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December 102008

Dear Colleagues:

The work contained within this report represents a significant step for the state of Washington. As
required by the 2008 Legislature, the Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI) is
required tgpresent recommendations of no more than three basic mathematics curricula at the
elementary (K5), middle (68) and high school (22) gradespans to the State Board of

Education for their review and comment. In determining the curricula to recommend, OSPI
conducted an instructional materials review of core/comprehensive programs. Sine@ the K
mathematics standards were approved in April 2008 gfograms were reviewed first. High

school programs and-K2 supplemental programs will be reviewed in Novenaimel December

2008. This report details the recommendations & ptograms.

The recommendations ftite elementary and middle schagriade spanare as follows:

Elementary (K5):
e Math Connects
e Bridges in Mathematics
e Math Expressions

Middle (6-8):
e Holt Mathematics
e Math Comects
e Prentice Hall Mathematics

| deeply appreciatdhe many individuals who have contributed hours of their time and energy to
review materials, and to provide thoughtful coent and insights on the Preimary Draft

Report that s completed in August 2008. | commend all who have been involved for their
support in ensuring that this has been an inclusive and rigorous process.
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Dr. Terry Bergeson
State Superintendent of Public Instruction
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1 Executive Summary

1.1 Introduction/Purpose

The purpose of this document is to describe the process and outcomes from the 2008
Mathematics Core/Comprehensive Instructional Material Review for gra@eJ Ke

report contains information about the entire process, as well as statistical resultefrom th
review.Finally, it contains the recommendations presented to the State Board of
Educationon September 24, 2008 of the core/comprehensive curricula at the elementary
(K-5) and middle school {8) grade spans, as required by the 2008 Legislature.

It is important to note that successful mathematics programs may exist with virtually all
of the reviewed curricula/Vhile instructional materials matter, other factors contribute to
the success of students in Washington state learning mathematics. Thoserfelcites

quality of instruction, parent involvement, available supports and myriad other aspects.

While the recommended curricula will receive the bulk of attention within this report, it
also provides other key results as well. These results include:

¢ |nformation on all curricula materials reviewed: Districts who currently use
instructional materiahotin the top three recommendations will find this report
valuable. It contains detailed, specific information on how all programs reviewed
meet the newlyavised 2008 kB Washington Mathematics Standards.
Instructors, coaches, curriculum specialists and administrators can easily see how
their materials line up against the standards, grade by grade, and identify areas
where supplementation may be need¢a me set of instructional materials
matches the new standarcismpletely each one will need some augmentation,
even those that are recommended.

e Support to districts in evaluating instructional materials: Finally, local
districts can use the rich set ofanfation contained within to evaluate a wide
variety of textbooks based upon factors they deem important, to help them make
decisions in future regarding mathematics textbook adoptions.

Some words of caution are necess&gviews of instructional matets&represent a point
in time, in a continuously evolving process. New versions will rapidly supplant those
reviewed herein.

In general, there amaultiple versions ofnstructional materials in use by districts across
the state. Thiseview process examed only one version of eaphogram typically the
most recently copyrighted versioReaders should be aware that older versions of the
programs would likely have different results. Many districts are using older versions of
theseprograms

Further, theexisting programs were evaluated aganestly revisedstandards. No
publisher has had the chance to update their material to produce a new version since the
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K-8 standards were released in April 2008. This review simply provides a baseline
comparison, frm which publishers can adapt their material to be more closely aligned
with the revised Washington standards.

1.2 Scope and Background

As per 2007 and 2008 Legislation, OSPI is required to recommend no more than three
basic mathematics curricula at the eletagn middle and high school grade spans to the
State Board of Education (SBE) within six months of the adoption of the revised
standards for t hei'fThe#8 standardswera addpted anpnie n t o .
28, 2008. This document providescommendations for the elementaryfKand middle

school (68) grade spans. In undertaking the process for making the recommendations,
OSPI elected to conduct an instructional materials review tladuated published
core/comprehensive-B mathematicaiistructional materials using the 2008 Revised
Washington State Mathematics Standards and other factors. The resultant data was used
to inform the selection process for the recommendations

In addition, 2008 Second Substitute House Bill (2SHB) 2B@Rates that appropriate

di agnostic and suppl ement al materials dAshall
curricula. o OSPI is engaging in a Mathematic
this objective for grades-K2. The results from the-K2 Supplemental Review will be

released in a separate report. To address providing support for the selection of

mathematics diagnostic materials, OSPI has developed a Diagnostic Assessment Guide

that will be available to school districts in late fall 2008 arill provide information on

diagnostic assessment materials available in mathematics, reading, writing, and science.

This work began in 2007 in response to 2007 Senate Bill 6023.

The high school standards were adopted in late July 2008. OSPI wilkrelsapsequent
similar report for the high school instructional materials review and recommendations.

1.3 Contributing Stakeholders

Many individuals and groups contributed to the development of the instructional
materials review process, instrument designenms review, data analysis and
development of the report.

e Instructional Materials Review (IMR) Advisory GroiipA group of 22
curriculum specialists, mathematics educators, mathematicians, math coaches,
educational service district math coordinatorsl district administrators from all
over the state who have experience in curriculum reviews.

e State Board of Education Math Pandtducators, mathematicians, parents,
university faculty, advocacy group and business representatives who were
actively involval in providing input on the revised mathematics standards and
have key knowledge on effective, reseabelsed mathematics instruction.

¢ K-8 IMR Committed 42 individuals from around the state representing a diverse
coalition of professionals and lay péepincluding math educators, math coaches,

! See 2008 Second Substitute House Bill (2SHB) 2598.
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curriculum specialists, parents, business people, advocacy groups, district
administrators and mathematicians.
OSPI Staffi educational leaders, mathematics specialists, and support staff.

o National Experts and Earnal Leader$ Individuals who shared their background
and experience with statevel materials review and adoption processes. It is
important to note that these individuals contributed information about thek state
level materials review and adoptioropesses. Some but not all of their ideas
were incorporated into the Washington process. Inclusion of their names does not
imply that they endorsed the results contained within this report.

o Charlene TatdNicols (Connecticut)

Jonathan Weins, Drew Hinds (€on)

James Milgram (California)

Jane Cooney (Indiana)

Charlotte Hughes (North Carolina)

George Bright (Washington)

© O O0OO0Oo

1.4 Process Overview

The 2008 k8 Core/Comprehensive Mathematics Instructional Materials Review
involved very high stakes outcomes, particuléiky selection of no more than three basic
curricula recommendations in the elementary and middle grade sp&nandes).

Thus, the project processes and controls were designed to be rigorous, transparent,
inclusive and reliable. Hundreds of professisr@ntributed to the success of the project
during its multiple phases.

Phase Process Steps
Design Review e Sought input from multiple stakeholder groups, includit
Instrument and IMR Advisory Group and SBE Math Panel
Process - lterative developmergrocess with two full

cycles of feedback
¢ Researctbased foundational resource materials includy
2008 Washington Revised Math Standards, National
Mathematics Advisory Panel Foundations for Success
(NMAP), and National Council of Teachers of
Mathematics (NCM) Curriculum Focal Points
e Used process feedback from other states which have
successfully completed curriculum reviews to design
instrument and review process.
e Outcomes included:
o Two review instruments (Content/Standards
Alignment and Other Factors)
o Proposed threshold process for deriving final
recommendations
o0 Proposed weighting for instrument scales

Solicit Publisher e All publishers invited to submit materials
Involvement e Publisherés conference h
clarify submission process
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Phase

Process Steps

Question and Answer document disseminated widely g
updated throughout period prior to the review
Publishers provided alignment worksheet to show whe
their materials aligned to revised state standards
Publishers submitted multiple sets of materialgéerew
week

Select IMR Review
Committee

Application materials widely distributed statewide to
school districts and education stakeholder groups,
including math educators, curriculum specialists,
advocacy groups

Objective review and scoring of eagpplication by two
independent reviewers using a commaon review instrun
Selections based upon score and having sufficient
variation in expertise among reviewers (for exampl K
educators, @ educators, mathematicians, community
representatives, cuctilum specialists, administrators,
parents, etc.)

Review Instructional
Materials

Rigorous process for controlling inventory, during
publisher checkn, reviewer chechn/out, and publisher
checkout

Reviewers received fullay training in k8 standards
Trained reviewers in how to use the scoring instrumen
Performed realime data entry

Performed variance checks and corrective training to
reduce variance and increase iraer reliability
Independent reviews of materials

Four or more reads on 98% ofsnitted material
Random assignment of materials to reviewers
Twice-daily progress monitoring

Process improvement checks daily

Analyze Data

Exploratory data analysis by two independent statistici
Quality control checks comparing random 10% of scor
sheets to electronic data to ensure accuracy of data er
and extract processes

Rigorous design of statistical tests, validated by expert
statistician

Presentation of results in easy to read tabular and
graphical format

Present Preliminary
Results

Followed legislatively mandated protocol and timeline
Presented preliminary results to State Board of Educal
Math Panel

Sought advice from SBE Math Panel on the analysis,
recommendations and process
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Phase Process Steps

e Presented preliminary results to legislators, districts,
publishers, review participants, and public

Select e Sought advice from the SBE Math Panel

Recommendations e Used process and resultant data to inform the
recommendation selections

Provide Support to e Communicated with districts about what infornoatithey

Districts need, and included that information in the preliminary
report

¢ Provided key information on how all mathematics
curricula reviewed aligns to 2008 reviseeBK
Mathematics Standards

e Will provide information about supplemental programs
a separate port) designed to augment reviewed curricy
to better meet Washington standards.

1.5 Findings

1.5.1 Data

The following tables show the overall ranking for all core comprehensive programs
submitted for review. The scaled category score is the rating eafuessed as a
proportion of all possible points in the category. The scale value is calculated by
averaging the raw scores in a category, then dividing by the maximum scale value to
obtain a scaled average. Each category was assigned a weight, asdletseibbere in
this report. The weights were used to derive a final composite score.

The final composite score is calculated using the formula:

Z{A verage Scale Score) (Gcale Weight)
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Tablel. Ranked list of all core/comprehensive elementary-8 programs reviewed, ordered by final composite score.

Overall Ranking for All Comprehensive Elementary Programs

Instructional
Content/ Program Balance of Planning and Equity Final
Standards Organization Student Professional and Composite

Program Alignment and Design Experience Assessment Support Access Score
Scale Weights 0.700 0.090 0.075 0.050 0.045 0.040 1.000
Math Connects (Elem) 0.734 0.703 0.681 0.676 0.750 0.715 0.724
Bridges in Mathematics 0.715 0.647 0.657 0.625 0.681 0.440 0.687
Investigations 0.628 0.703 0.626 0.583 0.674 0.655 0.635
Math Expressions 0.624 0.628 0.588 0.620 0.587 0.652 0.621
Everyday Mathematics 0.592 0.608 0.560 0.656 0.568 0.586 0.593
Saxon Math (Elem) 0.604 0.492 0.519 0.580 0.486 0.606 0.581
Growing with Mathematics 0.560 0.633 0.594 0.632 0.620 0.532 0.575
enVision 0.575 0.560 0.479 0.602 0.536 0.618 0.568
Progress in Mathematics 0.575 0.492 0.481 0.552 0.497 0.509 0.553
Math Out of the Box 0.529 0.532 0.512 0.542 0.493 0.378 0.521
Math Trailblazers 0.517 0.530 0.509 0.560 0.578 0.478 0.521
Singapore Math Standards 0.355 0.425 0.404 0.370 0.420 0.264 0.365
Average 0.584 0.579 0.550 0.583 0.573 0.535 0.578
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Table2. Ranked list of alcore/comprehensivemiddle school(6-8) programsreviewed, ordered by final composite score

Overall Ranking for All Comprehensive Middle School Programs

Instructional
Planning
Content/ Program Balance of and Final
Standards Organization Student Professional Equity and Composite
Program Alignment and Design Experience  Assessment Support Access Score

Scale Weights 0.700 0.090 0.075 0.050 0.045 0.040 1.000

Holt Mathematics 0.855 0.847 0.778 0.708 0.795 0.815 0.837
Math Connects (Middle) 0.741 0.722 0.675 0.670 0.656 0.657 0.723
Prentice Hall Mathematics 0.736 0.636 0.631 0.615 0.628 0.713 0.707
Math Thematics 0.714 0.647 0.636 0.653 0.632 0.583 0.690
McDougal Littell Math Course 0.676 0.597 0.606 0.642 0.576 0.681 0.658
Connected Mathematics 2 0.653 0.561 0.531 0.639 0.611 0.454 0.625
Impact 0.604 0.667 0.612 0.504 0.614 0.601 0.605
Cognitive Tutor/Carnegie Algebra 0.589 0.619 0.639 0.660 0.569 0.440 0.592
Saxon Math Intermediate (Middle) 0.570 0.517 0.564 0.538 0.576 0.542 0.562
CPM Middle Grades Program 0.512 0.533 0.558 0.566 0.427 0.375 0.511
Everyday Math/Transition 0.391 0.546 0.426 0.564 0.417 0.444 0.419
Mathscape 0.368 0.558 0.517 0.556 0.580 0.384 0.416
ALEKS, Onlindathematics Solution 0.386 0.367 0.447 0.521 0.139 0.574 0.392
Average 0.598 0.601 0.585 0.603 0.554 0.558 0.594
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Tale 3 shows the 95% confidence intervals for all comprehensive elementary programs.
The final score represents the sum of the weighted scaled averages for each scale

SeeSectiond.9 Standard Error @lculationsfor additional detail.

Tale 3. Confidence interval values for all core/comprehensive elementarys)iprograms reviewed.

Values 95% Confidence Interval
Final
Program Name Score Std Error Min Max
Math Connects (Elem) 0.724 0.0 0.707 0.72
Bridges inMathematics 0.687 0.008 0.671 0.704
Investigations 0.635 0.009 0.617 0.654
Math Expressions 0.621 0.010 0.602 0.640
Everyday Mathematics 0.5%8 0.010 0.574 0.612
Saxon Math (Elem) 0.581 0.010 0.562 0.600
Growing with Mathematics 0.55 0.009 0.557 0.58
envision 0.568 0.002 0.564 0.572
Progress in Mathematics 0.547 0.01 0.5 0.568
Math Out of the Box 0.521 0.009 0.5@ 0.%40
Math Trailblazers 0.521 0.010 0.502 0.%40
Singapore Math Standards 0.36 0.009 0.347 0.382
Grand Total 0.578 0.0a8 0.573 0.58
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Figurel. 95% confidence intervals for core/comprehensive elementary programs.

The middle school results are presented below.

Table4. Confidence interval values for atlore/comprehensivemiddle school(6-8) programsreviewed.

2008 Mathematics Instructional Materials Review Draft Report

Values 95% Confidence Interval
Final
Program Name Score Std Error Min Max
Holt Mathematics 0.837 0.009 0.818 0.855
Math Connects (Middle) 0.723 0.02 0.700 0.747
Prentice Hall Mathematics 0.707 0.012 0.684 0.730
Math Thematics 0.69 0.012 0.66 0.714
McDougal Littell Math Course 0.6 0.013 0.62 0.684
Connected Mathematics 2 0.625 0.014 0.598 0.6
Impact 0.605 0.015 0.577 0.634
Cognitive Tutor/Carnegie Algebra 0.592 0.014 0.5&4 0.620
Saxon Math Intermediate (Middle) 0.562 0.015 0.53% 0.59
CPM Middle Grades Program 0.51 0.013 0.485 0.5%
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Values 95% Confidence Interval
Final
Program Name Score Std Error Min Max
Everyday Math/Transition 0.419 0.012 0.396 0.443
Mathscape 0.416 0.014 0.30 0.44
ALEKS, Online Mathematics Solution 0.32 0.014 0.364 0.420
Grand Total 0.5% 0.004 0.586 0.6@

Middle School Composite Scores with 95% Confidence Inten
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Figure2. 95% confidence intervals for core/comprehensiveiddle schoolprograms

Figurel andFigure2 display the program final composite scores and their confidence
intervals. Programs witbverlapping confidence intervals should be considered as not

being significantly different. Programs with romerlapping confidence intervals can
generally be considered to be statistically different in their ratings. However, when

multiple tests are pesfmed and we adjust for multiple comparisons, some non

overlapping intervals may be found to be not statistically different. Thus, the visual chart
provides a quick check, but readers should rely on the specific test outcomes to determine
statistical sigrficance.
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1.5.2 Online Availability

One of the further requirements of HB 2598 was for at least one of the recommended
curricula at each level to be available online. As part of finalizing this report and
determining the recommendations, we checked the online availability of the feur top
rarked programs at both the elementary and middle school levels. We specifically
inquired as to the online availability of the materials that were reviewed in hard copy for
their alignment as part of our review. The online availability of instructional rakgeri
typically takes the form of access by teachers, students, and parents to a PDF version of
the applicable materials.

For K-5, three of the four programs were fully available online, with student and teacher
editions and supplemental material availaBedges in Mathematics was the only
program that did not have student and teacher editions of the text available online,
although it had supplemental material online.

All four of the topranked middle school programs were fully available online.

Districts typically negotiate costs of licenses to access the online materials during the
purchasing process. Most of the licenses were for a renewable six year period, and
offered seats based upon the number of student textbooks purchased. Once purchased,
mostproducts had significant flexibility in assigning access rights to the online material.

The table below denotes detail about the materials available online for each of the top
ranked elementary and middle school programs. Please note that while supgdlemen
materials may be available, OSPI may not have reviewed them forltgemant with

the revised staradds.

Table5. Online availability for four topranked elementary programs.

. Supplemental

Program Name COTe Mate”als I\Fjlgterials URL

Available Online . .

Available Online

Math Connects Yes. Available Fall| Yes www.macmillanmh.com
(Elem) 2008.
Bridges in No. There are no | Yes www.gotomlc.org/wa
Mathematics plansin place to

make the TE/SE

available online
Investigations Yes Yes WWW.pearsonsuccess.net
Math Expressions | Yes Yes www.eduplace.com/eservices

2008 Mathematics Instructional Materials Review Draft Report
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Table6.. Online availability for four toprankedmiddle schoolprograms.

Program Name

Core Materials
Available Online

Supplemental
Materials
Available Online

URL

Holt Mathematics | Yes Yes http://go.hrw.com

Math Connects Yes. Available Fall| Yes www.glencoe.congbrowse to WA
(Middle) 2008. state, then mathematics)
Prentice Hall Yes Yes WWW.pearsongccess.net
Mathematics

Math Thematics Yes Yes www.classzone.com

1.5.3 Comments

Reviewers had the opportunity to provide optional comments on each of the programs

they reviewed. Their comments are included in a separate companion document,
available on the OSPI web site.

Many individuals commented on the preliminary draft repogufmary of the most
common comments and responses are presented below.

Comment

Response

Will districts be required
to adopt these materialg

No. These are recommendations only. Districts are free tg
select any program they feel best meets the needs of thei
students. Districts may find this report particularly helpful,
along with the accompanying data set as they make their
curriculum decisionsThe State Board of Education is
considering a proposal that would mandate use of one of
recommended programs if the district is consistently failin
meet expectations.

There are other ways to

analyze the data. Why

didndét vyou
?

We agree that there are many methods that could have bg
used to analyze the data. Prior to collecting data, during tf
design of the process, we considered several possibilities
selected-tests with multiple comparisons for our primary te
statistt. Post hoc changes in methodology are risky; and |
to concerns that the analyst is seeking specific results. Th
we continued to present results with our planned analysis
approach.

What happens if some
programs are tied with
the top three?

Thelegislation mandates that OSPI select no more than th
programs at each level. Thus, if there are ties, OSPI must
select no more than three. We will note in the report whers
ties exist.

My district is using
program , Which

is not in the toghree.

OSPI will be providing a report on available supplemental
material and how well the materials align to state standarg
addition there are several tables and charts that show hoy
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Comment

Response

What will OSPI do to
help us out?

each program performs, for spgciPerformance

Expectations and mathematics Core Content within the
standards. This information will help districts identify areas
where supplementation is needed in existing programs.

| think OSPI should pick
a good traditional,

balance, and reform
progam, not necessarily
the top three.

The legislation asked OSPI to identify which materials mo
closely align with state standards. OSPI took a neutral sta
on the type of program, preferring to let the data drive the
process. There is no clear agreetr@nwhich programs fall
into each category; most have evolved over time to use a
blend of pedagogies.

Will the state be funding
textbook purchases,
based on these results?

At this point, there is no funding identified for textbook
purchases based on thegsults.

| believe some standarg
are more important thar
others, why are they all
weighted the same?

Most individuals feel that some standards are more impor
than others. However, there is no agreement among

stakeholder groups about which are iin@st important. OSPI
elected to take a neutral stance, and weigh all the standar
the same for the purposes of collecting and analyzing the

Why are programs that
address content a gradeé
early given the same
score as when they me¢
a standard a gradater
than expected?

The legislation directed OSPI to measure alignment of the
material to WA state standards. The standards have been
carefully developed for each grade level based upon
significant analysis from many experts. There is a risk in
weighing standards that are met early, in that they may no
developmentally appropriate for typical children at that ag
Instead, OSPI took a neutral position and gave partial cre
for a standard that was fully met at ®he grade level from
the target gade. The rationale for partial credit was that it v
reasonable for an educator to select material from a textb
series one grade above or below the target grade.

There were 400 instances where a scored grade dip occu
representing about 3% of tkhentent/standards alignment dg
collected. The content was found in the grade below the t:
192 times, and 208 times in the subsequent grade. Singaj
had the vast majority of grade dips from the prior grade (1
out of 839 total data points), indigag a possible difference
in degree of rigor compared to other programs.

There is some concern
about program
placement in the rank
order, where individuals
thought a program
should have appeared
higher or lower than it

did.

It should be noted that the Yamsajority of the reviewed
programs had a very reasonable correlation to the newly
revised state standards and the other factors measured. E
programgrade had four independent reads (in 98% of the
cases). Overall, the scores are good, and just because a
program falls in the middlI
vi abl e choice, depending u
have a textbook evaluation process that sets a basic threg
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Comment Response

and all programs that meet or exceed that basic threshold
beconsidered for purchase. Washington state is unique in
providing no more than three recommendations. If this rey
had been conducted in a more traditional manner, almost
every single program would likely be in the pool of approv|
materials.

1.6 Recommendations

This report contains thienal recommendations by OSPI for no more than three programs
at the elementary () and middle school {8) grade spans. The State Board of
Education (SBEjeviewed the initial recommendations and report@ogided

comments about the recommendations.

Initially OSPI recommendellath ConnectaindBridges in Mathematicat the

elementary level. The State Board of Education reviewed those recommendations and
asked OSPI to revisit Bridges in Mathematics and add MatheBgijons to the list.
Subsequently, OSPI asked two noted mathematics educators, Dr. George Bright and Dr.
Jim King to review the mathematical content and soundness of Bridges and Math
Expressions. Their review indicated that both programs were mathetyamahd and

well developed.

The initial OSPI recommendations for middle school were Holt Mathematics and Math

Connects. The State Board of Education also reviewed the top four middle school

products and asked OSPI to add Prentice Hall Mathematics listtbErecommended

texts, based upon a review of both the mathe
of the product.

1.6.1 Elementary School (K-5) Recommendations

Based upon a careful review of the results, OSPI recomntieredprogramsMath
ConnectsBridges in MathematicandMath Expressionat the elementary school level.
Math ConnectaindBridges in Mathematicset the initially proposed content threshold,
and perform welbn all of the factors measured. Whillath Expressiondid not meet

the promsed content threshold level of 0.70, subsequent reviews by the State Board of
Education contractor, and two additional mathematicians indicated that the mathematics
content was sound and well developed.

Math Connectss fully available online, whil®ridges in Mathematicksas only
supplemental material available onlihdath Expressions fully available online.

While Math Connectsvas the top ranked elementary school program, it should be noted
that t is a new program anid currently untested iwashington State. It was developed
after the NCTM Curriculum Focal Points were produce?df?7. The relative newness of
the program and its strgralignment to the Focal Pointsay explain its strong

performance in the OSPI review, given that the reWS@ghington standards align
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closely with the NCTM Focal Points. Despite the newnesscarént limited use in
Washingbn, it should be noted that ratings across all scales were consistently high, and
the program provides a good balance of conceptual altglddvelopment.

It should also be noted thidue third and fourth ranked prograntsvestigationsand
Math Expressionsare statistically tied. The review by the State Board of Education
contractor was very favorable ktath Expressionéwith a contentalignment of .624)
and raised issues with the mathematics contemviestigationsdespite its relatively
strong content alignment of .62&vestigationgs alsofully available online.

1.6.2 Middle School (6-8) Recommendations

OSPI recommend$ireeprograns, Holt MathematicsMath ConnectandPrentice Hall
Mathematicsat the middle school level.

In middle schoolHolt Mathematiclearly stands out. It performed consistently well
across all core content areas and other factors.

As stated in thelementary recommendatiodath Connectss a new program,

published in 2008, after the NCTM Curriculum Focal Points were produced in 2007.
Washington standards drew heavily from that work, and that may influence why it had
such a high content alignmermiose. OSPI selectetlath Connectamong the ties for

second rank because it sees significant value in having a product that spans ¢ades K
the set of recommended program@ased upon the additional review by the State Board

of Education contractor, drbecaus®rentice Hall Mathematicexceeded the initial

content threshold score of 0.70, OSPI has added this product to the recommended list for
middle school.

All three programs are fully available online, and include additional supplemental
material asvell.

It should be noted th&tlath ConnectsPrentice Hall MathematicandMath Thematics

are statistically tied for second, third and fourth rank, respectively, based upon final
composite scored\ll three of these programs are viable choices for scthistiicts to
consider, and all met the minimum content threshold established as part of the review
design proces$lath Thematicss also fully available online.

1.6.3 Conclusion

The legislature directed OSPI to recommend no more than three programs at each level,
elementary, middle and high school. All six of the recommended programs at the
elementary and middle school levels are closely aligned with the 2008 Washington
Mathematis Standards and are mathematically sound. However, no program aligned
completely to the new standards, and all will need some degree of supplementation. OSPI
is engaging in a supplemental review and will provide an ancillary reposvithat

highlight supgemental products that provide a good fit for fiiegrams reviewed
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2 Project Process

2.1 Review Instrument Development

This section describes the process by which the review instrument and weights were
developed. It also includes the scoring rubric for Coffieandards Alignment and Other
Factors.

To develop the review instruments, OSPI engaged two groups in two full cycles of
development and revision. The IMR Advisory Group and SBE Math Panel were the two
primary groups contributing to the development ofittstruments. Their work was
research based, and used the following primary sources:

e 2008 Washington Revised Math Standards
¢ NMAP Foundations for Success
e NCTM Curriculum Focal Points

Additionally, the groups also referenced the following secondary soasceesources.
Please note that in some instances, the secondary sources were used to compare and
contrast effective and ineffective instrument design.

Mat h Educatorsdé6 Summary of Effective Prog
Park City Mathematics Standards Study Group Report

Framavork for 21 Century Learning

How People LearnBrain, Mind, Experience and School

How Students LearnMathematics in the Classroom

NCTM Principles and Standards for School Mathematics

Choosing a Standardased Mathematics CurriculumChapter 6: Develping

and Applying Selection Criteria

e Choosing a Standard&sed Mathematics CurriculumAppendix: Sample

Selection Criteria

In addition to seeking advice and guidance from the IMR Advisory Group and the SBE
Math Panel, several national and/or exterxalegts were consulted and provided

important recommendations for both the process and the review instruments. Several of
the external experts provided valuable advice about their state processes where they have
successfully completed comprehensive mathesatrriculum reviews.

The outcomes from the review instrument design phase included:
e Two review instruments (Content/Standards Alignment and Other Factors), which
are described below
¢ Proposed threshold and weighting process for final recommendations. Both
groups recommended that in order for programs to be considered for the final
three recommendations, they must first meet a minimum threshold in
content/standards alignment. A scaledrs of 0.70 was proposed as this
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threshold with a recommendation that the threshold be adjusted if necessary if a
sufficient number of materials failed to reach the threshold. In addition, both
groups proposed weighting percentages for the Other Factors.

2.1.1 Content/Standards Alignment Threshold

Part 1 of the review measured the alignment of the core/comprehensive instructional
materials to the revised 2008&Washington Mathematics standards. Materials that met
a minimumthresholdof alignment with state ahdards were considered for inclusion in
the list of recommended mathematics curricula.

Reviewers looked for evidence that each Washington state standard Core Process,
Content, and Additional Key Information was met in the expected grade level.

An additonal goal of the Content/Standards Alignment evaluation was to identify the
areas where existing materials need supplementation to meet state stSemetxtions
3.1.1and3.2.1for charts that show how well each program meets specific Perfoemanc
Expectations at eaggrade level.

2.1.2 Scale Definitions

Scale Description
Content/Standards The Content/Standards Alignment (Part 1 of the
Alignment review process) determined to what degree the

mathematical concepts, skills and processes were
alignment with revised stateathematics standards.
The materials reviewed were accurate, with no err
of fact or interpretation. Adherence to standards
implies quality and rigor. It is a fundamental
assumption that if the program matches a standarg
well, the math is accurate, rigars, and high quality.
Program Organization and | Overall program and design. Includes scope and
Design sequence, appropriate use of technology. Content
presented in strands, with definitive beginnings an
endings. Thgrogramgrounds ideas in a bigger
framework. The material is logically organized, anc
includes textbased tools like tables of contents and

indexes.
Balance of Student Tasks lead to the development of core content ang
Experience process understanding. They present opportunities

studens to think about their thinking, develop both
skills and understanding, and apply multiple strate
to solve real world problems. Tasks waliovide a
balance of activitieto develop computational flueng
and number sense, problem solving skills and
corceptual understanding.

Assessment Tools for teachers and students to formally and
informally evaluate learning and guide instruction.
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Scale

Description

Instructional Planning and
Professional Support

Support for teachers that is embedded in the
instructional materials tassist them in teaching the
content and standards. Instructional materials proy
suggestions for teachers in initiating and orchestra
mathematical discourse. Includes key information
about content knowledge to help teachers underst
the underlyingnathematics. Materials help surface
typical student misconceptions and provide ideas f
helping address them.

Equity and Access

Support for ELL, unbiased materials, support for
gifted and talented students, support for students \
disabilities, diffeentiated instruction, diversity of rol
models, parent involvement, intervention strategies
quality website, and community involvement ideas

Instructional Planning &
Professional Suppo
4.5%

Equity and Access, 4.09
Assessment, 5.0%

Figure3. Category weights for the Mathematics Instructional Materials RevieNwote that
Content/Standards Alignment is both a weighted category and a threshold category, meaning that
curricula must meet a minimum average score on content/standards alignmieeftore the material can
be considered for possible inclusian the three recommended core/comprehensive curricula.
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