representative Dick explained industry representatives and employers are 
important in the review o f the standards. Industry and employers are not likely to 
review the state standards without the state being intentional. As a point of 
reference, let me summarize the process in the North Slope Borough School

Box 169 Barrow, Alaska 99723 (907) 852-5311 Fax (907) 852-9503



District. The district’s Director of Curriculum, Instruction, and Assessment is 
reviewing them herself and getting teams within the district to review them and 
provide recommendations for our district’s feedback to the Department of 
Education and Early Development. These teams are made up primarily of 
members o f our district’s own curriculum committees who are guiding the work 
on our curriculum and are for the most part teachers. We do include what we call 
‘steering committees’ which are made up of parents, businesses and community 
members in the review of our own curriculum, but we are not including these 
people in the district’s review of the state’s standards. I do not know, but expect 
that the review by others districts is similar, so the district’s review of the 
standards will not elicit industry review. To get that review, the state will need to 
invite and solicit it intentionally.

Thank you again for your service on this committee and to the students in our 
state. I ’d be happy to answer any questions.

Box 169 Barrow, Alaska 99723 (907)852-5311 Fax (907) 852-9503



For the  record, my name is G rant Funk. I have lived in W estern Alaska fo r nearly 20 years and in the 

village of Hooper Bay fo r the past 13 years. I have raised 5 of our 6 ch ild ren in this region. Several o f our 

ch ild ren are currently raising the ir fam ilies in W estern Alaska. M y kids have had the best o f both the 

pub lic school system as well as a hom eschool education. I am an Emergency M ed ica l Instructor as well 

as an Aviation Instructor. I have volunteered in the local school teaching these skills fo r 10 years as well 

as teach ing aviation to the m iddle school and high school students fu ll tim e for two years. I currently 

teach an a fte r school aviation class as well as d irect a local teen center. Overall, I have been involved in 

education on various levels fo r 26 years. I am an Advisory School Board member. I am also the 2012 

Alaska A ir Carriers Association Com m unity Service Award w inner fo r my work in aviation education in 

our com munity.

I am  requesting today that the State take the necessary time to provide educational standards that lay 

the foundation  fo r the fu ture success o f all students. We have entered a technological age that has 

presented new opportun ities and challenges fo r th is generation. Their foundational years in elementary, 

m idd le  school and high school need to be the trailhead fo r a successful future.

W e have much cultural and geographical diversity. That d iversity should be reflected in the state 

educationa l standards. This d iversity is reflected in my own children. Three o f our six kids com pleted a 

course of study in college. Two com pleted technical training. One is still in high school but planning on 

co llege. As an educator and as a parent, I want to provide the best avenues o f success fo r my students 

as indiv iduals. They need a set o f standards to act as a guiding boundary into the future they desire to 

pursue.

W ith  that in m ind I would like to request that the new standards take a step in a d irection that would 

e lim inate  the "one size fits all" approach. We have students that are hoping to go to college fo llow ing 

graduation  and a greater m ajority o f students that w ill go into the skilled labor force. There needs to be 

at least tw o sets o f standards to better prepare these students for productive careers in the ir areas of 

in terest.

A ca ree r technical education track (CTE) would give students the opportun ity  to learn applicable skills 

fo r jobs that are m ore readily available in rural Alaska. Aviation, health care, com m ercia l fishing and 

construction  have opportun ities that do not require a college degree. There is also a need in this 

ca tegory fo r small business train ing as well as classes in small governm ent. College students often leave 

the rural areas and enter the job m arkets appropriate to the ir degree. That leaves others to start the 

sm a ll businesses and sit on the various local councils and boards. The m iddle and high school education 

system  could go a long w ay toward preparing students as lifelong learners and leaders in the ir local 

com m un itie s through a CTE track standard.

O ne W estern Alaska CTE teacher I m et with gave me the example o f six o f his fo rm er students. They 

w e re  hired in various capacities right after high school and are averaging $40,000 each annual income. 

These students w ill not be a part o f the welfare system. They w ill have the opportun ity to fund further

Thank you Mr. Chairman and Committee for allowing me to testify,



tra in ing or have the ir em ployer provide advancement training. They are becom ing productive local 

citizens w ithout a college education.

If the re  are CTE standards, the system is freed up fo r a college track set o f standards that w ill challenge 

and prepare the college bound high school students with advanced math and science classes. The upper 

level students are often the neglected group in the education process in rural schools. They need 

guidelines that w ill provide rea listic challenges better preparing them  fo r college studies.

Bringing in a vocational track as well as a college track would not on ly benefit the student, but the state 

in th e  years to come. W hen a person has a job, they are less likely to w ind up on the welfare system or 

in th e  court system. At a recent sem inar on international business the speaker said, "W orldw ide, one of 

the best things you can do for a person is to give them  meaningful work."

That brings me to my final thoughts on p lotting the course for the future d irection of education in the 

state. One o f our embarrassing statistics as a state is the high suicide rate. Students graduating ill 

prepared for the job force or even for a subsistence lifestyle are left to wander the streets of our cities 

or the  rural com m unities looking for som ething to do. Hopelessness takes over and lives, that could 

have made a d ifference in th is world, are lost.

One school teacher, who has also been in Hooper Bay 13 years, to ld me that she has lost 40 students or 

fo rm er students to suicide or tragic death. Even as I write, our com m unity is again dealing w ith a suicide 

of a young man. It takes its to ll on fam ilies and friends, as well as teachers and staff. The education 

system  suffers as students and teachers are em otiona lly  function ing at less than optim um  performance.

The education system is not responsib le fo r the high suicide rate. I do feel, however, that it can go a long 

w ay toward prevention by provid ing standards that allow  a student to learn the relevance o f an 

education. Vocational math, applied "hands on" science, and technical reading all connect them  to a 

fu tu re  w ith hope o f becom ing productive. These type o f classes give the non-college bound student a 

reason to succeed in math and science because they understand how  it relates to the world they live in.

As an aviation instructor I have had the joy o f watching kids connect math to life skills as they calculate 

take o ff perform ance of an aircraft on a flight simulator. Students d isinterested in science became 

consum ed by science fair projects that utilized aviation issues. Their eyes were opened to applications of 

vocationa l math that encouraged them  to learn because it had im m ediate app lications in the ir world.

In conclusion, I ask the legislature to pass HB 330 allow ing tim e to gain insights from  the education 

industry. In doing so we w ill prepare a generation w ith a measure o f hope for fu ture jobs that w ill 

prov ide income for the ir fam ilies as well as boost se lf -confidence and self- reliance. Anything done to 

im prove the fam ily has the potentia l o f decreasing the suicide rates.

Thank you for th is opportun ity  to address this critical issue.

M ay  God bless our state!

G ran t Funk
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A K  State S tan dards for K-12 are not S T E M  C om pliant

I p re p a re  K -8  te a c h e rs  to  te a c h  m a th  and  s c ie n c e  in A la s k a .

W h a t I a m  a b o u t to  sa y  w ill a p p e a r  c r it ic a l o f o u r  S ta te  S ta n d a rd s . It is  im p o rta n t th a t y o u  know  
th a t I p a r tic ip a te d  in th e  w r it in g  o f  th e  s c ie n c e  c o n te n t s ta n d a rd s , th e  p e rfo rm a n c e  s ta n d a rd s  
a n d  th e  s c ie n c e  S B A  ite m s . I a m  a s  re s p o n s ib le  a s  a n y o n e  fo r  a n y  d e f ic ie n c ie s  in th e s e  
d o c u m e n ts .

I a ls o  b e lie v e  a n y  d e f ic ie n c ie s  in th e s e  d o c u m e n ts  a re  no t th e  re s u lt o f  n e g lig e n c e  o r  
m a lfe a s a n c e  o n  a n y o n e ’s  part. A s  w e  say , h in d s ig h t is  20 /20 .

U S  s tu d e n ts  n o t ke e p in g  up  w ith  o th e r  n a tio n s  in m a th  and  sc ie n ce .
A K  c a n n o t a ffo rd  to  lag  b e h in d  th e  re s t o f  th e  c o u n try  o r th e  re s t o f  th e  w o rld  in m a th /s c ie n c e .

W e  a re  c u rre n tly  fa llin g  b e h in d  in an  e ve n  m o re  im p o rta n t a re a : S T E M  E d u c a tio n .
Science Technology Engineering Math

"W e 're  d o in g  s tu d e n ts , p a re n ts  a n d  A m e ric a 's  c o m p e tit iv e n e s s  a d is s e rv ic e  by n o t d e m a n d in g  
h ig h e r  s ta n d a rd s  fo r  S T E M  le a rn in g ,"  C ra ig  B a rre tt, fo rm e r C E O  o f  In te l a nd  c u rre n t c h a ir  
o f  C h a n g e  th e  E q u a tio n , a g ro u p  o f  110 b u s in e s s  e x e c u tiv e s  fro m  E xxon , L o c k h e e d  M artin , 
G o o g le , D o w  C h e m ic a l, e tc ,.

" I t  tu rn s  o u t th e  m o s t c o m m o n  e d u c a tio n a l b a c k g ro u n d  fo r th e  F o rtu n e  5 00  C E O s  in th e  U S  is 
n o t b u s in e s s  o r  la w  bu t e n g in e e rin g ."

4 2  o u t o f  th e  5 0  h ig h e s t p a y in g  jo b s  in A la s k a  a re  in S T E M  fie ld s .
T h e  p ro b le m  is  1/ 3 o f  a ll e n g in e e rin g  jo b s  in A la s k a  a re  d o n e  by p e o p le  w h o  live  d o w n  sou th .

E v e ry  s ta te  I h a v e  lo o k e d  a t h a s  s o m e  k ind  o f  s ta te w id e  S T E M  in itia tive .

W e  h a v e  no  e n g in e e rin g  s ta n d a rd s  to d a y . T h e  w o rd  “e n g in e e rin g ” d o e s  n o t a p p e a r  a n y w h e re  
in a n y  o f  o u r  c o n te n t s ta n d a rd s .

T h e  S c ie n c e  a n d  T e c h n o lo g y  G L E s  h a ve  an  im p lie d  fo c u s  on  e n g in e e rin g  b u t n e v e r  ca ll fo r  
a c tu a lly  to u c h in g  o r  m a n ip u la tin g  a n y th in g .

I h a v e  b e e n  u n a b le  to  f in d  a n y  s c ie n c e  S B A  ite m s  re fe re n c in g  e n g in e e rin g .

T h e  iro n y  is
w e  u sed  to  h a v e  e n g in e e rin g  a n d  te c h n o lo g y  s ta n d a rd s  fo r  K -12  in A K . 
w e  u se d  to  h a v e  an  e n g in e e rin g  a n d  te c h n o lo g y  c u rr ic u lu m  fo r  K -12  in A K .



It w a s  m a n d a to ry  fo r a ll c h ild re n  in A la s k a !

T h e  te c h n o lo g ie s  in c lu d e  
A lu tiiq  k a ya k  
A th a b a s c a n  sn o w s h o e  
T lin g it  fish  tra p  
A le u t b a s k e try

E ve n  to d a y  th e s e  a re  m a rv e ls  o f  te c h n o lo g y  a nd  th e y  re su lte d  fro m  tru e  e n g in e e rin g .

P ro b le m  so lv in g , in n o va tio n , d e s ig n in g , th e n  te s tin g , re fin in g , o p tim iz in g  th o s e  d e s ig n s ; 
d e m o n s tra tin g  g rit, w o rk in g  c o o p e ra tiv e ly . T h e s e  a re  e n g in e e rin g  a ttr ib u te s .

T h e s e  a re  w h a t o u r re s o u rc e  a n d  c o m m u n ic a tio n  in d u s tr ie s  a re  lo o k in g  fo r  in th e  w o rk fo rc e .

W e  sh o u ld  in fu s e  th e s e  e n g in e e rin g  s k ills  and  d is p o s itio n s  in to  th e  c u rre n t m a th , s c ie n ce , 
te c h n o lo g y  s ta n d a rd s .

W e  sh ou ld  s e e k  in p u t fro m  b u s in e s s  and  in d u s try , e .g ., A R C O , G re e n s  C re e k  M in e , G C I, 
N O A A .

T e a c h e rs  in A K  w ill n o t te a c h  to  S T E M  w ith o u t le a d e rs h ip .

W e  need S T E M  in o u r  s ta n d a rd s , o u r  c u rr ic u lu m , o u r  S B A s , o u r  te a c h e r  e v a lu a tio n s .

It se e m s  to  m e th a t p a s s a g e  o f  th is  b ill w ill a s s is t in th e  a p p e a ra n c e  o f  S T E M  in o u r s ta te  
s ta n d a rd s , G L E s , S B A s , d is tr ic t m a th  a n d  s c ie n c e  c u rr ic u la , a nd  th u s  o u r K -1 2  c la s s ro o m s .



To: Chair, H ouse Education Comm ittee

Ref: HB330

Thank you for the  o p p o rtu n ity  to offer testim ony  today  in su ppo rt of HB 330 
creating  a Task Force on Education S tandards. I am  Joe Banghart, in terim  
Superin tendent, Denali Borough School District, Healy. Over the past fourteen  years 
I have had the o p p o rtu n ity  of serving on various s tan d ard s  com m ittees. These 
com m ittees have alw ays b een  com posed of educa to rs  th a t have vo lun teered  to help 
design standards. Our s ta te  is fortunate to have these  professionals give of valuable 
tim e for the process. Our s ta te  standards are vital for th e  continued educational 
progress of children in Alaska. HB330 w ould offer the  involvem ent of the  
D epartm ent of Labor and W orkforce, D epartm ent of Education and Early 
Developm ent, small business ow ners, subsistence lifestyle, parents, and th ree  
rep resen ta tives of m ajor career destinations. This type of partn e rsh ip  could be the 
very  foundation th a t w ould provide a consisten t s ta te  netw ork  of business, 
education, parents, and o th e r p a rtn e rs  for career technical training, continued high 
academ ic s tandards, and  the  D epartm ent of Labor and W orkforce guidance. Our 
s ta te  stands in vital need of th is type of Task Force for the  vetting of all fu ture 
educational standards. This Task Force could provide inform ation for resources 
available across ou r state. This link will build a firm  foundation for fu tu re g ran t 
potential, partnersh ip s, and  the com bination of s ta te  educational s tandards in 
English/language art, m athem atics, science, geography, governm ent, history, 
healthy  life styles, arts , w orld  languages, technology, and  em ployability. All the 
consisten t and professional w ork  th a t has been given to w ards the developm ent of 
s ta te  s tandards w ould  benefit from this Task Force.

How can w e no t afford to  stop and evaluate our cu rren t educational 
s tandards and p roperly  align them  w ith clear pathw ays to successful careers in 
Alaska. A ccountability is b es t found in the  involvem ent of m ultiple p a rtn e rs  th a t 
design no t only assessm en ts  for each Perform ance S tandard  bu t consider the 
application of these  skills into actual practice. A ccountability m easures in this 
process w ould include academ ic grow th and em ploym ent skills and successful job 
placem ent. T rue accountability  is being te sted  by all ou r legislatures in 
considera tion  of th is Task Force. This approach  w ould help low er unem ploym ent, 
provide fu ture em ployees across the  state, and encourage accountability  a t every 
level. If we ignore th is vetting  of our s tandards w e are tu rn ing  our backs on the 
fu ture of Alaska and ou r children.

+ T r -IA//&7 S c b n  1



Annette Kreitzer

Subject:
Attachments:

Sent:
To:
Cc:

From: H erm an , M a rcy  J (E E D ) < m a rcy .h e rm a n @ a la ska .g o v>
T uesd a y , M arch  20, 2 012  12:15 PM 
A n n e tte  K re itze r
M orse , Les (E E D ); Hanley, M ichae l S (E E D )
H E D C  3 .15 .12  Fo llow  up
H E D C  E S E A  W a iv e r S u m m a ry -E d ite d  3 .1 9 .1 2 fo llo w u p .p d f; H E D C  N C LB  R eport 3 .19 .12  
F o llo w  up .pd f; H E D C  Ed S ta n da rds  R e sponse  3 .19 .12  F o llo w  up..pd f; H E D C  S tandards 
C o m p a riso n _ o ld _ P ro p o se d  3 .19 .12  fo llo w  up.pdf; H E D C  M ath  S ta n d a rd s  O rgan iza tion  w ith  
D o m a in  P rog re ss io n  3 .19 .12  fo llo w  up.pdf; H E D C  E LA  S ta n d a rd s  O rg an iza tio n  ch a rt 3 .15 .12  
fo llo w  u p .p d f

Annette,

Attached are several responses to questions from the HEDC hearing on Monday, March 19, 2012.
Please let us know if members have any related questions or would like additional information.
Commissioner Hanley will be referring to these handouts/responses in Wednesday’s hearing on
HB330.

Committee Questions:

1) Rep. Wilson asked about additional ESEA  Waiver deadlines after September 2012. The U.S. 
Department of Education has not disclosed further dates, however they have indicated that 
there will be more rolling deadlines. Included as an attachment is a one-page briefing on the 
ESEA  Waiver -  first attachment

2) Rep. Cissna asked about research on the successes and failures of NCLB. Included is a 
report that EED found on the Center for Education Policy (CEP) website that should suffice. 
Additionally, within the body of this email, we are including the CEP  webpage. Center for 
Education Policy (CEP) studies -  CEP  is a reputable group - http://www.cep- 
dc.orq/index.cfm?DocumentSubSubTopiclD=9 -  second attachment

3) Rep. Seaton asked for an explanation of the comparison to proposed Alaska Standards and 
the Common Core -  third attachment

4) Rep. Seaton asked for a side-by-side comparison -  fourth attachment
5) Additionally, we are provided two documents that layout the structure of the Mathematics and 

ELA standards which the Commissioner will use for explanation purposes on Wednesday -  
fifth and sixth attachments

Thanks Annette, please let me know if you have any questions.

M arcy Herman
Special Assistant to the Commissioner
Alaska Department of Education & Early Devlopment
P.O. Box 110500
Juneau, AK 99811-0500
907-465-2803 (voice)
907-465-4156 (fax)

Marcy
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mailto:marcy.herman@alaska.gov
http://www.cep-


Alaska Department of Education & Early Development 

ESEA Waiver Flexibility Summary to Date 

March 14,2012

The US Department of Education is offering states the flexibility to waive certain provisions o f the 
current Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), formerly known as No Child Left Behind, in 
exchange for following another set of requirements. The major provisions that would be waived would 
be the current proficiency targets for Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) and the labeling and 
consequences for Title I schools in improvement, corrective action, or restructuring.

Requirements and Flexibility

The waiver would last through the 2013-2014 school year and could be extended if ESEA is not 
reauthorized by then.

In exchange, Alaska would have to implement an accountability system of its own design that addresses 
the U.S. Department of Education’s principles for improving student achievement and increasing the 
quality o f instruction. Those principles are:

1. Adopt college-ready and career-ready standards and assessments, including for English 
language learners.

2. Develop a system of differentiated recognition, accountability and support for schools.
• Each school could have its own annual proficiency targets that are ambitious but 

achievable.
• Each year, Alaska would have to identify the lowest-performing 5% of Title I schools 

and apply specific consequences as required by the U.S. Department of Education.

3. Use student achievement, as shown in state assessments or on other measures, as a significant 
factor in evaluating teachers and principals.

• Alaska would set the guidelines for evaluations, and districts would implement the 
systems.

Current Status

In November, 11 states applied for waivers, and all have now received them. Another 26 states just 
recently applied for waivers to take effect in the 2012-2013 school year. The next deadline to apply is 
Sept. 6, 2012; those states would begin to implement the waiver’s requirements in the 2013-2014 school 
year. We anticipate that there will be additional deadlines following the one in September.

Alaska Department of Education & Early Development
March 2012

Page 1
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M ixed results: No Child Left Behind h a s  not dram atically boosted  student perform ance

Jan. 8, 2012, will mark the 10-year anniversary of President 
George W. Bush’s signature on his top domestic priority, the No 
Child Left Behind Act. The standards-setting education law was 
unquestionably groundbreaking, even though a decade of 
experience has revealed deep flaws in its measurement systems. 
Undaunted, its defenders stand by its original premise—that 
public schools should take responsibility for the academic 
achievement of all their students.

The law was a product of political circumstances that would be 
impossible to replicate today. Unapologetic liberals teamed with 
conservatives in Congress and the White House to craft a 
monitoring system for schools that for the first time provided 
comparable data about students’ abilities in math and reading. The 
law required all students to take standardized tests once a year, 
and it mandated that schools show they were improving their 
performance from year to year.

The measure passed the House and Senate with sweeping 
bipartisan majorities, a feat that reflected a year of in-depth and 
difficult negotiations between the administration and Congress. At 
certain points, the legislation stayed alive only because the authors 
stubbornly refused to give up. The Democratic sponsors fended off 
teachers unions, and the Republicans deflected conservatives 
railing against bigger government. The sponsors forged
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compromises across the aisle and then cajoled their constituencies 
into backing their efforts.

It worked. In the House, the vote on the final conference report 
was 381-41. The Senate vote was 87-10.

“The fundamental principle of this bill is that every child can learn, 
we expect every child to learn, and you must show us whether or 
not every child is learning,” Bush told a cheering crowd at a high 
school in Hamilton, Ohio, on the day he signed the bill. “Every 
school has a job to do, and that’s to teach the basics and teach 
them well. If we want to make sure no child is left behind, every 
child must learn to read. And every child must learn to add and 
subtract.”

As a country, we have not come close to achieving that goal, but No 
Child Left Behind has greatly informed our understanding of how 
far we have to go. School districts and states are now accustomed 
to giving their students standardized tests and reporting the 
results. Just as importantly, achievement among minorities and 
disadvantaged kids is disaggregated, or examined separately, 
highlighting potential problem areas in schools and communities. 
Forty-five states, two territories, and the District of Columbia have 
adopted new state-determined Common Core standards for 
education.

The results from all of that testing are not very encouraging. In 
global comparisons, 15-year-olds in the United States rank 14th in 
reading and 25th in math. Scores have increased slowly and 
steadily over the past 20 years, but No Child Left Behind did not 
cause a noticeable uptick.

The law had problems from the beginning. Administrators spent 
much of their time trying to get their schools in compliance on 
paper rather than implementing the kind of radical changes the 
sponsors envisioned. The paperwork burdens were tremendous. 
The teacher-certification requirements were pretty much a waste 
of time. Loopholes in the funding provisions had the practical 
effect of ensuring that financially poor schools still got less money 
than those in well-off areas. Some states lowered their academic 
standards to “improve” their performance.

The failure at all levels of government to deliver promised 
resources to ailing schools made it impossible to give 
disadvantaged students all the benefits to which they were 
entitled. It’s a matter of debate where the blame lies for the lack of 
funding, but it’s fair to say that the education statute is not the sole 
cause.

Now, No Child Left Behind’s chapter in history is about to close. 
Lawmakers are proposing to dismantle the law, citing complaints 
about its one-size-fits-all approach and its effect of encouraging 
schools to “teach to the test.” Because thousands of schools could 
lose funding for falling short of the law’s achievement levels, the 
Education Department is offering to waive some requirements for 
states that meet certain criteria.
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Against this backdrop, National Journal 
asked 21 education experts—the law’s 
authors, other lawmakers, school 
officials, academics, and advocates with 
a variety of perspectives—to evaluate No 
Child Left Behind’s effectiveness based 
on its original goals.

It is no simple task to judge a law, particularly one that was 
enacted after a year of intense bipartisan negotiations in which 
everyone involved gave up something they cared about. The deal 
they reached, letting the states set many of the benchmarks, was 
imperfect from the get-go.

About half of the participants in NJ’s survey declined to give letter 
grades to the individual components of No Child Left Behind, 
saying that state implementation was so varied that nationwide 
judgments were impossible. The experts’ struggle to assess the law 
mirrors the statute’s own contradictions which labels schools as 
“blue ribbon” or “failing” even though its report cards miss broad 
components of learning and despite the fact that states have 
learned to game the system.

Nevertheless, participants were in striking agreement on what 
worked and what didn’t. Based on their assessments, NJ  rendered 
its own judgment of the law’s individual components—positive, 
mixed, and negative.
THE RESULTS IN BRIEF
Of the seven objectives that NJ identified, the experts considered 
the law’s spotlight on student achievement its only success.

Collectively, they found no net positive effect from any of No Child 
Left Behind’s primary goals:

• The law did not achieve its defining goal—accountability—but it 
spurred states and school boards to rethink how they assess and 
run their education systems. Some called this an achievement in 
itself.

• The law failed to close the achievement gap between well-off 
white children and minority or low-income students. But that goal 
was always more of an aspiration than a realistic objective.

• No Child Left Behind was an outright failure at ensuring teacher 
effectiveness. Its certification requirements were ineffective; but, 
at minimum, it focused educators on evaluating teachers.

• On perhaps its most basic goal, improving overall student 
performance, the law did not dramatically boost students’ scores, 
but neither did it inhibit their progress.

NJ  identified three secondary goals of No Child Left Behind. The 
experts considered these less important, but many saw them as 
key elements in achieving one or more of the primary goals.

• The spotlight on student achievement is the law’s one undisputed 
success. The intense focus on students’ reading and math

“Very few  [school districts] 
stepped up and said,
'Whoa, we've really got to 
do things differently here.'" 
—Rep. Georye Miller, an 
author o f Xu Child Left 
Behind
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proficiency within different subgroups is the game-changer that 
will endure into the next chapter of education policy.

• Observers hotly debate the law’s effect on research and data. 
Some experts told NJ that the more frequent use of data has made 
a big difference in helping schools understand student progress. 
Others said that the data don’t add up to a coherent picture of 
student achievement.

• No Child Left Behind failed to improve school choice. Children 
stuck in failing schools still have little, if any, chance of 
transferring to better ones.

Full disclosure: NJ’s own measuring tool misses some of the 
education law’s key achievements. It does not fully capture the 
jump in public awareness about student achievement and teacher 
credentials, and it doesn’t reflect the impact of the state-led effort 
to craft Common Core achievement standards, a direct reaction to 
No Child Left Behind.

(M ixed re su lts )  ACCOUNTABILITY
A ssessm en ts  C o n sis ten t, B ut S ta te s  G am e th e  System

The goal behind the accountability provisions in the No Child Left 
Behind Act was simple: Show parents and teachers whether 
schools are teaching children to read and write, and hold the 
schools accountable if they aren’t. The law grades schools based on 
how well they are progressing toward those goals. Test data are 
broken out by race, gender, and other socioeconomic factors.

No Child Left Behind got about halfway there in getting schools to 
account for the achievement, or failure, of their students. We know 
a lot more than we did 10 years ago about students’ math and 
reading abilities. As states have implemented annual standardized 
tests in reading and math for children in grades three through 
eight, assessments have become more consistent. Because schools 
report scores by subgroups, administrators can no longer hide 
behind their top students to mask the failing ones.

The mandated assessments have prompted a flurry of 
kindergarten-12 activity at the state level. All states now have 
academic standards and sophisticated devices for measuring 
student progress. Before No Child Left Behind, only a smattering 
of states had such programs in place.

But the law fumbled its measurement and enforcement 
mechanisms. It allowed states to create their own assessment 
tools, thus fragmenting the system and making it impossible to tell 
from state to state how students were performing. School 
administrators supplanted the initial goal of boosting student 
achievement with a more benign one—simple regulatory 
compliance. Achieving compliance became a paper game to jerry- 
rig the benchmarks so that more schools could meet them.

Because low achievement led to sanctions, some school districts 
did everything they could to avoid letting the true story of their 
failures come out. “Very few stepped up and said, ‘Whoa, we’ve 
really got to do things differently here.’ They were managing it.
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That’s why they were pushing the kids so hard, teaching to the 
test,” said Rep. George Miller, D-Calif., one of the law’s authors.

To ensure that some federal teeth survived in the state-determined 
assessment system, the law’s authors inserted a 2014 deadline by 
which a ll public-school students should be at grade level. Schools 
that don’t  achieve that goal face punitive consequences. Under that 
measure, more than 80 percent of the nation’s schools could be 
labeled as failing next year.

That looming measurement of overwhelming failure offers the best 
example of where the accountability feature of No Child Left 
Behind crumbled. “Failure” was only supposed to occur in isolated 
instances and was supposed to signal to states and the federal 
government where they needed to intervene with more 
management—and, importantly, more money.

The federal money didn’t materialize, and states skirted their 
interim proficiency targets by tinkering with their standards. 
“Expectations, in the form of state-set standards and assessments, 
were too varied and, for the most part, too low,” said Kati Haycock 
president of the Education Trust, an education-reform group.

The law inserted, a new device—the prospect of penalties—into five 
decades of K-12 policy; the result was curricula that closely focused 
on easily measurable outcomes. “Tests become high stakes when 
we attach sanctions,” said Kevin Weiner, director of the National 
Education Policy Center at the University of Colorado (Boulder). 
“We see the now-familiar signs of goal displacement—narrowed 
curriculum, teaching to the test, cheating, etc.”

The harshest critics of No Child Left Behind say that the 
proficiency requirements are both meaningless and restrictive.
“No Child Left Behind established unrealistic targets, failed to 
provide schools with resources to meet those targets, and labeled 
and punished schools based on flawed indicators,” said Dennis 
Van Roekel, president of the National Education Association, the 
nation’s largest teachers union.

The law’s defenders acknowledge these shortcomings, but they 
stand by its central premise that schools should face consequences 
when their students aren’t functioning at grade level.
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Report Card: No Child Left Behind
The law has succeeded in exposing problems in public schools but has done little  to solve them.

 ....................  o Symbol Q  Symbol 0  Symbol
Primary Goals Of No Child Left Behind meaning meaning meaning

failure success mixed

work? Goal Outcome

Accountability 
fo r Student 
Achievement

j Measure and report by disaggregai- 
1 ed groups whether students are at 
j grade level on reading and math.

1 ................

Assessments are more consistent, 
but states game the system and 
lower standards to avoid 
embarrassment.

Closing
Achievement
Gaps

O

Provide school choice and supple 
mental services for children who 
are not performing at grade level.

Attention is now focused on 
disadvantaged groups. Gap stilt 
remains, but all scores are up.

Overall Student 
Improvement

] Improve academic achievement 
• o f all students.

heading and math scores have 
risen modestly, but there is little 
evidence that the law had any 
effect on those outcomes.

Teacher
Effectiveness

Secondary Goal

Spotlight 
on Student 
Achievement

£ ^  highly qualified teachers in 
f  \  " j every public school.

\ i # l
s of No Child Left Behind*

Did it
work? Goal

\ Empower citizens with information 
about students' achievement 
and progress, disaggregated by 

J subgroup.

Created certification that was 
little more than a paper shuffle.

Outcome

This is the real game-changer. 
The law succeeded in shining a 
light on achievement gaps and 
disparities among subgroups.

Use o f Research 
and Data

O

Focus learning where it is needed 
with research-proven methods.

.

Far mere data are available now 
than before NCwB, but there is 
little sense of what to do with 
this info.

Flexibility and 
Choice

O

Create meaningful options for 
children trapped in failing schools.

Parents face insurmountable 
hurdles to school transfers even 
when the opportunities exist.

*MJ fi<»d t h*se goa!s as secondary because they are intended to faci itatd one or -nore of the primary goa't

“Yes, we can get a new speedometer. I’m not opposed to that. But 
will it close the achievement gap in and of itself? Hell, no. It just 
moves the goalposts,” said Margaret Spellings, who as Bush’s 
Education secretary helped to implement No Child Left Behind. “If 
it’s just information for information’s sake, that’s a nothing burger. 
It just is.”

(M ixed re su lts )  ACHIEVEMENT GAP 
G ap R em ains, b u t  E d u ca to rs  N ow  See I t

The law’s name alone spotlights its fundamental goal of bringing 
all children up to grade level, regardless of race, disability, or 
poverty. Those who fall behind are supposed to get supplemental 
services to help them catch up. If their school can’t  provide those 
services, students should have access to one that can.

When No Child Left Behind was being written, black and Hispanic 
students lagged far behind white students in reading and math. 
They still do, although the achievement gap has narrowed slightly 
in some areas, according to the Education Department’s National 
Assessment of Educational Progress. Hispanic eighth-graders this 
year nudged 2 points closer than they were in 2009 to white 
students’ scores in reading.
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The disparity is still big. Hispanics’ scores of 252 in reading are 
now 22 points lower than their white peers’ scores of 274. If the 2- 
point gain doesn’t seem like much, consider this: It equals the 
improvement that Hispanics made from 1992 to 2009.

Leaving aside the comparison with whites, minority students have 
made dramatic improvements over the past two decades. Math 
scores among African-American fourth-graders and Hispanic 
fourth-graders are up three full grade levels since 1990. In reading, 
both groups have advanced about one grade level higher since 
1992. Among eighth-graders, Hispanics and blacks advanced more 
than two grade levels in math and one grade level in reading. It 
isn’t  clear, however, that No Child Left behind had much to do 
with those improvements.

The education law can claim a major, if somewhat disquieting, 
success in letting people know just how far behind some students 
lag. “No Child Left Behind was enormously successful in 
spotlighting the significant, persistent achievement gaps at the 
school, district, state, and national level,” said Patrick Riccards, 
who heads ConnCAN, an education-reform group in Connecticut 
that has inspired sister chapters in several other states.

No Child Left Behind came along at the midpoint of the 
achievement trend for students, and it didn’t alter that momentum 
in any significant way. Most experts agree, however, that the law 
didn’t hurt either. “White students are not standing in place while 
minority students gain ground,” said Dan Domenech, executive 
director of the American Association of School Administrators.

Eliminating the achievement gap will require more than just 
highlighting the disparities, Domenech said. Fully addressing the 
problem requires the kind of commitment to improving poor 
performers that many schools can’t or won’t undertake. It would 
mean longer school days, a longer school year, and more support 
services.

“What would happen if every kid who was eligible actually got 
tutoring? What would that look like?” former Secretary Spellings 
asked. Implicit in her question is an acknowledgement that even 
though No Child Left Behind starkly outlined the magnitude of the 
challenge, it couldn’t by itself bring poor and minority children up 
to grade level.

“If a major component of No Child Left Behind was closing the 
achievement gaps between subgroups of students, it is hard to 
claim that it was successful,” said Sen. Michael Enzi, R-Wyo., the 
ranking member on the Senate Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions Committee.

(M ixed re su lts )  STUDENT IMPROVEMENT 
Sco res H ave R isen  M odestly

The authors of No Child Left Behind envisioned a system in which 
all students would be given the chance to improve. If provided that 
opportunity, the reasoning went, all children would improve.

And they have, slowly.
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Student reading and math scores have trended upward since 1990. 
Public schools’ academic performance is at its highest point ever. 
Math scores, in particular, have shown a small but distinct 
increase in recent years. That is no small accomplishment, given 
the budget shortfalls in school districts around the country.

Achievement levels still aren’t anything to crow about, however. 
The National Assessment for Educational Progress puts math 
proficiency for fourth-graders at 40 percent. For eighth-graders, it 
is 35 percent. Reading proficiency is at 34 percent in both grades. 
Unless you’re grading on a pretty sharp curve, that’s an F. No 
evidence shows that No Child Left Behind affected student scores 
in either direction. In reading and math, the law probably didn’t 
do any harm and quite possibly propelled acceleration where it 
otherwise might have slowed.

One undisputed bright spot shines. No Child Left Behind requires 
a Nation’s Report Card every two years from the National 
Assessment of Educational Progress, which is widely considered to 
have the most reliable data on student achievement. (Before the 
2002 law, the national assessments were done on an ad hoc basis 
as time and money permitted.)

The Nation’s Report Card makes for uncomfortable reading 
because it doesn’t  lie. It is a reality check on the halfhearted testing 
schemes that some states and school districts have used to 
artificially elevate their students’ scores.

Critics say that the real damage from No 
Child Left Behind comes from curricula 
too focused on reading and math, 
coupled with standardized tests that 
don’t  measure comprehension. Under 
the law, testing became its own game, 
which ftirther narrowed the focus within 
math and reading instruction. Not 
surprisingly, this trend occurred most 
frequently in the poorest schools that were most in danger of 
sanctions under the law. Allowing the states to implement No 
Child Left Behind, a major concession by its congressional authors, 
has been detrimental to student achievement in some places, 
because states have lowered their standards so that fewer schools 
will be labeled as failing.

“When schools with multiple goals are held accountable only for 
basic skills in math and reading, they rationally shift emphasis 
away from history, the sciences, the arts, civic participation, 
character development, physical fitness, and health,” said Richard 
Rothstein, an education researcher at the Economic Policy 
Institute. “The more inexpensive the tests, the more they focus on 
recall rather than reasoning.” Tests that can be electronically 
graded, for example, don’t measure reasoning ability as well as, 
say, essay tests.

State implementation also hurt some students because they 
suddenly had to do less to be considered proficient. The law' 
“inadvertently and perversely created incentives for states to lower

"Yes, we can get a new 
speedometer. I ’m not 
opposed to that, hut will it 
close the achievement gap 
in and o f itself? Hell, no." — 
Former Education 
Secretary Margaret 
Spellings
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standards while giving school systems opportunities to take only 
token steps to fix failing schools,” said Thomas Toch, an education 
journalist who cofounded the research group Education Sector.

That outcome is most definitely not what educators or the law’s 
drafters intended, which makes it difficult to say that No Child Left 
Behind succeeded in improving students’ performance. “The 
reason we’re doing all of this is to ‘dramatically’ improve student 
outcomes. That adverb is so important. It means we can’t be 
satisfied with a little bit of progress,” said Gene Wilhoit, executive 
director of the Council of Chief State School Officers.

(F a ilu re ) EFFECTIVE TEACHERS 
C ertifica tio n  Is  a  P a p e r  Shuffle

No Child Left Behind was intended to ensure high-quality teachers 
in eveiy school, regardless of poverty level or neighborhood. It 
aimed to prevent school districts from concentrating low- 
performing teachers in poor areas where parents were less likely to 
complain.

The law didn’t even get out of the starting gate in rectifying that 
situation. Faced with a torrent of protests from teachers unions 
and schools, the authors stopped short of mandating an ultimate 
“effectiveness” goal and settled for requiring teacher certifications. 
To be considered “highly qualified” under the law, teachers need 
two things—a bachelor’s degree in the subject they teach and a 
teaching credential.

Teachers and school administrators describe the law’s certification 
requirements as ludicrous and time-consuming, causing 
bureaucratic headaches while doing nothing to indicate a teacher’s 
abilities. Teacher evaluations and professional-development 
efforts continue on an ad hoc basis depending on the state and the 
district, but they have little to do with the check-the-box 
credentialing.

In poor areas, boosting teacher quality is largely a problem of 
resources. The law requires states to distribute money evenly, but 
they often find a way out. “The law contains several loopholes that 
are big enough to drive a truck through,” said Haycock, the 
Education Trust president, who is a staunch defender of many of 
its provisions. “District budgeting practices end up favoring 
schools serving the fewest poor children, in some cases by as much 
as $1 million a year.”

Among the experts NJ polled, 
the term “failure” popped up 
most frequently when 
referring to this part of the 
statute. “The highly qualified 
teacher provision, in 
particular, has meant merely 
one more paper shuffle. 
Indeed, it has proven a 
distraction,” said Frederick 
Hess, director of education-

Slow Uptick
Student improvement has been more pronounced 
in math than in reading over the past 20 years.
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policy studies at the American 
Enterprise Institute.

The law’s teacher-effectiveness 
provisions exist largely 
because of Rep. George Miller 
of California, the ranking 
Democrat on the House 
Education and the Workforce 
Committee. Before Miller 
began negotiating No Child 
Left Behind in 2001, he had 
already spent 10 years fighting 
for teacher-certification 
mandates. He was mostly on 
his own. In 1994, he lost a 
House floor vote, 424-1, on his 
proposal to require states to 
certify all teachers and set 

aside funds to pay exceptional teachers higher salaries.

Miller hoped to eradicate a practice in California in which teachers 
■with temporary certificates were spending six or seven years on the 
job in bad schools.

“As the lead negotiator for the House Democrats, I can tell you 
that these [teacher] provisions were hard fought,” said Charles 
Barone, federal-policy director at Democrats for Education 
Reform. Barone, who worked for Miller when No Child Left 
Behind was being drafted, said that Democrats wound up giving 
worried naysayers “the benefit of the doubt” by allowing states to 
come up with their own teacher-evaluation systems. That 
concession effectively torpedoed the provision’s goals.

“We now know that just because teachers are certified in their core 
subject matter, it doesn’t  mean they are actually ‘effective,’ ” said 
House Speaker John Boehner, who chaired the House Education 
panel in 2001 and wrote No Child Left Behind with Miller.

Then and now, the unions are the harshest critics of the law’s 
teacher-effectiveness provisions. “The approach relied on arbitrary 
and narrow measures,” said American Federation of Teachers 
President Randi Weingarten. At the same time, she added, the law 
did little to provide teachers with what they needed to improve, 
such as in-service training and job-embedded professional 
development.

(S uccess) SPOTLIGHT ON ACHIEVEMENT 
Schoo l D ata Is  a  P ub lic  C om m odity

The law’s drafters wanted to take a snapshot of schools and 
broadcast students’ skills (or lack thereof) to the world. On that 
objective, No Child Left Behind succeeded.

In the history of the laws governing K-12 public education, the 
focus on student achievement has never been as intense as it has 
been since 2002. The law’s simple requirement that schools make 
public their reading and math test results and show disparities
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among different groups of students has changed the way educators 
and parents view their school systems.

The civil-rights community cheers the requirement that schools 
must report test data for girls, boys, Caucasians, Latinos, African- 
Americans, special-needs students, low-income children, and 
English-language learners. The No Child Left Behind Act is the 
current reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act, first enacted in 1965 and reauthorized every five 
years. The disaggregation mandate by itself underscores the 
original law’s core purpose as a civil-rights law. “The law has also 
brought to light rampant education disparities for students of 
color, students living in poverty, English-language learners, and 
students with disabilities,” a coalition of civil-rights groups 
declared in an April letter to members of the Senate Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pensions Committee.

“We’ve never had this attention to student achievement during the 
whole history of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act,” 
said Sandy Kress, the senior education adviser in the Bush 
administration who helped write the law and is now a lawyer at 
Akin Gump Strauss Hauer & Feld.

(M ixed re su lts )  RESEARCH AND DATA 
D ata  U se Is  U p; R esu lts  A re U n clea r

The law’s authors wanted schools and states to base their curricula 
and teaching policies on scientifically proven methods. After all, 
the ultimate aim of school assessments is to replicate the 
techniques that work and junk the ones that don’t.

Schools’ use of data is varied, but all of them know more now than 
they did 10 years ago about how to administer standardized tests 
and analyze that data in their schools. The Education 
Department’s Institute of Education Sciences, created after No 
Child Left Behind, supports and disseminates research on 
education practices and publicizes statistics on the condition of 
education in the United States. The institute has significantly 
boosted the availability of data on student outcomes.

So we know more about what’s happening in schools, but we don’t 
necessarily know how to fix the lingering problems. Or, if we do 
know how, we aren’t willing. “This is not something that can be 
mandated by law,” said Barone, of the Democrats for Education 
Reform. “Regrettably, what we have now are too many state and 
local policymakers who are either disinclined or unable... to let 
research and data drive the continuous improvements that are 
needed to transform our education systems.”

(F a ilu re ) SCHOOL CHOICE 
O ptions A re L im ited  o r  N o n ex is ten t

For the conservatives who helped write No Child Left Behind, the 
prospect of enhanced school choice was an essential element. Bona 
fide choices for families would ensure that the government-run 
school system would be forced to answer to community and 
neighborhood concerns, they believed. Families would keep the 
government in check. “There must be a moment in which parents
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can say, ‘I’ve had enough of this school,’ ” Bush said when he 
signed the bill.

That moment has yet to come. The logistical difficulties of offering 
students at failing schools a chance to move to a better place have 
ensured that the “choice” mandated by law exists on paper only.

The number of charter schools has ticked up, and some systems try 
to provide parents more flexibility. But demand invariably exceeds 
availability, and school districts that engage in other turnaround 
activities can get waivers from the flexible-enrollment mandates to 
sidestep school-choice requirements. “Choice and supplemental 
services should never have been left in the hands of districts,” said 
Kress, the White House education specialist under Bush.
“WE’VE COME LIGHT-YEARS”
To appreciate the philosophical shift that No Child Left Behind 
achieved, it is useful to step back and look at where the education 
debate was before. In the 1980s and ’90s, policymakers were fully 
aware that American students were falling behind in the global 
marketplace. But the policy negotiations were stubbornly mired in 
how states should distribute school resources. Then, as now, states 
sought waivers from requirements about where their federal 
dollars should go. Testing was all over the place. Curriculum was 
haphazard.

After No Child Left Behind mandated that school systems test 95 
percent of public-school students and publicize the results, the 
harsh, new light revealed the breadth and depth of the nation’s 
education problems. _________________

“People were stunned at the test scores,” “,v0 child Left Behind
Miller said. “We took a snapshot of established unrealistic
schools all across the country and said, targets [and]failed to
‘This is what it looks like. Six percent of provide schools with
these kids are reading at grade level; 50 resourc? * ° se

. r  j  , . °  1 . ,  targets. —Dennis Vanpercent of kids are being taught by a Roekel presidenl _Va(iona,
qualified teacher under this Stupid little Education Association
definition we have.’ They went, ‘What
the hell is going on in this school?’
That’s now a discussion over ongoing professional development of 
teachers and ongoing evaluation of teachers and administrators. 
We’ve come light-years, and that’s a given. It’s resisted. But it’s a 
given.”

Ten years ago, policymakers wanted to put schools on the hook for 
results, any results. “You do what you do based on what you know 
at the time,” Spellings said. ‘‘And when you know more, you 
change it.”

We definitely know more. The education conversation currently 
revolves around defining K-12 academic benchmarks, agreeing on 
how to measure them, and deciding who the judges should be. 
That discussion may be the best testament to the impact of No 
Child Left Behind.
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“My law has accomplished all that it can accomplish. I’m very 
proud of it. It’s done,” Miller said. “Hello, America—it’s time for 
the next iteration. But don’t lose your focus.”

Congress is ignoring Miller’s plea. The Senate’s current 
reauthorization proposal, which is four years overdue, does not 
spell out what will happen to schools that don’t measure up. 
(Probably nothing, some education-reform advocates grumble.)
No one questioned, though, that the Senate rewrite would 
maintain the law’s once-controversial requirement that annual 
reports be broken down by race, gender, poverty level, and 
disability.

Senate Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions Committee 
Chairman Tom Harkin, D-Iowa, is sponsoring the No Child Left 
Behind reauthorization bill. “We must be willing to shift to new 
approaches when the old ones aren’t working,” he said in a floor 
speech defending the measure.

In response to N J ’s request, Harkin said this of No Child Left 
Behind: “One-size-fits-all sanctions and the 2014 deadline for 100 
percent proficiency, though well-intentioned, have proven to be 
ineffective.”

Like most education policymakers, he wants to rectify the unfair 
benchmarks that measure schools. His bill simply gets rid of them, 
raising the hackles of No Child Left Behind supporters. But Harkin 
has no choice if he wants the measure to go anywhere. To win 
support from Enzi, the Education Committee’s chief Republican, 
Harkin was forced to abandon any achievement targets. As 
currently written, the bill would subject schools to benchmarks 
with no teeth.

Harkin’s bill stands to get even weaker in the current political 
climate. Only three committee Republicans grudgingly supported 
it, and a Senate floor vote has been delayed indefinitely. Even 
though the bill greatly weakens the massive federal oversight of 
states, Republicans think it is still too invasive.

House Republicans, for their part, aren’t  willing to put together a 
large rewrite of No Child Left Behind, preferring to nick away at it 
with smaller, incremental measures. Rep. John Kline, R-Minn., the 
chairman of the House Education and the Workforce Committee, 
is keen on local control for schools. He has pushed a charter- 
school bill and a federal funding flexibility measure to accomplish 
that. “We need to place more emphasis on the progress being 
made at the state and local levels,” Kline said.

Supporters of Harkin’s efforts say that times have changed since 
No Child Left Behind was passed and that his approach just 
recognizes a new era for education. Concrete benchmarks, if they 
worked at all, are no longer needed, these experts say. States have 
made significant progress in how they assess schools, and they all 
are moving toward the Common Core state standards.

Those standards have the benefit of being generated outside of 
Washington as a consensus document from multiple stakeholders. 
They suffer from being more complex and far-reaching than the
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simple grade-level reading and math requirements of No Child 
Left Behind. They are akin to a five-star restaurant being offered as 
a replacement for a fast-food burger joint.

Still, the Common Core effort reinserts the “state laboratory” 
element to public education that some fault No Child Left Behind 
for squelching. “It gives us a formula for a different kind of 
accountability,” said Wilhoit, the executive director of the Council 
of Chief State School Officers who helped to craft the Common 
Core standards.

Wilhoit characterizes No Child Left Behind as a necessary wake-up 
call to the states to raise their game on education. And now, he 
says, the law “has run its course.”

The Judges
N J  co n su lted  th e  fo llow ing ex p e rts  in  assessin g  No Child 
Left B ehind:

THE AUTHORS

• Rep. George Miller, D-Calif., a lead cosponsor
• House Speaker John Boehner, a lead cosponsor
• Sandy Kress, lead White House negotiator
• Margaret Spellings, former Education secretary

THE REAUTHORIZERS

• Rep. John Kline, R-Minn., chairman, House Education and the 
Workforce Committee
• Sen. Tom Harkin, D-Iowa, chairman, Senate Health, Education, 
Labor, and Pensions Committee
• Sen. Michael Enzi, R-Wyo., ranking member, HELP Committee 

THE PRACTITIONERS

• Dan Domenech, executive director, American Association of 
School Administrators
• Gene Wilhoit, executive director,Council of Chief State School 
Officers
• National School Boards Association 

THE ADVOCATES

• American Civil Liberties Union
• Patrick Riccards, CEO of ConnCan
• Kati Haycock, president, Education Trust
• Charles Barone, federal policy director, Democrats for Education 
Reform
• Dennis Van Roekel, president, National Education Association
• Randi Weingarten, president, American Federation of Teachers

THE ACADEMICS

• Frederick Hess, director of education policy studies, American 
Enterprise Institute
• Richard Rothstein, education research associate, Economic 
Policy Institute
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• Thomas Toch, education journalist and cofounder of the 
Education Sector
• Kevin Weiner, director of the National Education Policy Center at 
the University of Colorado (Boulder)
• Sherman Dorn, education professor, University of South Florida

Copyright 2012 by National Journal Group Inc. • The Watergate 600 New Hampshire Ave.. NW Washington, DC 20037 
phone 202-739-8400 • fax 202-833-8069 • NationalJoumai.com is an Atlantic Media publication.
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S E A N  P A R N E LL, G O V E R N O R

D e p a r tm e n t  o f  E d u c a t io n  &  E a r ly  D e v e lo p m e n t

Office o f  the Commissioner

G oldbe lt P lace
801 West l & h Street, Su ite  200  
P. O. Box 110500  
Juneau, A laska  99811-0500  
(907) 465-2800  
(907) 465 -4156 Fax

March 20, 2012

House Education Committee,

In response to your request to compare Alaska’s proposed standards to the Common Core, I have 
gathered research done by an outside reviewer. As background, the Common Core was heavily 
referenced in the development o f our own standards as I felt that it was important that the rigor 
o f Alaska’s education system at least match that o f the rest of the country. I believe it is critical 
that our students can compete with their peers, both in and out of state, for the job opportunities 
that they will have. Once our standards went to the State Board of Education, I asked the 
Council o f Chief State School Officers, who helped develop the Common Core, to review and 
compare both sets o f standards. Below are comments from their comparison.

Overall, the proposed Alaska English Language Arts (ELA) and Math standards track closely 
with the Common Core, employing a similar structure and language used in the Common Core. 
The most significant difference between the proposed Alaska ELA standards and the Common 
Core is that Alaska chose not to include literacy standards for history/social studies, science, and 
technical subjects. Below is an overview of some of the differences we noted in reviewing the 
standards.

Proposed Alaska Math Standards

• There are occasions in the K-8 section where Alaska emphasizes certain concepts over 
multiple years whereas the CCSS addresses such concepts in one year (for example, 
telling time and achieving money sense and when the concept of circles in introduced).

• Alaska includes patterns in grades 1- 2, which is not included in the CCSS.
• For the high school standards, there were no substantive deviations from the CCSS 

except for:
o under the Algebra Standards -  Creating Equations, #4 in the CCSS states:

“Rearrange formulas to highlight a quantity of interest, using the same reasoning 
as in solving equations. For example, rearrange Ohm’s law V = IRto highlight 
resistance R .”. Conversely, Alaska’s # 4 reads: “Solve literal equations or 
formulas for a variable involving multi-steps. For example, solve for h when A = 
l/2h(b] + b2).”; and 

o under the function standards, a list of key features for understanding the
relationship between two quantities in the CCSS includes periodicity, and Alaska 
left that off the list in that same part of the standards.

• Alaska has added some content that was not in CCSS:



Standards C om pare Response to HEDC 
M arch 20, 2012

o 2M D.6 o f Common Core;
o 3.0A.6 of CCSS -  the concept seems to be less explicitly covered in Alaska’s 

3.0A.7; and 
o 5.0A.2 o f CCSS

Proposed Alaska ELA Standards
In addition to the omission of the literacy standards for contents area, below are additional 
observations about the proposed standards:

• Alaska includes a few additional references to scaffolding and prompting and support for 
students in the early grades than what the CCSS calls for;

• There is no specific reference for how text complexity is measured, as is done in the 
CCSS;

• In the Grade 6 writing standards # 6, the CCSS specifies that a student should be able to 
type a minimum of three pages in one sitting, whereas Alaska simply says sufficient 
command of keyboarding skills to create a piece of writing;

• Alaska at times omits examples provided by the CCSS, but the text of the standard is 
usually identical to the CCSS;

• In Grades 6 and 7 reading standards for literature, the CCSS includes language about 
determining central ideas distinct from personal opinions and judgments in order to create 
an objective summary, and Alaska simply states that the student should summarize; and

• In Grade 3 listening skills, Alaska includes language about using techniques that engage 
the listener such as inflection or different voices, and this is not specified in as much 
detail as the CCSS.

I believe this summarizes the significant differences between the two sets of standards. I can also 
point out specific language if it is helpful.

Sincerely,

Mike Hanley
Commissioner of Education 
And Early Development



C o m p a r is o n  o f  S t r u c tu r e  o f  C u r r e n t  &  P ro p o se d  C o n te n t  S ta n d a rd s

LANGUAGE ARTS

Current Standards

Content standards -  broad statements of what 
students should know and be able to do.

Performance Standards -  define what all students 
should be able to do at the end of a grade span 
(Grade 3, 6, 8 and 10).

Grade Level Expectations -  core content to be 
mastered at the end of a given grade level, K-10.

Standards address reading and writing.

Proposed Standards

Content standards address each grade level, but are 
organized into two grade spans, with content 
presented by grade level within the spans:

• Grades K-5
• Grades 6-12

There are Anchor Standards for in each content area 
that run across all grade levels, K-12, to create 
coherence.

Content standards address the additional content areas 
of speaking & listening.

MATHEMATICS

Current Standards

Content standards -  broad statements of what 
students show know and be able to do.

Performance standards -  define what all students 
should be able to do at the end of a grade span 
(Grade 3, 6, 8 and 10).

Grade Level Expectations -  core content to be 
mastered at the end of a given grade level, K-10.

The standards address:
1. Mathematics content.
2. Mathematics content process skills: 

problem-solving, communication, 
reasoning, and connections.

Proposed Standards

Content standards address each grade level from K-8 
than separately for high school (grades 9-12).

The high school standards outline the content all 
students should know and the content required for 
higher level mathematics.

The standards include two areas:
1. Standards for mathematical content 

Organized into domains, such as “number & 
quantity.” The domains for K-8 look different 
than those for 9-12.

2. Standards for mathematical practice 
Describes how mathematics is used, such as 
“attend to precision.”

Alaska Department of Education & Early Development March 21, 2012



Proposed Alaska Mathematics Standards Organization w ith Domain Progression

This chart shows the organization of mathematics standards and the domain progression from Kindergarten through High School.

1. Make sense o f problems and persevere in solving them 5. Use appropriate tools strategically
2. Reason abstractly and quantitatively 6. Attend to precision
3. Construct viable arguments and critique the reasoning of others 7. Look fo r and make use of structure
4. Model with mathematics 8. Look for and express regularity in repeated reasoning

Kindergarten 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 High School

Standards for Mathematical Content

Counting, Cardinality 

and Ordinality

Number & 

Quantity

M
o

d
el

in
g

Number and Operations in Base Ten Ratios and

Proportional

Relationships

Number and Operations - Fractions Number System

Operations and Algebraic Thinking Expressions and Equations Algebra

Functions Functions

Geometry Geometry

Measurement and Data Statistics and Probability Statistics and 

Probability

Instruction around the Standards for Mathematical Practices is delivered across all grades K-12. Domains are large groups of related 

standards. Each co lor shows how domains at the earlier grades progress and lead to domains in the m iddle and high school levels. On the 

right side are the high school domains including the modeling domain which is incorporated throughout standards in the other five domains. 

To the left o f each high school domain, one can find the domains from elementary and m iddle school levels from  which this concept builds.

D e p a r tm e n t  o f  E d u c a t io n  & E a r l y  D e v e lo p m e n t M arch  2012



Proposed Alaska English Language Arts Standards Organization

READING

Foundation
Skills

‘ P rin t C oncept
•Ph onolog ical
A w areness
•P honics an d  w ord
Recognition
•F lu ency

K
1
2
3
4
5

10 Anchor Standards 
Arranged in 4 strands

•  Key Ideas and Details
•  C ra ft and S tructure
•  In tegra tion  o f  

K now ledge and Ideas
•  Range o f  R eading and  

Level o f  Text

Focus Area: 

Literary Text

Focus Area: 
Info Text

K
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9-10
11-12

K

1
2
3

4

5
6
7

8
9-10

11-12

W R IT IN G

10 Anchor 
Standards

A rranged  in 4 Strands
•  T ex t Types and  Purpose
•  Production and  

D istribution o f  W ritin g
•  Research to  Build and  

P resent K now ledge
•  Range o f W ritin g

K
1
2
3

4

5

6
7
8
9-10

11-12

SPEAKING A N D  

LISTENING

6 Anchor 
Standards

A rranged  in 2 strands
• Comprehension and 

Collaboration
• Presentation of 

Knowledge and Ideas

K
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9-10
11-12

LANGUAGE
 -

6 Anchor 
Standards

Arranged in 3 Strands
• Conventions of 

Standard English
• Knowledge of 

Language
• Vocabulary 

Acquisition and 

Use

K

1
2
3
4

5
6
7
8
9-10
11-12
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Alaska State Legislature

Tuneau _
State Capitol Bldg., Rm. 104 
Juneau, AK 99801-1182 
Phone (907) 465-4527 
Fax (907) 465-2197

Representative.alan.dick@legis.state.ak.us

Representative Alan Dick
House District 6

S p o n s o r  S t a t e m e n t  
H B  3 3 0 : S ta te  S t a n d a r d s

T h e  S ta te  e d u c a t io n a l  c o n te n t  a n d  p e r fo rm a n c e  s t a n d a r d s  a r e  th e  f o u n d a t io n  o f  o u r  
e d u c a t io n a l  s y s te m . U p o n  th e m  a r e  b u i l t  a  m a s s iv e  s u p e r s t r u c tu r e :
• T h e  w r it in g  o f  th e  G ra d e  Level E x p e c ta t io n s  (G L E ’s);
• T h e  c h o ic e  o f  e x p e n s iv e  c u r r ic u la  in  5 3  d if fe re n t d is t r i c ts ;
• T h o u s a n d s  o f  t e a c h e r  h o u r s  a l ig n in g  n e w  c u r r i c u la  to  th e  n e w  s ta n d a r d s ;
• H u n d r e d s  o f  t h o u s a n d s  o f d o l la r s  o f  p r o fe s s io n a l  d e v e lo p m e n t;
• M illio n s  o f  d o l la r s  o f  n e w  a s s e s s m e n t  to o ls ;
• M illio n s  o f  d o l la r s  u s in g  th o s e  to o ls  a n n u a l ly  ( $ 7 .5 M /y r  o v e r a  s ix -y e a r  p e rio d );
• O v e r  $ 1 .2 B  a n n u a l  f u n d in g  s u p p o r t in g  th e  s y s te m  d r iv e n  b y  th e  n e w  s t a n d a r d s ;  a n d
•  T h e  q u a l i ty  o f  i n s t r u c t io n  fo r o v e r 1 3 0 ,0 0 0  s tu d e n t s .

T h e  c o s t - to - d a te  o f  p r o d u c in g  th e  s t a n d a r d s  th e  D e p a r tm e n t  o f  E d u c a t io n  & E a r ly  
D e v e lo p m e n t is  p ro p o s in g  fo r a d o p t io n  h a s  b e e n  $ 2 7 0 ,8 8 6 .  T h e  s t a n d a r d s  w e re  c r e a te d  in  
e ig h t  s e p a r a t e  m e e t in g s  a t t e n d e d  b y  a  s liv e r  o f  s ta k e h o ld e r s .  T h e  s u p e r s t r u c t u r e  b u i l t  
u p o n  th e m  a s  w ell a s  a n n u a l  m a in te n a n c e  w ill c o s t  m u l t ip le  b il l io n s  o f  d o l la r s  a n d  d ire c tly  
im p a c t  e v e ry  f a c e t  o f  i n s t r u c t io n  s ta te w id e .

M y r e s e a r c h  h a s  c le a r ly  s h o w n  t h a t  th e  p r o p o s e d  s t a n d a r d s  h a v e  n o t  b e e n  p ro p e r ly  v e t te d  
b y  i n d u s t r y  a n d  th o s e  in v o lv e d  in  th e  c a r e e r  d e s t in a t io n s  o f  o u r  s tu d e n t s .  All c u r r ic u lu m  
p r e s e n te d  to  s t u d e n t s  s h o u ld  h a v e  a  c le a r  p a th w a y  to  p o te n t ia l  c a r e e r s .

E d u c a t io n a l  f u n d in g  a n d  s t u d e n t  p e r fo rm a n c e  a r e  u n d e r  c o n t in u a l  in te n s e  s c ru t in y .  T h e s e  
s u b je c t s  a r e  th e  s o u r c e  o f  g r e a t  c o n s te r n a t io n  fo r p a r e n t s ,  e d u c a to r s  a n d  p o licy  m a k e r s .  I t  
o n ly  m a k e s  s e n s e  t h a t  th e  f o u n d a t io n  o f o u r  e d u c a t io n a l  s y s te m  fo r th e  n e x t  s ix -y e a r  cy c le  
s h o u ld  b e  o f  th e  h ig h e s t  q u a l i ty  a n d  d ir e c te d  a t  fu lfillin g  o u r  m is s io n  s ta t e m e n ts .

T h e  p u r p o s e  o f  th i s  b ill is  to  g a th e r  a  r e p r e s e n ta t iv e  w o rk in g  g ro u p  t h a t  w ill d e v e lo p  a  
p r o c e s s  b y  w h ic h  th e  s t a n d a r d s  a r e  v e t te d . O n c e  th e  v e t t in g  p ro c e s s  is  d e v e lo p e d , i t  w ill b e  
a v a i la b le  fo r  a ll f u tu r e  c y c le s  o f  s t a n d a r d s  c r e a t io n  a n d  m o d if ic a t io n .

W ith  w e ll-v e tte d  s t a n d a r d s ,  w e  c a n  b e  c o n f id e n t  t h a t  th e  b il l io n s  o f  d o l la r s  s p e n t  o v e r  th e  
n e x t  s ix -y e a r  cy c le  w ill b r in g  th e  b e s t  r e s u l t  p o s s ib le .  W e c a n  a ls o  b e  c o n f id e n t  t h a t  w e a r e  
c r e a t in g  a  c le a r  p a th w a y  fo r in te l l ig e n t ,  p ro d u c t iv e  a n d  e n g a g e d  y o u n g  p e o p le  to  b e c o m e  
s u c c e s s f u l  a t  w h a te v e r  e n d e a v o r  th e y  c h o o s e . To d o  le s s  w o u ld  b e  i r r e s p o n s ib le .

Interim
1292 Sadler Way, Ste 328 

Fairbanks, AK 99701 
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Fax (907) 452-3430 
Toll-Free (800) 491-4527

mailto:Representative.alan.dick@legis.state.ak.us


Alaska State Legislature

Juneau
State Capitol Bldg., Rm. 104 

Juneau, AK 99801-1182

Interim 
1292 Sadler Way, Ste 328

Fairbanks, AK 99701

Phone (907) 452-3434

Phone (907) 465-4527 Fax (907) 452-3430 

(800) 491-4527F a x (907)465-2197

Representative Alan Dick
House District 6

S e c t i o n a l  A n a ly s is  
H B  3 3 0  

S t a t e  E d u c a t i o n  S t a n d a r d s
S e c t i o n  1:

• A jo i n t  le g is la t iv e  t a s k  fo rce  is  fo rm e d  to  c r e a te  a  p r o c e s s  b y  w h ic h  
s t a t e  e d u c a t io n a l  s t a n d a r d s  a r e  v e t te d .

•  D e s c r ib e s  th e  m e m b e r s  o f  th e  t a s k  fo rce  a n d  h o w  th e y  a r e  
a p p o in te d .

•  D e s c r ib e s  g u id e l in e s  b y  w h ic h  th e  t a s k  fo rce  f u n c t io n s  a n d  c r e a te s  
a  p r o c e s s  b y  w h ic h  s t a t e  s t a n d a r d s  a r e  v e t te d .

• T h is  t a s k  fo rce  w ill b e  in  e ffec t f ro m  J u l y l ,  2 0 1 2  to  J u l y  1, 2 0 1 3 .

S p e c if ie s  t h a t  th e  D e p a r tm e n t  o f  L a b o r  a n d  W o rk fo rc e  D e v e lo p m e n t

•  P ro v id e  s ta f f in g  a n d  d a t a  r e q u e s te d  b y  th e  t a s k  fo rce .
• Id e n tify  m a jo r  c a r e e r s  in  th e  s ta t e  a s  p ro v id e d  u n d e r  se c . 1 o f 

th i s  A ct.
S e c t i o n  3 :

T h e  e x is t in g  c o n te n t  a n d  p e r fo rm a n c e  s t a n d a r d s  w ill r e m a in  in  
e ffe c t u n t i l  th e  n e w  p r o c e s s  is  d e v e lo p e d  a n d  th e  n e w ly  v e t te d  s t a n d a r d s  
a r e  a d o p te d .
S e c t i o n  4 :

T h e  t a s k  fo rce  a n d  D e p a r tm e n t  o f  L a b o r  a n d  W o rk  F o rc e  
D e v e lo p m e n t s u p p o r t  fo r  th e  t a s k  fo rce  a r e  r e p e a le d  o n  J u l y  1, 2 0 1 3 . 
S e c t i o n  5 :

T h is  r e p e a ls  th e  te m p o r a r y  la w  fo r th e  e x is t in g  s ta n d a r d s .
S e c t i o n  6 :

T h is  h a s  a n  im m e d ia te  e ffec tiv e  d a te .

S e c t i o n  2

w ill:



B a c k g r o u n d  I n f o r m a t i o n  
H B  3 3 0 :  S t a t e  E d u c a t i o n  S t a n d a r d s

C o s t  o f  b r i n g i n g  s t a k e h o l d e r s  t o g e t h e r  f o r  r e v i e w  a n d  r e v i s i n g  o f  
s t a t e  c o n t e n t  s t a n d a r d s  h a s  c o s t :

•  F Y 1 0
•  F Y 1 1

•  F Y 1 2
•  F Y 1 3

$  4 7 , 7 7 0  
$ 1 4 2 , 6 8 6  

$  8 0 , 4 3 0  

$  1 5 , 0 0 0

1 m e e t i n g  

5  m e e t i n g s
2  m e e t i n g s  

P u b l i s h i n g

T O T A L  C O S T :  $ 2 8 5 , 8 8 6

Information provided by Department of Education & Early Development
February 17, 2012 via email to Representative Dick's office



FISCAL NOTE

Identifier (tile name)______________ HB330-DQLWD-l\/IS-2-17-12_____________Dept. Affected Labor and Workforce Development
Title  State Education_Standards_____________ Appropriation Commissioner and Administrative Services
__________________________________________________________________ Allocation  Management Services______
Sponsor   .__________Representative Dick________________ _______________________________
Requester  House_Education_________________ OMB Component Number 335

Expenditures/Revenues______________________________________(Thousands of Dollars)__________________________

STATE OF ALASKA Bill Version HB330_______________
2012 LEGISLATIVE SESSION Fiscal Note Number __________________

() Publish Date __________________

Note: Amounts do not include inflation unless otherwise noted below.

FY13
Appropriation

Requested

Included in 
Governor's 

FY13 
Request

Out-Year Cost Estimates

OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY13 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18
Personal Services
Travel
Services
Commodities
Capital Outlay
Grants, Benefits
Miscellaneous

TOTAL OPERATING *** *** *** *** *** ***

FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)
1002 Federal Receipts
1003 GF Match
1004 GF
1005 GF/Prgm (DGF)
1037 GF/MH (UGF)
1178 temp code (UGF)

TOTAL *** *** *** *** *** *** ***

POSITIONS
Full-time
Part-time
Temporary

CHANGE IN REVENUES

Estimated SUPPLEMENTAL (FY12) operating costs   (separate supplem ental appropriation required)
(discuss reasons an d  fund source(s) in analysis section)

Estimated CAPITAL (FY13) costs   (separate capital appropriation required)
(discuss reasons and fund source(s) in analysis section)

Why this fiscal note differs from previous version (if initial version, please note as such)______________________________
Not applicable, initial version.

Prepared by Brynn Keith, Director    Phone 465-5980
Division Administrative Services  Date/Time 2/17/12 3:00 PM

Approved by Click Bishop, Commissioner_______________________________________  Date 2/17/2012________
Department of Labor and Workforce Development_____________________

(Revised 1/17/2012 omb) Page 1 of 2



FISCAL NOTE

A n a ly s is

The proposed legislation would establish a task force on education standards, of which the Department of Labor and 
Workforce Development would be a member. The task force would vet proposed educational standards and advise the 
Department of Education and Early Development on matters pertaining to education standards for students in grades 
kindergarten through 12 in the state.

The Department of Labor and Workforce Development's role under this proposed legislation will be to provide staffing 
and data requested by the task force. The legislation does not clearly identify the scope of data the department must 
produce for the task force, and currently, the department lacks the expertise to vet education standards. The fiscal 
impact of this legislation cannot be accurately determined at this time.

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. HB330______________
2012 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

(Revised 1/17/2012OMB) Page 2 of 2



FISCAL NOTE
STATE OF ALASKA cost + codes
2012 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Bill Version
Fiscal Note Number
Publish Date

HB330

Identifier (file name) HB330-EED-TLS-02-21 -12
Title An Act establishing a Joint Legislative Task Force on 

_____________ Education Standards_____________
Sponsor
Requester

Representative Dick
House Education

Expenditures/Revenues

Dept. Affected Education & Early Development 
Appropriation Teaching and Learning Support 
Allocation Student & School Achievement

OMB Component Number 2796

(Thousands of Dollars)
Note: Amounts do not include inflation unless otherwise noted below.

FY13
Appropriation
Requested

Included in 
Governor's 

FY13 
Request

O ut-Y ear Cost Estim ates

OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY13 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18
Personal Services 
T ravel 
Services 
Commodities 
Capital Outlay 
Grants, Benefits 
Miscellaneous

TOTAL OPERATING 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)
1002 Federal Receipts
1003 GF Match
1004 GF
1005 GF/Prgm (DGF)
1037 GF/MH (UGF)
1178 temp code (UGF)

TOTAL 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

POSITIONS
Full-time
Part-time
Temporary

CHANGE IN REVENUES

Estimated SUPPLEMENTAL (FY12) operating costs   (separate supplem ental appropriation required)
(discuss reasons and fund source(s) in analysis section)

Estimated CAPITAL (FY13) costs   (separate capital appropriation required)
(discuss reasons and fund source(s) in analysis section)

Why this fiscal note differs from previous version (if initial version, please note as such) 
Initial version.

Prepared by Cynthia Curran, Director_________________________________________ Phone 465-2857_______
Division Teaching and Learning Support___________________________________  Date/Time 2/21/2012 8:55am

Approved by Mike Hanley_________________________________________________________  Date 2/21/2012_______
Commissioner

(Revised 8/17/2011 OMB) Page 1 of 2



FISCAL NOTE

A n a ly s is

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. HB330

2012 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

The proposed legislation would require the Department of Labor to establish a task force for vetting educational 
standards and advising the Department of Education & Early Development on matters education standards for 
students in grades kindergarten through 12 in the state.

The Department of Labor and Workforce Development under this proposed legislation would provide staffing and 
data requested by the task force. The legislation does not clearly identify the scope of data the Department of Labor 
and Workforce Development must produce for this task force.

While EED would have one member on the task force, travel costs and per diem would be paid by EED.

(Revised 8/17/2011 OMB) Page 2 of 2
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A K  S t a t e  S t a n d a r d s  f o r  K - 1 2  a r e  n o t  S T E M  C o m p l i a n t

I p re p a re  K -8  te a c h e rs  to  te a c h  m a th  and  s c ie n c e  in A la s k a .

W h a t I a m  a b o u t to  s a y  w ill a p p e a r  c rit ica l o f o u r  S ta te  S ta n d a rd s . It is im p o r ta n t th a t yo u  kn ow  
th a t I p a rtic ip a te d  in th e  w rit in g  o f  th e  s c ie n c e  c o n te n t s ta n d a rd s , th e  p e rfo rm a n c e  s ta n d a rd s  
a n d  th e  s c ie n c e  S B A  ite m s . I a m  as re sp o n s ib le  a s  a n y o n e  fo r  a ny  d e f ic ie n c ie s  in th e s e  
d o c u m e n ts .

I a lso  b e lie v e  a n y  d e f ic ie n c ie s  in th e s e  d o c u m e n ts  a re  no t th e  re su lt o f  n e g lig e n c e  o r 
m a lfe a s a n c e  on  a n y o n e ’s part. A s  w e  say, h in d s ig h t is 20 /20 .

U S  s tu d e n ts  no t ke e p in g  up w ith  o th e r  n a tio n s  in m a th  and  sc ie n ce .
A K  c a n n o t a ffo rd  to  lag  b e h in d  th e  re s t o f  th e  c o u n try  o r th e  re s t o f th e  w o r ld  in m a th /s c ie n c e .

W e  a re  c u rre n tly  fa llin g  b e h in d  in an  even  m o re  im p o rta n t a rea : S T E M  E d u c a tio n .
Science Technology Engineering Math

"W e 're  d o in g  s tu d e n ts , p a re n ts  a nd  A m e ric a 's  c o m p e tit iv e n e s s  a d is s e rv ic e  b y  n o t d e m a n d in g  
h ig h e r  s ta n d a rd s  fo r  S T E M  le a rn in g ,"  C ra ig  B a rre tt, fo rm e r C E O  o f In te l a nd  c u rre n t c h a ir  
o f  C h a n g e  th e  E q u a tio n , a g ro u p  o f  110 b u s in e s s  e x e c u tiv e s  fro m  E xxon , L o c k h e e d  M artin , 
G o o g le , D o w  C h e m ic a l, e tc ,.

" I t  tu rn s  o u t th e  m o s t c o m m o n  e d u c a tio n a l b a c k g ro u n d  fo r  th e  F o rtu n e  5 0 0  C E O s  in th e  US  is 
n o t b u s in e s s  o r la w  b u t e n g in e e rin g ."

4 2  o u t o f th e  50  h ig h e s t p a y in g  jo b s  in A la s k a  a re  in S T E M  fie ld s .
T h e  p ro b le m  is 1/a o f  a ll e n g in e e rin g  jo b s  in A la s k a  a re  d o n e  by p e o p le  w h o  liv e  d o w n  so u th .

E v e ry  s ta te  I h a ve  lo o ke d  a t h a s  s o m e  k ind  o f  s ta te w id e  S T E M  in itia tive .

W e  h a ve  no  e n g in e e rin g  s ta n d a rd s  to d a y . T h e  w o rd  “e n g in e e rin g ” d o e s  n o t a p p e a r  a n y w h e re  
in a n y  o f  o u r  c o n te n t s ta n d a rd s .

T h e  S c ie n c e  a nd  T e c h n o lo g y  G L E s  h a ve  an  im p lie d  fo c u s  on  e n g in e e rin g  b u t n e v e r  ca ll fo r  
a c tu a lly  to u c h in g  o r m a n ip u la tin g  a n y th in g .

I h a v e  b e e n  u n a b le  to  fin d  a ny  s c ie n c e  S B A  ite m s  re fe re n c in g  e n g in e e rin g .

T h e  iro n y  is
w e  u se d  to  h a v e  e n g in e e rin g  a nd  te c h n o lo g y  s ta n d a rd s  fo r  K -12  in A K . 
w e  u se d  to  h a v e  an  e n g in e e rin g  a nd  te c h n o lo g y  c u rr ic u lu m  fo r  K -12  in A K .



It w a s  m a n d a to ry  fo r  a ll c h ild re n  in A la s k a !

T h e  te c h n o lo g ie s  in c lu d e  
A lu tiiq  ka yak  
A th a b a s c a n  s n o w s h o e  
T lin g it fish  tra p  
A le u t b a ske try

E ven  to d a y  th e s e  a re  m a rv e ls  o f te c h n o lo g y  a nd  th e y  re su lte d  fro m  tru e  e n g in e e rin g .

P ro b le m  so lv in g , in n o v a tio n , d e s ig n in g , th e n  te s tin g , re fin in g , o p tim iz in g  th o s e  d e s ig n s ; 
d e m o n s tra tin g  g rit, w o rk in g  c o o p e ra tiv e ly . T h e s e  a re  e n g in e e rin g  a ttr ib u te s .

T h e s e  a re  w h a t o u r re s o u rc e  a n d  c o m m u n ic a tio n  in d u s tr ie s  a re  lo o k in g  fo r  in th e  w o rk fo rc e .

W e  sh ou ld  in fu se  th e s e  e n g in e e rin g  sk ills  and  d is p o s itio n s  in to  th e  c u rre n t m a th , s c ie n c e , 
te c h n o lo g y  s ta n d a rd s .

W e  sh ou ld  s e e k  in p u t fro m  b u s in e s s  and  in d u s try , e .g ., A R C O , G re e n s  C re e k  M in e , G C I, 
N O A A .

T e a c h e rs  in A K  w ill n o t te a c h  to  S T E M  w ith o u t le a d e rs h ip .

W e  need  S T E M  in o u r  s ta n d a rd s , o u r  c u rr ic u lu m , o u r  S B A s , o u r  te a c h e r  e v a lu a tio n s .

It s e e m s  to  m e  th a t p a s s a g e  o f  th is  b ill w ill a s s is t in  th e  a p p e a ra n c e  o f  S T E M  in o u r s ta te  
s ta n d a rd s , G L E s , S B A s , d is tr ic t m a th  a nd  s c ie n c e  c u rr ic u la , a nd  th u s  o u r K -12  c la s s ro o m s .



For the  record, my name is Grant Funk. I have lived in W estern Alaska fo r nearly 20 years and in the 

village o f Hooper Bay fo r the past 13 years. I have raised 5 o f ou r 6 ch ildren in this region. Several o f our 

children are currently raising the ir fam ilies in W estern Alaska. M y kids have had the best o f both the 

public school system as well as a hom eschool education. I am an Emergency M ed ica l Instructor as well 

as an Aviation Instructor. I have vo lunteered in the local school teaching these skills for 10 years as well 

as teach ing aviation to the m iddle school and high school students full tim e for two years. I currently 

teach an after school aviation class as well as d irect a local teen center. Overall, I have been involved in 

education on various levels fo r 26 years. I am an Advisory School Board member. I am also the 2012 

Alaska A ir Carriers Association Com m unity Service Award w inner fo r my w ork in aviation education in 

our com m unity.

I am  requesting today that the State take the necessary tim e to provide educational standards that lay 

the foundation  fo r the future success o f all students. We have entered a technolog ical age that has 

presented new opportun ities and challenges for th is generation. Their foundational years in elementary, 

m idd le school and high school need to be the trailhead for a successful future.

We have much cultural and geographical diversity. That d iversity should be reflected in the state 

educational standards. This d iversity is reflected in my own children. Three o f our six kids com pleted a 

course o f study in college. Two com pleted technical training. One is still in high school but planning on 

co llege. As an educator and as a parent, I want to provide the best avenues o f success for my students 

as ind iv iduals. They need a set o f standards to  act as a guiding boundary into the future they desire to 

pursue.

W ith  that in m ind I would like to request that the new standards take a step in a d irection that would 

e lim inate the "one size fits all" approach. W e have students that are hoping to go to  college fo llow ing 

graduation and a greater m ajority o f students that w ill go into the skilled labor force. There needs to be 

at least tw o sets o f standards to better prepare these students for productive careers in the ir areas of 

interest.

A ca ree r technical education track (CTE) would give students the opportun ity  to learn applicable skills 

for jobs that are m ore readily available in rural Alaska. Aviation, health care, com m ercia l fishing and 

construction  have opportun ities that do not require a college degree. There is also a need in this 

category fo r small business train ing as well as classes in small governm ent. College students often leave 

the rural areas and enter the job m arkets appropriate to the ir degree. That leaves others to start the 

sm all businesses and sit on the various local councils and boards. The m iddle and high school education 

system  could go a long way toward preparing students as life long learners and leaders in the ir local 

com m un ities through a CTE track standard.

One W estern Alaska CTE teacher I met w ith gave me the example o f six o f his fo rm er students. They 

w ere  hired in various capacities right after high school and are averaging $40,000 each annual income. 

These students w ill not be a part o f the welfare system. They w ill have the opportun ity to fund further

Thank you Mr. Chairman and Committee for allowing me to testify,



tra in ing or have the ir em ployer provide advancem ent training. They are becom ing productive local 

citizens w ithou t a college education.

If there  are CTE standards, the system is freed up fo r a college track set o f standards that w ill challenge 

and prepare the college bound high school students w ith advanced math and science classes. The upper 

level students are often the neglected group in the education process in rural schools. They need 

guidelines that w ill provide realistic challenges better preparing them  for college studies.

Bringing in a vocationa l track as well as a college track would not only benefit the student, but the state 

in the  years to come. W hen a person has a job, they are less likely to wind up on the welfare system or 

in th e  court system. At a recent sem inar on international business the speaker said, "W orldw ide, one of 

the best th ings you can do for a person is to give them  meaningful work."

That brings me to  my final thoughts on plotting the course fo r the future d irection o f education in the 

state. One o f ou r embarrassing statistics as a state is the high suicide rate. Students graduating ill 

prepared fo r the job force or even fo r a subsistence lifestyle are left to wander the streets of ou r cities 

or th e  rural com m unities looking for something to do. Hopelessness takes over and lives, that could 

have made a d ifference in th is world, are lost.

One school teacher, who has also been in Hooper Bay 13 years, to ld me that she has lost 40 students or 

fo rm e r students to suicide or tragic death. Even as I write, our com m unity is again dealing w ith a suicide 

of a young man. It takes its to ll on fam ilies and friends, as well as teachers and staff. The education 

system  suffers as students and teachers are em otiona lly  function ing at less than optim um  performance.

The education system is not responsib le fo r the high suicide rate. I do feel, however, that it can go a long 

w ay tow ard  prevention by provid ing standards that a llow  a student to learn the re levance o f an 

education. Vocational math, applied "hands on" science, and technical reading all connect them  to a 

fu tu re  w ith hope o f becom ing productive. These type o f classes give the non-college bound student a 

reason to succeed in math and science because they understand how it relates to the world they live in.

As an aviation instructor I have had the joy of watching kids connect math to life skills as they calculate 

take o ff perform ance o f an aircraft on a flight simulator. Students disinterested in science became 

consum ed by science fa ir projects that utilized aviation issues. Their eyes were opened to applications of 

voca tiona l math that encouraged them  to learn because it had im m ediate applications in the ir world.

In conclusion, I ask the legislature to pass HB 330 allow ing tim e to gain insights from  the education 

industry. In doing so we will prepare a generation w ith a measure o f hope for fu ture jobs that w ill 

p rov ide incom e fo r the ir fam ilies as well as boost se lf -confidence and self- reliance. Anything done to 

im prove the fam ily has the potentia l o f decreasing the suicide rates.

Thank you for this opportun ity  to address this critica l issue.

M ay  God bless our state!

G ran t Funk



To: Chair, House Education Com m ittee

Ref: HB330

Thank you for the  oppo rtu n ity  to offer testim ony  today  in su p p o rt of HB 330 
creating  a Task Force on Education S tandards. I am  Joe Banghart, in terim  
Superin tendent, Denali Borough School D istrict, Healy. Over th e  p as t fourteen  years 
1 have had th e  o p p o rtu n ity  of serving on various s tan d ard s  com m ittees. These 
com m ittees have alw ays been  com posed of educators th a t have vo lun teered  to  help 
design standards. Our s ta te  is fo rtunate  to have these  professionals give of valuable 
tim e for the  process. Our s ta te  s tan d ard s  a re  vital for the  continued  educational 
p rogress of ch ildren  in Alaska. HB330 w ould  offer the  involvem ent of the  
D epartm ent of Labor and W orkforce, D epartm ent of Education and Early 
D evelopm ent, small business ow ners, subsistence lifestyle, paren ts, and  th ree  
rep resen ta tiv es  of m ajor career destinations. This type of p a rtn e rsh ip  could be the 
very  foundation th a t w ould provide a consisten t s ta te  ne tw ork  of business, 
education, paren ts, and o th e r p a rtn e rs  for ca reer technical training, continued high 
academ ic standards, and the  D epartm ent of Labor and  W orkforce guidance. Our 
sta te  stands in vital need of th is type of Task Force for th e  vetting  of all fu ture 
educational standards. This Task Force could provide inform ation  for resources 
available across our state. This link will build a firm  foundation  for fu tu re  g ran t 
potential, partnersh ip s, and  the  com bination of s ta te  educational s tan d ard s  in 
English/language art, m athem atics, science, geography, governm ent, history, 
healthy  life styles, arts, w orld  languages, technology, and em ployability. All the 
consisten t and  professional w ork  th a t has been  given tow ards the  developm ent of 
s ta te  s tandards  w ould benefit from  th is Task Force.

How can w e no t afford to  stop  and evaluate ou r cu rren t educational 
s tan d ard s  and p roperly  align them  w ith  clear pathw ays to successful careers  in 
Alaska. A ccountability is b e s t found in the  involvem ent of m ultiple p a rtn e rs  th a t 
design no t only assessm en ts  for each Perform ance S tandard  b u t consider th e  
application of these  skills into actual practice. A ccountability m easu res in this 
p rocess w ould include academ ic grow th  and em ploym ent skills and  successful job 
placem ent. T rue accountability  is being te sted  by all our leg islatures in 
considera tion  of th is Task Force. This approach  w ould help low er unem ploym ent, 
p rovide fu ture em ployees across th e  state, and encourage accountability  a t every 
level. If w e ignore th is vetting  of ou r s tan d ard s  w e are  tu rn ing  our backs on the 
fu ture of Alaska and  our children.



<2 ) #  P.i
A la s k a  H ig h  S c h o o l M a th e m a t i c s  S t a n d a r d s

The high school standards specify the mathematics that all students should study in order to be career ready. Additional mathematics that 

students should learn in order to take advanced courses such as calculus, advanced statistics, or discrete mathematics is indicated by the 

symbol +. ________

Sim ilarity, Right Triangles, and Trigonometry G-SRT

Understand sim ilarity in terms o f s im ilarity transformations

1. Verify experimentally the properties of dilations given by a center and a scale factor:

\  a. A dilation takes a line not passing through the center of the dilation to a parallel line, and leaves a line passing through the center 

unchanged.

b. The dilation of a line segment is longer or shorter in the ratio given by the scale factor.

2. Given two figures, use the definition of similarity in terms of transformations to explain whether or not they are similar.

3. Use the properties of similarity transformations to establish the AA criterion for two triangles to be similar.

Prove theorem s involving s im ilarity

4. Prove th e o re m s  a bo u t triang les. Theorems include: a line parallel to one side of a triangle divides the other two proportionally, and conversely.

89
Alaska M a the m a tics  S tandards D ra ft Copy v . l  y , * Z

W rite expressions in equ iva lent forms to solve problems 2 y  L j

i  L' 2 y3. Choose and produce an equivalent form of an expression to reveal and explain properties of the quantity represented by the expression.* A

a. Factor a quadratic expression to reveal the zeros of the function it defines. For example, X* + 4x +3 = (x +3)(x +1). iV / *  W

O  b. Complete the square in a quadratic expression to reveal the maximum or minimum value of the function it defines. For example, x2 + 4x+3 

= (x+2)2 -1.

c. Use the properties of exponents to transform expressions for exponential functions. For example the expression 1.15' can be rewritten as 

(1.151/12)12t = 1.01212' to reveal the approximate equivalent monthly interest rate if the annual rate is 15%.



The Complex Number System N -CN

Perform  arithm etic operations w ith  complex numbers.

1. Know there is a complex number i such that i2 = -1 , and every complex number has the form a + bi with a and b real.

N\ i  2. Use the relation i2 - -1  and the commutative, associative, and distributive properties to add, subtract, and multiply complex numbers.

3. (+) Find the conjugate of a complex number; use conjugates to find moduli and quotients of complex numbers.

Represent complex numbers and the ir operations on the complex plane.

4. (+) Represent complex numbers on the complex plane in rectangular and polar form (including real and imaginary numbers), and explain why 

the rectangular and polar forms of a given complex number represent the same number.

5. (+) Represent addition, subtraction, multiplication, and conjugation of complex numbers geometrically on the complex plane; use properties 

of this representation for computation. For example, (1 -V 3 i)3 = 8 because (1 -V 3 i)  has modulus 2 and argument 120°.

6. (+) Calculate the distance between numbers in the complex plane as the modulus of the difference, and the midpoint of a segment as the 

average of the numbers at its endpoints.

Use com plex numbers in polynom ial identities and equations.

N  7. Solve quadratic equations with real coefficients that have complex solutions.

8. (+) Extend polynomial identities to the complex numbers. For example, rewrite X2 + 4 as (x + 2i)(x -  2/').

9. (+) Know the Fundamental Theorem of Algebra; show that it is true for quadratic polynomials.

Vector and M atrix  Quantities N —VM

Represent and model w ith  vector quantities.

1. (+) Recognize vector quantities as having both magnitude and direction. Represent vector quantities by directed line segments, and use 

appropriate symbols for vectors and their magnitudes (e.g., v, |v|, 11 v| |, v).
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Use polynomial identities to solve problems P .  3

4. Prove polynomial identities and use them to describe numerical relationships. For example, the polynomial identity  (x2 + y2)2 = (x2 -  y2)2 + (2xy)2 

can be used to generate Pythagorean triples.

5. (+) Know and apply the Binomial Theorem for the expansion of (x + y)n in powers of x and y for a positive integer n, where x and y are any 

numbers, w ith coefficients determ ined for example by Pascal's Triangle.

M ode l periodic phenomena w ith  trigonometric functions

5. Choose trigonometric functions to model periodic phenomena with specified amplitude, frequency, and midline.*

6. (+) Understand that restricting a trigonometric function to a domain on which it is always increasing or always decreasing allows its inverse to 

be constructed.

7. (+) Use inverse functions to solve trigonometric equations that arise in modeling contexts; evaluate the solutions using technology, and 

interpret them in terms of the context.*

Trigonom etric Functions F~TF [

Extend the dom ain of trigonom etric functions using the unit circle

1. Understand radian measure of an angle as the length of the arc on the unit circle subtended by the angle.

2. Explain how the unit circle in the coordinate plane enables the extension of trigonometric functions to all real numbers, interpreted as radian 

measures of angles traversed counterclockwise around the unit circle.

3. (+) Use special triangles to determ ine geometrically the values of sine, cosine, tangent for rt/3, rc/4 and n/6, and use the unit circle to express 

the values of sine, cosines, and tangent for n-x, n +x, and 2n -x  in terms of their values for x, where x is any real number.

Alaska Mathematics Standards Draft Copy v . l
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G eom etry Standards

Congruence G-CO

Experiment w ith  transform ations in the plane

1. Demonstrates understanding of key geometrical definitions, including angle, circle, perpendicular line, parallel line, line segment, and 
transformations in Euclidian geometry. Understand undefined notions of point, line, distance along a line, and distance around a circular arc.

2. Represent transformations in the plane using, e.g., transparencies and geometry software; describe transformations as functions that take 

points in the plane as inputs and give other points as outputs. Compare transformations that preserve distance and angle to those that do not 

(e.g., translation versus horizontal stretch).

3. Given a rectangle, parallelogram, trapezoid, or regular polygon, describe the rotations and reflections that carry it onto itself.

4. Develop definitions of rotations, reflections, and translations in terms of angles, circles, perpendicular lines, parallel lines, and line segments.

5. Given a geometric figure and a rotation, reflection, or translation, draw the transformed figure using, e.g., graph paper, tracing paper, or 

geometry software. Specify a sequence of transformations that w ill carry a given figure onto another.

Understand congruence in terms o f rigid motions

6. Use geometric descriptions of rigid motions to transform figures and to predict the effect o f a given rigid motion on a given figure; given two 

figures, use the definition of congruence in terms of rigid motions to decide if they are congruent.

7. Use the definition of congruence in terms of rigid motions to show that two triangles are congruent if and only if corresponding pairs of sides 

and corresponding pairs of angles are congruent.

8 . Explain how the criteria for triangle congruence (ASA, SAS, SSS, AAS, and HL) follow  from the definition of congruence in terms of rigid 

motions.

Prove geom etric theorem s

9. Using methods of proof including direct, indirect, and counter examples to prove theorems about lines and angles. Theorems include: vertical 

angles are congruent; when a transversal crosses paralle l lines, alternate in terio r angles are congruent and corresponding angles are 

congruent; points on a perpendicular bisector o f a line segment are exactly those equidistant from  the segment's endpoints.

8 8
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1 Grade 8____________________________________
Expressions and Equations 8.EE
W ork with radicals and integer exponents.
8.E E. 1. A pply  the properties (product, 
quotient, pow er, zero, n egative exp on en ts , and 
rational exp on en ts) o f  integer exp on en ts to 
generate equ iva len t num erical exp ression s. For 
example, 3: * 3 5 = 3 J = 1/3J 1/27.

8 .E E .2. U se  square root and cube root sym b o ls  
to represent so lu tion s to equations of the form  
x2 = p  and x =  p, w here p  is a p ositive  rational 
number. E valuate square roots o f  sm all perfect 
squares and cube roots o f  sm all perfect cubes. 
K now  that V2 is irrational.

8 .E E .3 . U se  num bers expressed  in the form o f  
a sin g le  d igit tim es an integer pow er o f  10 to 
estim ate very large or very sm all quantities, 
and to exp ress how  m any tim es as m uch on e is 
than the other. For example, estimate the 
population o f  the United States as 3 * Ilf and 
the population of the world as 7 * Ilf, and 
determine that the world population is more 
than 20 times larger

8.E E .4 . Perform  operations w ith  num bers 
exp ressed  in sc ien tific  notation, includ ing  
problem s w here both standard notation and 
sc ien tific  notation are used. U se  sc ien tific  
notation and ch o o se  units o f  appropriate s ize  
for m easurem ents o f  very large or very sm all 
quantities. Interpret sc ien tific  notation  that has 
been generated  by tech n o logy .

| Grade 8
Analyze and solve linear equations and pairs 
o f simultaneous linear equations.
8.E E .7. S o lve  linear equations in on e variable.
a. G ive exam p les o f  linear equations in one  
variable w ith one solu tion  in fin itely  m any 
solu tions, or no solu tion s. Sh ow  w hich  o f  these  
p ossib ilities is the case  by su ccess iv e ly  
transform ing the g iven  equation into sim pler  
form s, until an equivalent equation o f  the form  
x = a, a =  a, or a = h results (w h ere a and h are 
different num bers).
b. S o lv e  linear equations w ith rational 
coeffic ien ts , including equations w h ose  
so lu tions require expan d in g  exp ression s using  
the distributive property and com b in in g  like  
terms.

8 .EE.8. A n alyze  and so lv e  sy stem s o f  linear 
equations.
a. Sh ow  that the so lu tion  to a system  o f  tw o  
linear equations in tw o  variables is the 
intersection o f  the graphs o f  those equations  
because points o f  intersection satisfy  both 
equations sim ultaneously .
b. S o lv e  system s o f  tw o linear equations in tw o  
variables and estim ate so lu tion s by graphing  
the equations. S im ple cases m ay be done by 
inspection . For example, 3x + 2y -  5 and 3x + 
2y = 6 have no solution because 3x + 2y 
cannot simultaneously be 5 and 6.
c. S o lv e  real-world and m athem atical problem s 
leading to tw o linear equations in tw o  
variables. For example, given coordinates for  
two pairs o f points, determine whether the line 
through the first pair o f  points intersects the 
line through the second pair.

Grade 8____________________________________
Geometry 8.G
Understand congruence and sim ilarity using 
physical models, transparencies, or 
geometry software.
8 .G .I . Through experim entation , verify  the 
properties o f  rotations, reflection s, and  
translations (transform ations) to figures on a 
coordinate plane).
a. L ines are taken to lines, and line seg m en ts to  
line segm ents o f  the sam e length.
b. A n g les are taken to  an g les o f  the sam e  

m easure.
c. Parallel lin es are taken to parallel lines.

8 .G .2 . D em onstrate understanding o f  
congruence by ap p ly in g  a seq u en ce o f  
translations, reflections, and rotations on tw o-  
dim ensional figures. G iven  tw o  congruent 
figures, describe a seq u en ce that exh ib its  the 
congruence b etw een  them.

8.G .3 D escribe the e ffec t o f  d ilations, 
translations, rotations, and reflection s on tw o-  
dim en sional figures using  coord inates.
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T H E 2012 BROWN CENTER REPORT 
ON AMERICAN EDUCATION

This edition of the Brown Center Report on American Education marks the 

first issue of volume three— and eleventh issue over all. The first install­

ment was published in 2000, just as the Presidential campaigns of George 

W  Bush and Al Gore were winding down. Education was an important 

issue in that campaign. It has not been thus far in the current campaign for 

the Republican nomination (as of February 2012). And it is unlikely to be 

a prominent issue in the fall general election. Despite that, the three stud­

ies in this Brown Center Report investigate questions that the victor in the 

2012 campaign, and the team assembled to lead the U.S. Department of 

Education, will face in the years ahead.

The first section is on the Common Core State Standards, a project that 

President Obama has backed enthusiastically. Forty-six states and the 

District of Columbia have signed on to the Common Core; detailed 

standards have been written in English language arts and mathematics; 

and assessments are being developed to be ready by the 2 0 1 4 -2 0 1 5  school 

year. The first section attempts to predict the effect of the Common Core 

on student achievement.

Despite all the money and effort devoted to developing the Common 

Core State Standards— not to mention the simmering controversy over 

their adoption in several states— the study foresees little to no impact on 

student learning. That conclusion is based on analyzing states’ past experi­

ence with standards and examining several years of scores on the National 

Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP).
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States have had curricular standards for schools within their own bor­

ders for many years. Data on the effects of those standards are analyzed 

to  produce three findings. 1) The quality of state standards, as indicated 

b y  the well-known ratings from the Fordham Foundation, is not related 

to  state achievement. 2) The rigor of state standards, as measured by how  

high states place the cut point for students to be deemed proficient, is also 

unrelated to achievement. Raising or lowering the cut point is related to 

achievem ent in fourth grade, but the effect is small, and the direction of 

causality (whether a change in cut point produces a change in test score 

or vice versa) is difficult to determine. 3) The ability of standards to 

reduce variation in achievement, in other words to reduce differences in 

achievem ent, is also weak.

C om m on standards will only affect variation between and among states 

(analysts use the grammatically suspect “between-state” as shorthand for 

this kind of variation). Achievement variation existing within states is 

already influenced, to the extent that standards can exert influence, by 

the states standards under which schools currently operate. W ithin state 

variation is four to five times larger than the variation betweervsta^s. Put 

another way, anyone who follows NAEP scores knows that tl/e difference 

betw een Massachusetts and Mississippi is quite large. What is often over­

looked is that every state has a mini-Massachusetts and Mississippi contrast 

w ithin its own borders. Common state standards only target the differences 

betw een states, not within them, sharply limiting common state standards’ 

p otential impact on achievement differences.

The second section of the Report investigates achievement gaps on NAEP 

The NAEP has two different tests: the Long-Term Trend NAEP, which 

began in 1969, and the Main NAEP, which began in 1990. The two tests 

differ in several respects, but they both carry the NAEP label and both are 

integral components of “The Nation’s Report Card.”
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0 R T Y - S 1 X  S T A T E S  A N D  T H E  D I S T R I C T  O F  C O L U M B I A  H A V E  

signed on to the Common Core State Standards Initiative, a 

project sponsored by the Council of Chief State School Officers 

(CCSSO) and the National Governors Association (NGA). The Common 

Core spells out what students should learn in mathematics and English- 

language arts from kindergarten to the end of high school. The standards 

were written by teams of curriculum specialists and vetted by panels of 

academics, teachers, and other experts.1 In 2010,.the federal government 

funded two consortiaTo develop assessments aligned with the Common 

Core. The new tests are to be ready in 2014.

The push for common education standards 

argues that all American students should 

study a common curriculum, take com para­

ble tests to measure their learning, and have 

the results interpreted on a common scale, 

with the scale divided into performance 

levels to indicate whether students are 

excelling, learning an adequate amount, or 

falling short. Past experience with standards 

suggests that each part of this apparatus— a 

comm on curriculum, comparable tests, and 

standardized performance levels— is neces­
sary. N o one or two of them can stand alone 

for the project to succeed.

Proponents point to the intuitive 

appeal of a common curriculum. “It's ludi­

crous," Bill Gates told the Wall Street Journal,

“to think that multiplication in Alabama 

bnd multiplication in New York are really 

different.”2 In a report called The Proficiency 
Illusion, The Fordham Institute made a simi­

lar point regarding state efforts to evaluate 

schools using fifty different assessments and 

fifty different definitions of what consti­

tutes acceptable performance.3 How can a 

school in one state be labeled a failure while 

a school in another state and with almost 

exactly the same test scores can be consid­
ered a success?

The authority to operate school 

systems is constitutionally vested in states. 

But states have undermined their own cred­

ibility when it comes to measuring student 

learning. Accounts of dumbed-down and

The Brown Center Report on American Education 7



Part I: Predicting the Effect of Common Core State Standards on Student Achievement

poorly-written state tests, manipulation of 

cut scores to artificially boost the number 

o f students in higher performance levels, 
and  assessments on which students can get 

fewer than 50% of items correct and yet 
score "proficient’'(fuel the belief that states 

individually cannot be trusted to give the 

public an accurate estimate of how American 

education is doing.4

*4 [h ixy  Efft'cts
The Common Core State Standards are theo­
rized to improve education in three ways. 

First, proponents argue that the Common  

Core is superior to most current state 

standards. In a recent study, The Fordham 

Institute concluded that Common Core 

standards are better than 37 states’ standards 

in English-language arts and 39 states in 

m athem atics.5 It follows, proponents believe, 
that the Common Core will raise the quality 
o f education nationally by defining a higher- 
quality curriculum in English-language 

arts and mathematics than is currently 

. taught. Let’s call this the “quality theory.”

jo< Achievem ent will increase becausd,snj||etu>
■will study a better-'curriculum. , I

The second idea is that the1 Common 

1 V. Core sets higher expectations than current 
state standards, the assumption being that 

cut points on the new assessments will be 

set at a higher level than states currently set 

on  their ow n tests. Comparisons with the 

National Assessment of Educational Progress 

(NAEP) lead many analysts to conclude 

that states set proficiency standards far too 

low. States routinely report more students 

attaining proficiency than NAEP indicates, 
often 3 0 -4 0  percentage points more.6 The 

No Child Left Behind Act left it up to the 

states to design their own tests and to set 

performance levels wherever they want, but 

the pattern of states reporting significantly 

higher percentages of proficient students

preceded NCLB.7 A new Common Core test 

will presumably end such discrepancies by 

evaluating proficiency using the same stan­

dards for every state, and these standards 

are to be more rigorous than those currently 

used. Schools and students will respond by 

reaching for these loftier goals. Let's call this 

the "rigorous performance standards" theory.
The third hypothesis is that stan- > 

dardization yields its own efficiencies. In 

the same Wall Street Journal interview cited 

above, Bill Gates referred to this idea by 

complaining about the time and money 

wasted on the many different versions of 
textbooks that are published to conform  

to individual states’ curricular tastes.8 In a 

reverse spin on the same argument, oth­
ers argue that textbooks are bloated with 

redundant content as publishers attempt 

to incorporate numerous idiosyncratic 

state curricular mandates into one book.5 

The assumption of both arguments is that 
one, high-quality textbook— or perhaps a 

few that are aligned with the same content 

standards— used by all American students 

attending the same grade would be an 

improvement over the status quo. Other 

proponents point to the potential gaps in 

learning that occur as students move from 

state to state. Especially when students 

move mid-year, important concepts might 

be missed while other concepts are studied 

unnecessarily a second time. Teachers who 

move from state to state experience similar 

difficulties in terms of lesson planning. Let's 

call this the “standardization” theory.

Opposing Arguments
Some analysts question the theories behind

the Common Core. Writing in Education
Week in the summer of 2011, Andrew Porter

compared the Common Core to existing

state standards and international standards
. from other countries and concluded that Jt----------------------------------------

The  C o m m o n  Core State  

Standards are theorized  

to improve education  in 

three w a v y
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the Common Core does not represent much 

improvement.10 Opponents of the Common 

Core, including Sandra Stotsky James 

Milgram, Ze'ev Wurman, and Williamson 

Evers, criticize the quality of the proposed 

standards for English-language arts and math­
ematics. They conclude that the math stan­
dards, in particular, are inferior to existing 

standards in Massachusetts and California."
Critics of the Common Core issued a 

“counter-manifesto” arguing that the proposed 

common standards would undermine the 

decentralized, federalist principles on which 

education has been governed since America’s 

founding. Declaring that a “one-size-ftts-all, 

centrally controlled curriculum” does not 
make sense, the counter-manifesto states that 
oyly weak evidence supports the push for 

national standards. International test data are 

not helpful since most countries have national 
standards and the few that do not, including 

Canada and Germany, have both impres- 

sive and non-impressive scores. Concern for 

interstate student mobility is overblown, the 

counter-manifesto claims, because very few 

students move between states. Most mobility 

is within state, which is already addressed by 

the No Child Lejt Behind Act's requirement that 
every state establish standards. Since 2003, 

every state has state curriculum standards that 
delineate the curriculum for public schools 

within its borders.12

Can empirical evidence shed light 

on the main points of contention in this 

debate? Not entirely. Much of the argument 

is philosophical. Those who believe that the 

Common Core enumerates what schools 

should be teaching and students should be 

learning support the proposed standards.

And those who believe a greater degree of 

standardization would produce more com­

mon educational outcomes— and that com­

mon outcomes are desirable— also support 

the proposed standards. Those holding to

the opposite beliefs, and believing that local 

school governance is preferable to governance 

by larger entities, are critics of the standards.

Despite the philosophical disagree­
ments, there are empirical questions on 

which evidence exists. The nation has had 

several years of experience with education 

standards— since the 1980s in many states 

and since 2003 in all states— and data exist 
that can help predict the magnitude of 
effects from the Common Core. How much  

does raising the quality of standards mat­

ter in boosting student achievement? Will 
raising the bar for attaining proficiency— in  

other words, increasing the rigor of perfor­

mance standards— also raise achievement?
And how  much variance will be reduced—  

or how  much “sameness” in achievement 
will be attained— by having students across 

the country studying a common curriculum?

Quality and Achievem ent
Let’s start with the theory that high-quality 

standards promote achievement gains. In 

October 2009, a colleague at Brookings,
Grover “Russ” Whitehurst, investigated 

whether quality ratings for state standard s, 
as judged by the two most cited ratings 

(from the American Federation of Teachers 

and Fordham Foundation), are correlated 

with stat/NAEP scores. Whitehurst found / ’■
that they areTibt. States with weak content ^
standards score about the same on NAEP 

as those with strong standards. The finding 

of no relationship held up whether NAEP 

scores from 2000, 2003, 2005, 2007, or 

the gains from 2000 -2007  were used in the 

analysis. And it held up for the scores of 

both white and black students.13
The current study extends that inquiry 

by looking at NAEP data from 2003-2009 .

Gain scores on NAEP reading and math 

tests from 2003 and 2009 are combined 

to form a composite gain score. The scores
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Part I: Predicting the Effect of Common Core State Standards on Student Achievement

are adjusted to control for demographic 

characteristics of each state— the percent 

o f  students qualifying for free or reduced 

lunch , special education, or English lan­

guage learner status. More precisely, scores 

are adjusted to control for changes that 
occurred in those demographic characteris­

tics from 2003-2009 . That prevents swings 

in  states’ demographic characteristics from 

skew ing the results. Ratings of state cur­

ricular standards conducted by the Fordham 

Foundation in 2000 and 2006 are used 

to  model the quality of state standards. It 
is particularly apt to model the quality of 
state standards with the Fordham ratings 

considering Fordham's high opinion of the 

C om m on Core.
The results are shown in Table 1-1. 

Three questions are answered by the data. 
T he first row addresses the question: Do 

the Fordham ratings in 2000 successfully 

predict the NAEP gains that states made in 

reading and math from 21003-2009? One 

cou ld  imagine, since there is undoubtedly 

som e lag time before standards are imple­
m ented in classrooms and realized in stu­
dent learning, that the curriculum standards 

o f 2000 would influence achievement gains 

made three, six, or even nine years down the 

road. The correlation coefficient of - 0 .0 6 

indicates that they do not.
The second row examines whether 

the ratings of 2006 are statistically related 

to 2 0 0 3 -2 0 0 9  NAEP gains. In other words, 

w as the quality of standards in the middle 

o f the gain period related to test score gains? 

Again, the answer is no, with a correla- 
tion  coefficient of 0.01. The final row looks   . . —i
at the change in ratings from 2000 and 

2006 . According to Fordham, some states 

im proved their standards in 2006 while 

others adopted weaker standards in 2006  

than they had back in 2000. Are changes in 

the quality of standards related to changes in

Relationship of Fordham's Ratings of State Content Standards Table
with State NAEP Gains (2003-2009) ^

Standards Rating Correlation Coefficient
Fordham 2000 -0.06
Fordham 2006 0.01
Change In Fordham 2000-2006 0.08

Relationship of State Proficiency Level with NAEP Achievement Tab|e
(Correlation Coefficients) ^  ^

2005 NAEP 2009 NAEP Change 2005- 2009
4th Grade Reading -0.22 -0.08 0.35*
4th Grade Math -0.12 0.01 0.34*
8th Grade Reading -0.11 -0.09 0.06
8th Grade Math 0.00 0.01 0.02
* p < .05

achievement? Again, the answer is that they 

are not (correlation dQefficSjnt of 0.08).

Rigorous Performance 
Standards and Achievement
The second theory of improvement is 

based on performance standards. A 2006  

NCES report found that the difficulty of 
state performance standards is uncorrelated 

with achievement.14 Performance levels (or 

“cut points”) for student proficiency were 

mapped onto the 2005 NAEP scale. States 

with higher, more rigorous cut points did SS 
not have stronger NAEP scores than states 

with less rigorous cut points. A new NCES 

report was released in 2011 with updated 
measures using 2009 NAEP data.15 foun d  that the di f f icult \

Table 1-2 summarizes the correlations 0j p t>rfoi m a n c e  standards
between the rigor of state performance levels 

and achievement. In a replication of the ear­

lier NCES study, we also find that the states’ dc hn'Vt’tnetU.

A 2 0 0 b  S C E S  report

is uncorrelated with

10 The Brown Center Report on American Education



. the absolute level o) 

pe r fo r m a n c e  standards  

does not  .Si't'tn to mat te r  

hut raising or lowering  

levels does exhibit  a 

relationship with fourth 

pru d e  changes  in  

ach ie vemen t  ..

° l

2005 NAEP scores are unrelated to where 

the states drew the line for proficiency in 

2005. Fourth-grade reading and math have 

slightly negative correlations (-0 .22  and 

-0 .1 2 , respectively), as does eighth-grade 

reading (-0 .11). The correlation coefficient 

for eighth-grade math is 0.00. State achieve­

ment is unrelated to the level at which states 

define proficiency. The same is true for 2009  

NAEP scores and the level at which profi­

ciency was placed that year (see the second 

column of the table).

The final column of Table 1-2 investi­
gates whether changes in state NAEP scores 

from 2005 -2009  are related to changes in 

proficiency level. Did states that raised the 

bar also perform better? And did states that 
lowered the bar perform worse? Correlation 

coefficients for 8th grade are near zero. 

Positive and statistically significant correla­
tions were found for fourth-grade reading 

(0 .35) and fourth-grade math (0.34). It is 

interesting that the absolute level of perfor­
mance standards does not seem to matter 

but raising or lowering levels does exhibit 
a relationship with fourth grade changes in 

achievement, explaining about 12% of the 

variation in the change in state NAEP scores.
Whether one phenomenon is caus­

ing the other is difficult to tell. Changes in 

proficiency cut points are probably endog­
enous to trends in test scores. In other 

words, states with rising scores may feel 

emboldened to raise their proficiency cut 

points and those with declining scores may 

feel compelled to lower theirs. That is quite 

a different story than the raising or lowering 

o f cut points producing changes in .test 

scores. Unfortunately, simple correlations 

cannot determine the direction of causal­
ity, or if causality exists at all, only whether 

these two variables are statistically related.

In the current analysis, change in level is 

related to change in fourth-grade scores.

1 0

How Com mon \\ ill 
Achievem ent Become!'
The third theory concerns standardization.

For the Common Core movement, attain--------------------------- 3    . ■ —
ing greater standardization of educational 

outcomes is an importanf^»al. If standards 

do not reduce variation, then even if they 

boost performance, simply raising aver­

age scores will still leave many states— and 

the districts, schools, and students within 

states— far behind and far below acceptable 

levels of performance. The two previous 

analyses indicate thaut is u n likely^at co m- 

mon standards will boost performance; how"- 

ever, it is possible tor the national average 

on NAEP to remain stable while variation is 

reduced— for instance, if top states decline 

a little while states at the bottom rise by the 

same amount. Another way would be for 

high flying schools within states to decline 

a little while poorly performing schools 

increase their performance by a comm ensu­

rate amount.

In terms of state NAEP scores, varia- 

tion comes in two forms; variation between 

states and variation within states. We would 

expect common standards to reduce variation 

between states, so that the NAEP score dif­

ference between states at the top and bottom  

of the rankings would be reduced. States 

that currently offer vastly different curricula, 

assessments, and performance standards will 

harmonize those elements of their educa­

tional systems. One would expect test score 

differences to shrink. That is the essence of 

common standards. Within-state variation, 

on the other hand, remains unaffected by 

common standards. Every state already has 

standards placing all districts and schools 

within its borders under a common regime.

And despite that, every state has tremen- . ~
dous within-state variation in achievement. ' L-G{
Schools that score at the top of the world on

II
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international assessments are within a short 

car trip, sometimes even within a shon sub- 

w ay nde, trom schools that score at thelevel 
o f the worlds lowest achieving nations.

Let’s compare these two forms of varia­
tion . Table 1-3 displays data on NAEP stan­

dard deviations between and within states. 
Standard deviation is a measure of variation, 

the amount of spread in a group of data.

O n any particular test, about two-thirds of 
observations are within one standard devia­
tion  (above and below) of the average score. 

“Between-State SD” is the standard deviation 

o f NAEP scores for the fifty states and the 

District o f Columbia— how much they differ 

from each other. “Within-State SD” is the 

average o f the standard deviations for the 

fifty states and the District of Columbia—  

h ow  much the students within each state, on 

average, differ from each other.
The findings are clear. Most variation 

o n  NAEP occurs within states not between
-------------------------------------------------------------------------- -X

them . The variation within states is four to 

five times larger than the variation between 

states. M uch of the similarity of state scores

Relationship of State Proficiency Level with NAEP Achievement 
(Correlation Coefficients)

T a b le

1-3

com es from aggregating individual student 
scores, w hich differ greatly, to the state 

level. The variation in student performance 

w ithin states washes out to produce means 

that are alike across states. Consider this: 

fourth-grade NAEP scores in math range 

from Massachusetts at the top with 2 5 2  

dow n to the District of Columbia with 219. 

That 33 point difference is not too much 

larger than the average standard deviation 

w ithin states (27.8). What does that mean? 

Consider Massachusetts and Mississippi, 

a state w ith low scores but not at the very 

bottom . Their NAEP means differ by 25 

points. Every state, including Massachusetts 

and M ississippi, has a mini-Massachusetts 

and M ississippi contrast within its own  

borders. That variation will go untouched  

by com m on state standards.

Average State 
NAEP Score Between State SD Within-State SD Multiple

(Within/Between)
4th Grade Reading 220.1 6.6 34.7 5.3
4th Grade Math 239.5 6.3 27.8 4.4
8th Grade Reading 263.3 6.5 32.9 5.1
8th Grade Math 282.4 8.5 34.8 4.1

Discussion
What effect will the Common Core have 

on national achievement? The analysis J 3  
presented here suggests very little impact.
T*he quality of the Common Core standards 

is currently being hotly debated, but the 

quality of past curriculum standards has 

been unrelated to achievement. The rigor 

of performance standards— how high the 

bar is set for proficiency— has also been 

unrelated to achievement. Only a change in 

performance levels has been related to an 

increase in achievement, and that could just 

as easily be due to test score changes driving 

changes in policy, not the other way around.
The Common Core may reduce variation in 

achievement between states, but as a source 

of achievement disparities, that is not where 

the action is. Within-state variation is four to 
five times greater.

The sources of variation in educational 

outcomes are not only of statistical impor­

tance but also bear on the question of how  

much state policy can be expected to change 

schools. Whatever reduction in variation 

between, say, Naperville and Chicago that 

can be ameliorated by common standards 

has already been accomplished by Illinois’s 

state efforts. State standards have already 

had a crack at it. Other states provide even 

more deeply rooted historical examples. 

California has had state curriculum frame-

The  C o m m o n  Core m a y  

reduce variat ion  in  

achievement  between  

states, but as a source o f  

achievement  disparities,  

that is not  where the 

action is.
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works since at least 1962, statewide testing 

with scores for every school published pub- 

lically since 1971 (except for a brief timeout 
in the early 1990s), state textbook adoption 

for K -8 since the nineteenth century, and 

a court-ordered equalized spending system 

since the late 1970s. Any effect that these 

laws have on reducing achievement variation 

within the state has already occurred. The 

Common Core must go beyond these efforts 

to reduce variation in California’s achieve­

ment. That is highly unlikely.
Two lessons can be drawn from the 

analysis above. First, do not expect much 

from the Common Core. Education lead­

ers often talk about standards as if they are 

a system of weights and measures— the 

word “benchmarks’’ is used promiscuously 

as a synonym for standards. But the term is 

misleading by inferring that there is a real, 
known standard of measurement. Standards 

in education are best understood as aspira- 
tional, and like a strict diet or prudent plan 

to save money lor the luture, they represent 
good intentions that are not often realized.

Why don’t aspirational standards 

make much of a difference? Researchers 

from the International Association for the 

Evaluation of Educational Achievement 
(1EA) first sketched the concept of oppor­

tunity to learn using international test score 

data in the 1970s.16 Distinctions were drawn 

among the intended, implemented, and 

achieved curriculums. The intended cur- 
riculum is embodied by standards; it is whatt  L-----------------

•' governments want students to learn. The 

differences articulated by state governments 

in this regard are frequently trivial. Bill Gates 

is right that multiplication is the same in 

Alabama and New York, but he would have 

a difficult time showing how those two 

states— or any other two states— treat mul­

tiplication of whole numbers in significantly 

different ways in their standards documents.

What is crucial is the distance between  

the intended curriculum and the tw o cur- 

riculums below. The implemented curricu- i 

lum is what teachers teach. Whether that 
ditters trom state to state is largely unknown; 

what is more telling is that it may differ 

dramatically from classroom to classroom in 

the same school.17 Two fourth-grade teachers 

in classrooms next door to each other may 

teach multiplication in vastly different ways 

and with different degrees of effectiveness. 

State policies rarely touch such differences. 
The attained curriculum is what students 

learn. Two students in the same classroom  

and instructed by the same teacher may 

acquire completely different skills and 

knowledge. One student understands and 

moves on; another struggles and is stuck.
And that even happens in classrooms with 

outstanding teachers.
The whole system is teeming with 

variation. Policies at national, state, district, 
and school levels sit on top of these internal 
differences, but they rarely succeed in ame­
liorating them. The Common Core will sit 
on top of the implemented and attained cur­

riculums, and notwithstanding future efforts 

to beef up the standards’ power to penetrate 

to the core of schooling, they will probably 

fail to dramatically affect what goes on in the 
thniiqanrU nf rlictrirK anri tens of thousands 

of schools that they seek to influence.

A final word on what to expect in the 

next few years as the development of assess­

ments tied to the Common Core unfolds.

The debate is sure to grow in intensity. It is 

about big ideas— curriculum and federal­
ism. Heated controversies about the best 

approaches to teaching reading and math 

have sprung up repeatedly over the past 
century.18 The proper role of the federal gov­

ernment, states, local districts, and schools 

in deciding key educational questions, espe­

cially in deciding what should be taught,

The Brown Center Report on American Education 13
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rem ains a longstanding point of dispute. In 

addition, as NCLB illustrates, standards with 

real consequences are most popular when  

they  are first proposed. Their popularity t 4 

steadily declines from there, reaching a nadir 

w h en  tests are given and consequences kick 

in. Just as the glow of consensus surround--' 
in g  NCLB faded after a few years, cracks are 

n ow  appearing in the wall of support for the 

C om m on Core.
Don’t let the ferocity of the oncoming 

debate foot you. The efopirical evidence sug- 
gests that the Common Core will have little 

e ffect on American students’ achievement. 
Tjhe nation will have to look elsewhere for 

w ays to improve its schools.

0

The empirical  evidence  

suggests that  the C o m m o n  

Core will have little effect 

on  A m e r ic a n  s tudents'  

achievement .
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