
TO: Steve Rasmussen 
FROM: Lynn Brogan  
RE: Washington State Mathematics Standards Review and 

Recommendations and impact on Issaquah 
DATE: July 27, 2007 
 
OSPI, The State Board of Education and the Professional Educator Standards 
Board presented a Joint Math Action Plan for Math Excellence by 2011 to the 
legislature last spring.  Those recommendations were included in legislation 
and the first products are now rolling out. 
 
OSPI just released The K-12 Computational Fluency Supplemental 
program review.    
[http://www.k12.wa.us/CurriculumInstruct/Mathematics/pubdocs/K-
12MathematicsComputationFluencyReportFinal.pdf] 
 
The review matched the finding of our adoption committees:  these stand-
alone programs do not produce strong results.  Only five of the reviewed 
programs (3 at elementary, 2 at middle and 0 at high school) received an 
average rating of 50%.  Several of the supplemental programs that 
buildings, ISF or PTSA have purchased were included in the review.  These 
data will help us inform the fidelity of implementation discussions we will 
have as an educational learning community.  
 
Also released recently is the K-12 Mathematics Diagnostic-Intervention 
Program Review Report.   
[http://www.k12.wa.us/CurriculumInstruct/Mathematics/pubdocs/K-
12MathematicsInterventionFullRpt.doc] 
 
Another component of the action plan is the review of the math standards 
and Grade Level Expectations.  
http://www.sbe.wa.gov/documents/StrategicTeachingDraftReportJuly12.pdf 
 
An independent reviewer was hired to rate Washington State standards 
against  

• California standards 
• Massachusetts standards 
• Indiana standards  
• Singapore curriculum 
• Finland standards  
• National Council of Mathematics (NCTM) Curriculum Focal Points 
• National Assessment for Education Progress (NAEP) test specifications 
• The American Diploma Project 
• Washington State Transition Standards.   

 
The reviewers rated the Washington State Standards in the following areas. 

• Content: Does Washington include the same mathematical 
• content as other, well-respected standards documents? 



• Rigor: Is the content present at the same grade levels? Are students 
expected to apply that content in demanding ways? 

• Specificity: Are the GLEs written with the same amount of detail as 
other documents? 

• Clarity: Is it easy to understand what the GLEs mean? 
• Depth: Are important math topics fully developed? 
• Grade-to-grade coherence: Do topics develop logically and sequentially 

over grade levels? 
• Measurability: Can the GLEs be assessed? 
• Accessibility: Are Washington’s standards easy to use for as many 

people as possible? 
• Balance: Is it clear that mathematical content and algorithms, 

conceptual understanding, and mathematical processes are present in 
Washington’s standards? 

 
The reviewers put forward seven recommendations based on their analysis. 
 

1. Set higher expectations for Washington’s students by 
fortifying content and increasing rigor. 
2. Prioritize topics to identify those that should be taught for 
extended periods at each grade level. 
3. Place more emphasis on mathematical content and standard 
algorithms. 
4. Write Essential Academic Learning Requirements (EALRs) that 
clarify grade-level priorities and reflect both the conceptual 
and procedural sides of mathematics. 
5. Increase the clarity, specificity, and measurability of the 
Grade Level Expectations (GLEs). 
6. Create a standards document that is easily used by most 
people. 
7. Include a mathematician, a curriculum specialist, and an 
effective teacher on the Office of Superintendent of Public 
Instruction’s (OSPI) Standards Revision Team. 

 
I attended one of the focus group gatherings on the recommendations on 
July 24.  Recommendations 7, 3 and 4 generated the most discussion.  It 
was confirmed for the audience that these were the same recommendations 
that generated discussion around the state.  The issues in recommendation 7 
are focused on the “agendas” that team members might bring and the 
definition of “mathematician.”  The definition of “standard algorithm” was the 
contentious point in recommendations 3 and 4.  
 
However, there is substantial agreement that a common body of work that 
needs to be done has been identified.   
 
I expect that you want to understand the potential impact that the revision of 
the GLE and ultimately the WASL might have on Issaquah’s instructional 



materials choices in mathematics, particularly the most recent elementary 
instructional materials choice.   
 
Issaquah has used standards-based mathematics instructional materials 
since 2000.  In our adoption work, our teachers have carefully considered 
local, state, national and international assessment data, national standards, 
the college readiness needs as well as best practice research.  The basic core 
of our work model matches the framework used by the independent 
reviewers.  As part of the elementary review process the Singapore 
curriculum was reviewed by our teachers.  We also looked a California, 
Indiana and Massachusetts standards.  We know that California has 
determined that the Everyday math materials are 100% aligned with their 
standards in the first stage of a three-part review.  In both Indiana and 
Massachusetts, Everyday Math and the standards are highly aligned.  In 
Massachusetts, approximately 60% of the elementary schools use Everyday 
Math.  The teachers on our work group used the NCTM Curriculum Focal 
Points to develop The Issaquah Computational Fluency Expectations launched 
in August, 2006.   
 
The conclusion of the independent reviewers was that “Washington is moving 
in the right direction.”  I know that I can say the same thing about Issaquah.  
Our K-12 teachers have been very careful and thoughtful about the 
instructional materials they have recommended for our students.  They 
continue to improve their instruction and assessment practices so that our 
students continue to grow and improve. 
 
I will continue to monitor the state level actions around mathematics.   I 
expect to hear more news at the OSPI summer conference next week.      


