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1 Introduction

This document contains the unedited reviewer contsrfeom the K-8 Mathematics
Instructional Materials review completed in Jun€&0The document is organized
alphabetically by program, then by grade level.

The comments are sometimes very detailed—descréspecific performance
expectation, and are sometimes a broad statemeut #ie entire program. Each
comment is the professional opinion of an individeaiewer. Only light editing was
performed to clarify or correct grammar and spgllin

This document is meant to be an ancillary compatodhe 2008 Mathematics

Instructional Materials K-8 Core/Comprehensive RevReport. It is not intended to be
read as a rigorous review of the submitted programs

2008 Mathematics K-8 Instructional Materials Review Reviewer Comments Page 4



2 Reviewer Comments

2.1 Aleks Math — Grades 6-8

t

ar
p

Grade | Reviewer Comments
6 * This program requires computer access for all stisdevery day.

» Highly dependent of teacher use of computer to iggaeeports as well as
individual instruction.

» Students would need to be self motivators andrsatiagers.

6 * 6.1.E: There is no explanation of why the decin@h{s are moved right or left jus
that the students do it.

* 6.2.E: Explanations of the 3 properties was hejdfut there appeared to be no
application and/or higher order usage of them bdyenognition.

6 » Great supplement.

» Difficult organization.

* No “Table of Contents” or logical sequence.

7 « 7.1.B: “Ignore the sign”, “change subtraction taliidn” are not how algorithms or
concepts should be explained to students.

» This program appears to be more appropriate falestis who have learned and
understand concepts and algorithms to practice thiegtve learned. Doesn’t appe
to be a curriculum one would use solely in a classr, but rather as an aide to he
low students or those who needed additional dnidl kill practice.

7 Not a standalone curriculum; however one of & Bupplements | have come across.
6/7 » Initial assessment was 40 questions, not 15-2%ageds After initial assessment |

was not able to access the modules in a way tt@iltl see the content | wanted.
After several attempts at navigating through the a$ directed by the publisher
notes. | chose to use strictly the printed matdéoialeview. Accessed site later and
used for my pt.2 review.
No table of contents or section dividers for notdbof sample problems. This ma
it difficult to find.

This program states there are a “dozen to sevssakand” problems for each skill

| scored based on the fact that students wouldsdoamy of the problems necessary

to meet mastery of that skill before going on.

Mastery is gained through repetition with no assesg of conceptual
understanding.

Teacher guide consists of administrator issueBeptogram: how to set up, track
modify...does not offer actual content backgroundhstruction techniques.
Teaching is done through computer/repetition obfams, not teacher.

Provides resources on how to integrate with otkistieg math programs.

Two references were not included with grade material geo33 and geo86 for P.
7.3.B.

e

Examples show procedures, no concept development.
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A problem with evaluating this product was arbifity to go directly to a set of problems.
For example, | wanted to look at screen ALGE 702twP.E. 8.1.G. but had no way for

direct access. | would have liked to examine arsydules in more depth, but had to take

30 guestion placement quiZoo time consuming given our average 4 hour coimstfar
each review. This product would make a powerfulediation tool both for home and
classroom use. But it lacks in the process area.

8 * Written materials provided only showed explanatibasthere is ample opportunit
to practice on website account for student.
* As ateacher, somewhat difficult to get a feeltfa progression because there is
ability to look at scope and sequence very easily.
* Would be a good curriculum for independent studyline school, or distance
learning.
* No master topical index.
« Would make a good supplement.
7/8 » Difficult to evaluate this program due to lack nflex for printed matter and non-

sequential numbering.

* Very little process threading, connections, comroations, partly due to electronic
presentation limitations.

» Graphical construction exercises, especially ditdige with ruler, are very clumsy
and time consuming.

e Dynamic customization of specific units by studetdss, or other grouping is very
good and powerful.

» Uses very precise and accurate mathematical laegoagdescribe and justify steps
and explanations.

» Mathematical relationships are often presentedowitlderivation or proofs.

2.2 Bridges in Mathematics — Grades K-5

Grade

Reviewer Comments

K

» Technology not provided, but referenced.

* No index.

» Teacher information is “suggestion” and “directia®&nse — key points are not
easily accessed.

« Ideas for differentiation and diagnostic assessrasntembedded” in the teacher
narrative directions [i.e. Vol. 2 pg 349-350] andliscover these careful reading i
required.

* Could not determine if available in multiple langea from materials presented.

» Rubrics not found but narrative “what to look f@resent.

| can see the skill building and conceptual ustirding but not sure about application.

* Number Corner p. 150, Daily Routine odd and evemlmers - first grade standard
* *The online supplemental materials are a niastmeeting the WA State Standarc
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* The supplemental binder/activities which are avd@danline are crucidb meeting
our standards! | relied upon these activities hgavhen reviewing this program.

* There were mentions of practice sheets in the sapghtal binder that were
unavailable — they were stated as “Practice She¢t5(A3.17)

* The organization of this program made it difficialtuse because there were sepa
volumes for number corner and the Bridges materié&sachers would also have t
replace many lessons with the supplemental a@suiti

* *Graphing=>»There were lessons with picture graphs, but nbésalnor bar graphs

rate

* 1.1.B: Although the standard is embedded in theolles as the publisher cited with a

question or two it is not the focus of the lessaithout explicit and repeated
attention to the number before and after the ty@italent at grade 1 would not be
able to achieve mastery.

* 1.1.A: I could not find an instance of countingréihg at “any number” only from 1

or backwards from the end number.

* 1.1.F: Did not find the explicit development of t@mbinations to make 10 to
achieve fluency.

* 1.4.A: Supplemental D2 Act3-One length activity wstudents discuss consiste
size (foot size is not consistent) one capacitiviigtas Home Connection. Not
enough for mastery.

» 1.2.D: One lesson directly relates the additiom fadts subtraction fact. Supp. A3
act 1.

e * Supplemental materials available online are aompart of this evaluation.
Teachers must use these as part of the prograrthanelssons (although not state
would need to become part of the daily routinelungéstery (i.e. numbers before
and after to 100).

=

* No index.
» Alot of reading and a lot of things to prepareahe

This publisher took the time to extend their mate to address the new Washington
Standards! It will require the teacher to enshed this additional material is included in
their planning.

* *Online supplemental materials are a must for iIngehany of the standards in th
review.

e p.337-347; Meets Grade 1 Standard 1.3.A.

* | found more situations of modeling division and &hares than multiplication
situations.

is
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Technology piece not provided.

No index

Student materials taken from multiple resources damified student text.
Management of multiple sources of teacher/studexterials may present challeng
for the teacher.

Teacher materials have extensive narratives dinestand examples. The amount
of material may become cumbersome for some teachers
Predictable “self assessment” is not evident.
Assessment instruments assume no predictable patter
Limited multiple choice short answer options.

No rubrics in evidence.

No evidence of multiple language materials.

Home connection materials are vocabulary dense.
Vocabulary is not delineated.

Any intervention strategies seem to be embeddedisndot readily recognizable :
an intervention strategy.

es

1S

Many of the activities used to meet the standarelsnathe Bridges supplements fo
place value and base ten system.

No reference to technology was found and technotamgyection book was not
included.

-

2 Publisher indicates that student practice workhawler development. This practice
workbook would support lessons created for supphtang material for Washington.

3 .

3.1.D: Estimation as a strategy to check reasonabein adding and subtracting i
outlined in skills/concepts, however not developedr time (very difficult to find
and is non-linear, very spiraled).

3.3.B: The text begins to develop comparing/ordgfractions but does not
explicitly meet the standard of denominators witl3,24, 5, 6, 8, 9, 10 and 12
(especially 8,9)

3.3.C: Students would only make passing observaittonthe April Calendar, but
this a great visual that builds throughout the rhont

3.4.E: Solving/verifying word problems was not eandl

3.6: Reasoning, problem solving, and communicasdacking throughout the
entire text and supplemental. The reference |lespmovided were not accurate.

[92)

* Very difficult to follow. There is no index.

3.1.A: Only up to 1,000 — 10,000 is on Mar. Calerulat not specifically taught .
3.2.A: Uses only arrays and number line — no ewidesf counting by multiples.

3.3.B: Content is mentioned but not enough is pradtfor a student to master.

3.3D: Word problems not numerous enough to achmeastery.

3.4: No word problems.

3.5: Found E-1 worksheets but not sure if therdesm®ons or not.

3.6D-J: These are implicit and not explicitly tatigh
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Standard algorithms are taught in a discoursengetthere students could easily
decide to discard it for other strategies beforekimg with it long enough for it to
become part of their repertoire. The supplemepitade has been added, but still
offers limited practice.

Word problem practice pages for addition and sghitva limited to one strategy fof
all the problems. Ex: U.2 pg. 627 same diff. peoh$

The supplemental material for WA would be essembiaimeeting Grade 3
standards, not supplemental.

| wish there had been an index, highlighted vocatyuhnd not so much verbiage tp
the lessons, and page numbers on student examiple ireacher’s Guides.

4 The supplemental materials created for Washingteroften “must dos” in order to provide
the instruction necessary for students to meetiarahsuccessfully.

4 .

The supplemental binder produced by the Math Legr@ienter is an important part
of this program. The publisher notes that les$ma this binder should replace
some of the core lessons in the main teacher ratterMore PE’s are addressed by
doing this.

This program embeds content into context — realdiioblem situations; however
there is not explicit instruction in how to useaségies to solve.

Opportunities for students to self reflect and ggalfor their own learning.
Opportunities for learner choice in problems to ptate/work on.

4 A very thorough fourth grade text set. While sorategories were marked a 1, most of
them were quite close to the 2 category.

5 « There are over 1,100 pages of teacher text irctimsculum which covers 8 units.
The text is black and white without much boldirtglicized text, or highlighting.
This made it difficult to read and the long lessoasld make it difficult to follow
and plan daily.

* The lessons provide a depth of conceptual undetfstgrand relevant, real-world
problem-solving, but it can be difficult to ascéntavhether or not students obtain
mastery in computational fluency skills becauseamatugh practice is embedded |n
the program.

5 e Supplemental binder adds additional content anctipeathat address the PE’s with
greater depth.

* Opportunities for students to goal set and seleoef

« Embeds content within context — real-life problems.

» Little to no evidence of explicit instruction ingislem solving.

5 » 5.2.D: Only 2 worksheets for this performance exgtgan of GCF and LCM.

5.3.H: The performance expectation is to find linesymmetry INtriangles and
quadrilaterals.

5.4.D: The performance expectation if for studeatsse coordinate pairs while
reading/plotting graphs in the first quadrant.
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2.3 Cognitive Tutor/Carnegie Algebra — Grades 5-8

Grade

Reviewer Comments

5

Evidence for standard 5.1 for multi-digit divisioauld not be found in the
curriculum. The curriculum does not have a gragellbelow, therefore this contel
could not be located at all. The publisher listedmples of estimation and probler
solving (5.1 and 5.1.F); however these examplesididtontain the targeted conte
of multi-digit division.

| was unable to view all problems in the Cognitiugor Software because the
program required that all problems be completearder and | was unable to skip
ahead.

nt

>

Appropriate perhaps for fifth graders who are gifteathematicians.
Standard procedures are fully developed in onevoréssons — not enough
modeling representation, investigating for the agerfifth grader.

Much of the content is beyond the scope of thgfde PEs.

Spiral Program. Minimum practice with each new apicbut brief multiple
opportunities are provided again and again througtie rest of the program for
additional practice.

Very student directed. Little direct instructiowiin teacher.

This program relies heavily on computerized prac(#0% of time).

A good portion of this program does not addré&grade Washington state PEs.

Some material may be too advanced for a typitajrader & will require teachers to be
selective of the activities done witll §rade students.

Weak in geometry especially pertaining to cirdesylinders.

(2K ep}

Much of the critical mathematics content is nqiliitly included in the student or teache
materials and is left to student answers and teadent knowledge.

6-7

This product has potential, but given the time t@msts and the required user
model it was not possible to look at many probleft® “Done” button won’t skip
problems until the problem is worked. The tableaftents will only give a
summary (brief) of topics to be studied and othsendan’t be selected unless
assigned from the teacher account. Both of thesiélions severely restrict the
scope and usability of the product.

The texts, both teacher and student, mix graded6/anpics which made planning
and use a challenge.

| did see a few problems on line and, if the gya$itconsistent and the program
made easier to navigate, this could be an effectirediation/enhancement tool.

Very difficult for teacher to get overview of cogime tutor w/out going through
entire unit as a student.
Is there a way to look at all the content on cagaitutor?

Program lacks practice in areas where studentspraetice.
Program lacks key processes & in depth problemrsplv

This is an algebra course and contains no gegragtept Pythagorean Theorem.
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2.4 Connected Mathematics 2 — Grades 6-8

Grade | Reviewer Comments

6 * Program requires the use of many different stutdeoks to fulfill all (or most) of
the standards. Some lessons are skipped; this osygproblem with the
continuity of the units.

* Includes test prep for NAEP and other high-stalesessments.

* All transparencies are included.

» Teacher CDs included with planner and customizsdsebank.

* Must seek additional skills practice and drill fréhe Additional Practice and Skills
Workbook (must use some frorfi' @nd ).

* No recommended scope and sequence.

6 * 6.1.B: Content is there but weak on making conpastio area models/number line.

Doesn’t connect to related equation.

* 6.1.F: Lacking practice.

* 6.2.D: No application of properties; no evaluatiofishe mathematical expressions.

* 6.3.A: Very weak on ratios, briefly mentioned 2X’s.

* 6.3.D: Verification appears to be nonexistent.

e 6.3.F: Skill not totally developed.

e 6.5.A: Estimation isn’t mental computation.

* 6.6.A-H: The process strands are isolated in thieegprogram. There isn't a
richness of higher level activities for studentetgage in.

6 » Teacher should be aware some of the problems refeeerformance Expectations
that are not at grade level. Ex: Accentuate thealiieg asks students to find mean
median, range.

e Connected Math provides extra practice worksheetisa Additional Practice and
Skills workbook if needed.
» Parent Guide very helpful to parents who needrasbér to assist their child.

7-8 There are some good mathematical teaching idghss series. In the hands of a gifted

instructor who has a solid math background, thrsicuium could work well for some
students, but the flaws are in the implementatiath® Student Editions. They are very
inconsistent in both the quality and quantity dbnmation offered to a student. For
example, in grade 8, “Thinking with Mathematical 8&ds” has virtually no information
which in contrast, there is sufficient information“Kaleidoscopes, Hubcaps and Mirrors’
for student to figure out on their own how to d@getric transformations such as
reflections and translations. This has severallproétic results. First, parents will find it
very difficult to help their students, particularfiythey are mathematically weak. Second,
the student has an inconsistent reference whids him if either school is missed
(particularly for more than a day) or if the teaciseeither weak mathematically or having
classroom management issues. Third, without camistixamples and at least a partial
answer key, the student is totally dependent ogheher for checking work. Finally,
calculator use is usually expected and encouradmechwill result in the gradual loss of

fluency.
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6-8

This program includes excessive use of calculatuith, specific problems only
possible with the use of calculators.

Many critical mathematical ideas and relationslapsonly reference in the
teacher's edition introductory section. This i®8els removed from the student ar
is almost certain to results in key concepts nathéeng all students.

Algebraic operations are underdeveloped or absethti 8' grade.

Operations on fractions, especially multiplicataord division, are underdeveloped

mathematically and don’t have sufficient practice.

2.5 CPM Middle Grades Program — Grades 6-8

Grade

Reviewer Comments

6

6.1.A: All fractions, no decimals, integers.

6.1.B: All fractions, 1 decimal, no number lines.

6.1.C: Onlyusing mental math w / %.

6.1.G: Only found on website.

6.1.H: Mostly fractions, very few decimals ($) amal verify answers.

6.2.A: Nothing using tables.

6.2.D: Very weak on order of op.

6.2.E: No check or verifying results.

6.2.F: Problems — several were guess and checkenifging results.

6.3.A: Found only note — not part — part or paroieh

6.3.D: Excellent/plentiful problems; no verifyingsults or any discussion of
solutions.

6.4.B: Not strong on circles, others very strong.

6.4.C: Some explaining of answers; plenty of protde

6.4.E: No explaining of why the formulas work.

6.5.C: Maybe in §?

6.6.B: Nice problems / not relevant to the standard

6.6.G: Found no information from graphs, diagraets, No justifying reasoning.

The games element to this program provides oppibigario practice skills.

Skill Builders provided step by step procedures Wauld help guide kids and
parents (i.e. page 21). Box-whisker plot instruttilore helpful for parents than
kids. Could be a teacher resource. The reading ¢d\skill builders would require &
9-10" grade level to understand a lot of the explanation
General supplements available in a PDF format

|

Inconsistently met standards in most areas.
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7.5.A: The opportunity for grouping is tremendotlie book however does not ask
students to do so.

7.6.C: Problem solving strategies are introducedugjhout. Many problems lead
themselves to more than 1 strategy, though the hewkr asks students to apply
more than 1.

7.6.A: Many problems lead themselves to pullingiotdrmation to determine what
needs to be solved. The complexity of the problenadten insufficient.

7.6.B: Did not find problems where students haaiémtify missing information or
sort through extraneous information.

7 7.1.G: Publisher did not cite any fraction wordlgems — | attempted to use the
index but | could not find page numbers referenced.
Section referred to “mm” problems - | could notdia section “mm” in teacher tex
binder, skill builders, or support lessons (mentath standard 7.2.A).
7.2.G and 7.2.H: State Standards website? Sciegiven, website not given.
CPM offered some conceptual understanding and @ ktudent cooperative group
engagement around a problem-centered spiral. [8kitlers offered additional
computation skill practice.
Organization was confusing at first,

7 Material provided is under the impression the teattas a degree in math. This is
not for a teacher who does not feel confident teacath.
Concepts are integrated throughout the curricutherefore very difficult to teach
in a highly mobile community.

6,7,8 8.4.D: Students not asked to explain their choice.
Level 8 is very “wordy” and would require good reeslas users.
In all three middle school levels, the studentsveaitked through problems, or given
so much information, that they need to do verieligenuine thinking. The book
tells them what to do next.
There is very little questioning of student’s thaugrocess; little to no “Why did
you choose...? In grades 6 & 7. Grade 8 is a littidp.
Level 8 — 7" Grade was given in alignment document — index wasable—gave
page #'s, but book page #'s did not match.

8 Index in teacher’s guide is confusing; fdt grade.
Good problem-solving development throughout.

8 Curriculum is problem-centered with some spiralfgkills and includes some

construction. CPM algebra is very strong in algebi@pics unfortunately many
grade 8 standards are found at grade 6 & 7 CPMse@®M(8) Algebra was weak
in data analysis, geometry topics, and scientifiation/laws of exponents.
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» 8.5: Throughout the course students are providedasting problems that will
engage kids regularly they are asked to describgribcess used and/or justify an
answer.

e Technology rich — Chapter 7 — graphics calculatoGPMTG, CBR'’s, Green blobs

* Readability level throughout the course is advan@ggical students would strugg
with the text.

* 8.5.A: Students theoretically have to analyze ttodlem to determine the questior
Rarely does the text explicitly ask the studentemtify the question.

» 8.5.C: Problems throughout are rich and engadingolve many, you have to usg
a variety of strategies to solve the problem.

« 8.5.E: Even though there are a wide variety of [@wols, rarely are students asked

D.

e

N.

117

communicate through language. Aimost always theymath symbols.

2.6 enVision — Grades K-6

Grade

Reviewer Comments

K

Lessons have a ‘Daily Spiral Review’, an ‘Interae Learning’ segment a ‘visual learning
component to develop the concept which includedeglipractice with an error interventidg
and re-teaching ideas and a closing piece whicheadds the essential understanding. It
includes ideas for differentiated instruction aeddled homework. Each lesson begins w
an overview stating the objective, essential urtdaing, vocabulary and materials list.
Every lesson also has a ‘Math Background for Teaclsection

)
n

ith

e K.1.G: Number line lessons only go to 10 rathentB1.

« K.1.D: Publisher referred to ordinal #’s, not dwivity of actually putting the
numerals 1 to 10 in order. There wasn’t any agtithat showed students
manipulating number cards.

» Virtually all paper and pencil work, emphasis osual learning. Very little if any
modeling, entirely teacher-directed, Q and A diiflany opportunity to develop
mathematics communication skills, reasoning or j@mksolving.

» Content is reviewed in Daily Spiral after only aeacher directed lesson.

» Error intervention is useful and anticipated mangaonceptions.

Many standards are not fully met in program duénhited number of lessons on a topic.
Process standards have explicit lessons for egaceation but limited opportunities for
students to use strategies. There are little toppmrtunities for students to select a strateg
to use or explain thinking on their own. There widtke to no opportunities for open ende
problems or student discourse.

gy

* This program doesn’t give students access to nusrbéran 100

» Students spend very little time actually countitgeats and putting them in group:s
of 2,5, or 10.

e 1.2.B: Equations are only shown in the traditiomaly, ex: 5+3=8 not shown as
5+3=4+4 for instance.

e 1.2.C: Very little work with number lines.

* 1.2.H: Students have limited opportunities to t¥eheir own story problems.

* 1.3.B: Students are not taught the terms rhombia¢ens, trapezoids.

\°24

* 1.4.D: No measuring weight using non-standardsunit
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1 * The hands-on activities are listed as optionaktone lessons.

* For curriculum review the topic number in addittorpage # would have saved
timed for checking alignment.

* 1.4: Goes beyond non-standard units to standatd fomimeasuring length. Too
much of the weight and capacity is workbook rathan hands on activities.

» Overall more hands-on time to develop conceptsdeeper level and not zooming
ahead would improve student access and conceplogevent (i.e. develop non-
standard measures, big ideas in WA Standards rdthemoving quickly to
standard units and on to applications like perimete

1 * Rubrics: Writing numbers “correctly” is a developmed skill that isn't a
mathematical skill and is inappropriate as pas afibric for a I grader. Few
opportunities to solve problems with multiple saus.

* TE: Material organization is complex and presemtehultiple discrete units
creating significant management challenges. Necgssadent material can be
easily misplaced. It appears time and work inte:$iv a teacher to prepare
materials.

» Tasks reflect primarily routine problems.

» Most teacher instructions for developing thinkimgl groblem solving strategies are
designed to prompt predictable student responsiesrrdnan develop student
thinking abilities.

» Lack of a number line [not based on the 100s dterTE 532] as a key tool for
developing number sense is significdhtimits students understanding of numerical
relationships, patterns, and all operations.

e Multi-step problems opportunities are not evident.

« Self assessment opportunities are not evident.

* Assessments are heavily, multiple choice formaterttil & paper. Age
appropriate assessment alternatives are not prhvide

* Rubrics are provided but most assessment problérmgampportunities are
response driven, not student generated. Rubrittssrcase don’t necessarily provigde
significant math content or process informationtfa teacher. Multiple choice
options do provide...

2 » 2.1.E: The program only shows 3-digit numbers geauip one way.

« 2.3.D: This expectation is not covered in the dejgbcribed in the examples of this
Performance Expectation.

* 2.3.E: One lesson only on telling time at this gréelel, and it is to the 5-minutes
rather than to the minute.

3 * Curriculum materials contain an extraordinary antairextra practice, enrichment,
and interventions for each concept presented. Athaot every activity outside o
the core learning activities were identified instalignment, it should be understoad
that they exist and are easily accessible to th&sobom teacher.

« The materials have also been aligned to use joivitly the program
“Investigations.” A detailed joint-usage plan egigh help teachers set how a
“balanced-approach” to mathematics instruction@acur by using both programs
simultaneously.
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3 » Spiral Curriculum.
* Very little in-depth.

3 Although many “content” pieces are strong, thea%oning problem solving and
communication” is missing from these materials.
2 e 2.2A: Topic 2 — Addition and Topic 3 — Subtracti®n Skills are introduced in only

one or two practice pages and then they move onnékrly enough discussion and
links made for mastery.

» 2.3.E: Students are not taught to estimate —ahneyaught “estimation” through
equations (ex. on pg. 555).

e 2.2.H: Only ¢ sign / same total in different waysn-(in teach notes pg. 141B.)
Seems to always be given the values and then dgidenk to count totals.

4 This program provides most of th® grade standards but the sign is missing as is the
problem-solving / reasoning / communication.
4 * Topic 2, Adding and Subtracting whole numbers idekicore process (problem

solving) and some algebra.
* Topic 9 addresses some gr. 3 expectations for gepme
» Topic 11 — gr. 5 standards addressed throughout.

4 Good visual aids. Offers very little opportunity discourse and applying problems in a
new situation.
5 Although the standard’s content may be addreissedVision on one page, there is not a

sufficient amount of learning opportunities fordgnts to master the content. Therefore,|a 0
was assigned.

5 * Topic 1 and 3 covers standards of gr. 4.

» Topic 4 covers many standards of gr. 4.

e Topic 7, Multiply and divide decimals doesn’t adeke@ny of gr. 5 standards.
» Gr. 4 enVision has activities that address gr. dnygtry standards.

e Topic 11, multiply fractions is not gr. 5 standard.

» Topic 14, grade 4 standards of time and measurement

5 * Very little constructivism.

» Good visuals.

* Repeated, spiraled practice is good.

* The problem solving techniques don't allow for @istse, non-routine ideas.
Overall impression, curriculum meets many standdviysgreatest concern would
be that the problem solving doesn’t include veaiion opportunities or a “richnesg
of context that would lend itself to analyzing, xting and organizing information,
or communicating using representation and mathealdéinguage.
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6.1.B: Insufficient Evident —
0 6.1 fractions related to division (144-148)
8.1 X fraction and whole number (186-187) > 40 page
8-3 multiplying fractions- with area model (190-)1%13 pages
9-1 Division of fractions - area model and numidee (202-203) > 9 pages
9-2 Divide whole numbers by fraction — quotient32fD6) > 1 page
9-3 Divide fractions — quotient (206-207) > 1 page
9-6 Solving equations w/fractions and mixed numif2i-213) > 5 pages

O O O0OO0OO0OO0Oo

mastery. Lessons last 1 day then are used in ancapacity anywhere from
the next day to 40 pages later.
There is not enough rigor or practice through émsre program to produce fluenc
or mastery. Even with the homework sheets, kidst@mt enough engagement. Ld
of supplementation would be required for studenstery.

There is too little presented for each lesson tiedlents to stand a chance at

In order to develop the conceptual understanditggeher would need to go throu
the interactive learning that is outlined in eag$sbn in the Teacher Edition.

A great deal of material; therefore teachers woed to work in professional
learning communities to align material to Perfore@mdications.

Writing to Explain contains samples of student weckred on a 4 point scale.
Differentiated Instruction incorporates cooperate@ning and visual and
kinesthetic models.

2.7 Everyday Math — Grades K-5

14

L

e

Grade | Reviewer Comments
K * Not enough on decomposing numbers for full undadstey.
» Lots of work on patterns, but translating pattdyvasely addressed and not until the
latter part of the year.
e Very little on location words (K.3.C)
* Numerous counting and number recognition activifiesughout the program.
* The progression leading students through understgradidition and subtraction
from concrete to symbolic is thoroughly developed.
K Problem solving: Publisher sighted graphing lessand number story lessons but these
lessons truly didn’t reflect the PEs for problenvea.
K Many of the Activities cited include directions tontinue using the activity throughout th
year, with increasing complexity (e.g. pattern p,6Revisit” reminders appear in later
lessons (e.g. Number Stories p. 151).
1 * Line plot (TE 248): relate to 1.5.A, picture graphepresentation.
* Program Organization and Design: 5 units w/ Disitiglol Practice — students have
sufficient time to develop ideas.
1 * There seemed to be a lack of lessons suggestinhgttltents draw a pictorial

representation for addition and subtraction equatio

There was no clear evidence of adding 3 or momgesigigit numbers using the
commutative and associative properties. Associgireperty wasn’'t mentioned at
all.
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1 Many Concepts are spiraled with broad intervalsveen presentations. A teacher might
have to jump around a lot to find many supplemeitéahs.

1 » This program has many short sections in each leskarh spiral. There were very
few lessons which provided time for conceptual dgwaent before going to
another topic within the lesson.

* The problem solving opportunities were very limitachumber and depth. There
were few opportunities for students to spend endungé with an idea or problem tp
develop understanding.

2 Good tips for ELL students.

2 e This program uses base 10 manipulatives to lagoagfoundation for
understanding place value. | like that it continteease concret® pictorial =2
abstract progression for each new concept.

* The teacher’'s manual guides teachers on the comteintoncepts children have
covered prior to the lesson. It also provides littkthe future development of the
concept.

» Concepts are reinforced several days later withtpe@math journal, game, etc.

3 » 3.1.D: Estimation is referenced in the student blmaknot specifically taught.

» 3.2.A-B: Not enough array or number line work toetnstandard.

» 3.5.E: No pictographs, line plots & freq. table.

3 The program spirals a lot and does not addrdssrence and well-developed sequence.

4 * The Teacher Lesson guides are well organized asydtedollow.

* The Teacher Reference Manual provides informatimuamathematical content.
» The program shows little evidence of developingletius’ ability to master fraction
PE’s at 4’ grade.

4 4.5 Core Processes — The Publisher listed alistngf pages in every PE (all the some in
each PE). When | looked at the pages listed eastifspPE didn’t appear to actually be

reflected in the activities of the pages, makingjficult to gather evidence to support each
PE specifically.

4 This program touches on many of the standardsbauspiral format that prevents depth.
The resource materials and assessments are mdeptin-and qualitative, but the onus is|on
the teacher to make sure all aspects are covehedmanual isn’'t as teacher friendly as it
could be. The pages are busy and difficult to discgiickly.

5 * 5.1.B: Multiples of 10 and 100 are addressed sétieras through multiplication,
but there is little evidence for determining quotgefor multiples of 10 and 100.

* 5.1.C: The partial-quotients algorithm is emphasizZewebsite lesson for the
traditional algorithm is available.

« 5.3.C: Little evidence of classifying triangles ttweir angle size, mostly triangles a
classified by the length of their side.

* Materials are well-organized and easy to follow.

* The Teacher's Reference Manual provides good costeport.

=

e

5 e Lessons are well-laid out and target a specificeph but there isn’t in-depth
practice/use by the students before moving ondm#xt math idea. I'd rather
develop a concept deeper than wait for it to syieak in a year or two.

« Unit Assessment pieces have a few word problentghleueasoning and problem
solving piece could be stronger throughout.
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5 The Teacher’s Lesson Guide provides a spiradwewed standards; however the
conceptual understanding isn’t developed througbcuence of rich lessons.
5 * 5.2.D: Mentioned to do activity in SRB but not sifieally taught.

» 5.3.F: Game, but no direct teaching.

2.8 Everyday Math/Transition — Grades 6-8

Grade | Reviewer Comments

6 This program exposes students to many matherhatinaepts. Few if any are studied in
depth or to mastery.

6 Reasoning, problem solving, and communicationd#teds are embedded throughout the
curriculum in the form of math journal pages, stlidit master worksheets, and open-
response problems. This is apparent for most |esgdrere is also a problem solving
section in the student reference book, howeveuldrtt find in the teacher’s lesson guide
how this section might be taught and used. Prolsieiving instruction difficult to find.

6 | like the idea of a teacher’s reference manndlastudent reference book. Excellent use of
examples for students to follow especially with btieene connection.

6 * There is a great deal more content that doesn’t thedPerformance Expectations

for grade 6. Good parent letters explaining theeatrfor the unit found in Math
Masters. Student Reference book a must have fetuakents.
» Teachers would need to be intentional when planamts to align with PE’s.

7 e Lesson 7-5 “Short Division”: | do have concernsttieaching the short division as
an algorithm would cause confusion with kids whe also striving to be more
proficient with exponents. Simply stating a notatti looks like an exponent, but is
not, doesn’t seem to be enough to prevent confusion

e 7.2.A: Nearly every lesson begins with a “MentaltMavarm up. While some of
these problems do encourage mental math stratélgess strategies aren’t
explicitly taught. For this reason, many studené&y mely on simple calculation to
solve the problems. The lesson on Calculating Peineyour Head (6-6) shares
wonderful mental math strategies. It's disappomtimat more of these strategies
aren’t encouraged in other lessons dealing witttifvas and decimal operations.

8 » Performance Expectations are evident in multipkgtérs of the textbook. Teachers
need to be aware that to achieve mastery it wilhiy@rtant to align text with
standards when lesson planning. They may jump arérem chapter to chapter.
The text will provide the material to teach frone tstandard.

* The review sections reference chapters in prewmits with the new standards.
Some of the chapters may not be touched; theréfer&piral approach in the
review may not be used.

8th There are projects available at the end of ehapter, however many of them don’t involve

higher level thinking. For example one project dyrgsks students to cut out examples ¢
graphical displays from a newspaper and past themlward. The Publisher sites these

—n

projects as evidence for Standard 8.5
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2.9 Growing with Mathematics — Grades K-5

Grade

Reviewer Comments

K

K.1.A: Rote count from 1-100: managed to find s@welence of count to 70 (in
vol. 12) yet the assessment in rote to 20. Veryusing.

K.1.B: Numbers from 0-31 — once again, some evidaricounting to 70 (Vol. 12)
yet exploring numbers include 1-30. Not clear.

Other factors: There were several “other factdrat were difficult to rate because
they weren’t so applicable for K- since NA wasnit@ption, they were rated as
“Disagree” — e.g. Assessment #8 — accurate keyprakeded.

A strong constructional approach to learning adywariety of manipulatives.

Promotes student discourse and working with a partany hands-on activities.
Builds conceptual understanding.

Easy to use teacher manual includes actual pictirastivities and student book
pages.

1.1.C: Couldn’t find evidence in curriculum thisstlard could be met.
1.1.E: Numbering needs to go to 120, that's thekménen children have a clearer
understanding, teens, 0s.

1.2.C: Couldn’t find number lines.

The use of correct terminology is important (kitegmbus) did a good job with this

| found the practice sheets in each lesson to helke to reinforce the lessons
taught previously.

D.

What is in the program level is good, but wiledesome supplemental support of other
material to meet mastery of the new math standards.

Program is limited in content depth and limitedigor.

Organization of materials presents a challenge vetiempting to view over all
scope and sequence.

Lack of number line as a tool is significant be@namber lines offer opportunitie
for developing number sense, patterning and uraletstg of operations.

Limited emphasis on “student” development of styee for problem solving.
Limited opportunities for ongoing practice to deeaad/or broaden student
understanding of concepts/skills.

Limited reference to math background in lessons.

Ongoing assessment opportunities don’t suggest s¥watld be noted and why. A
continuous assessment progression isn’t evident.

No obvious reference to multiple languages or Elrategies.

No obvious comprehensive index; no individual infl@x Topic” books.
Technology pieces unavailable for review. Progracks$ suggestions and
opportunities. To promote/apply/develop higher lgkaking related to concepts
presented.

W

Limited evidence of multi-step problems.
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e 2.2.C: The “written algorithms” mentioned by thebfisher for addition and
subtraction are the US standard algorithms for same

* The “inverse relationship” concept for addition aubtraction isn’t mentioned as
problem-solving strategy for students to self-wetifeir answers.

* Student Books Vol. 1-2 provide an adequate numbpraztice problems. The
Discussion Book is primarily pictures (most cases-world) illustrating various
mathematical operations (e.g. clocks, money, gragtioy

* The mathematics from many cultures is a valuahplemental tool.
» Lacking in “How to Help at Home” sheet for pareatsl guardians (would be ever
more helpful if written in multiple languages).

N

While these materials include core content amd poocesses, it has a sparse quality.
Consequently, | wouldn’t feel confident callingaitomplete instructional package. Whilg
some programs may be verbose, this one seemsose@nd doesn’t scaffold student
learning enough. | notice that the processes iraf&oncentrated in certain Topic
Books/Investigations. For example: 2.4, 22.4 + 28653 lessons that recur as evidence
Problem Solving PE’s, but not evenly throughoutphegrams.

for

3.1.A: Place value concepts are built throughthlogisands place. Program doesn’t provi
enough practice opportunities to develop computatiiuency.

The concepts in this program are developed in umits that seem to chunk the learning
rather than give an in-depth understanding of anm@ancept.

Mathematics from Many Cultures brings in cultlyraiverse activities w/math
content/skills.

4.5 CORE PROCESS: Students have opportunitiessason, problem solve, and
communicate through teacher—directed dialogue.raftese seem to touch the surface
a concept rather than seek deep understanding.

This program continues to touch on core conteatsurface manner without going into tk
depth to promote mastery. The spiral adds to ttledhcohesion and depth. Teachers wh
are experienced with enhancing and supplementingdugse these materials as seeds tG
grow a complete curriculum. | doubt new teachersldide successful using these
materials as they are. Topics jump too quickly kaa#t significant scaffolding.

e
10

Standard 4.4.A lacking. Publisher may have a niststanding of the standard.

e

» This program has lots of parts for the teacheradkwith. That may bother some
staff.

» Offers real-world math from other cultures, litena& and genuine application in
problem solving.

» Each investigation begins with a real-life problémsolve. Skills/concepts are
embedded in that problem.

e Quite a bit of the program doesn’t address WashirigtPerformance Standards.

e Each investigation provides a dip into a concestody but doesn’'t work to full
mastery.

» Each investigation provides opportunity for problsotving, but there isn’t direct

instruction on Problem Solving PEs or strategies.
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5.1: No place value models with division — doegivie enough practice up to 4-
digit divisors varied contextual problems.

5.4.D: Got to 1 digit divisors and estimating vergll.

5.5: Nothing on prime composite.

Although many standards are addressed—numeroussieefluous. | wish the TE
gave time guidelines or relations to past learnmg-a lot of extra practice
throughout the year to prove mastery.

(@)

5 This é;rade level version of Growing With Matherosis similarly sparse and disjointed t
the 3% and 4" grade versions. Except for the Algebraic PEs dmel Topic Assessment, it
didn’t meet standards.

5 5.3.H: Symmetry hatleen a 4 grade standard...and has moved idfafade.

5 * 5.1.E: The Publisher cited using a companion Cydwer we did not have the

computer in which to review this material.

5.2.D: CD software not accessible.

5.2.H: The Publisher cites lessons which do haveast some of the components
this Performance Expectation, however the mateséd explicitly taught nor
discovered.

5.3.A: Itisn’'t evident that this is explicitly tght/learned.

5.3.B: Itisn’'t evident that this is explicitly tght/learned.

A lot of the lessons that meet out Performance Ebgbens weren’t correctly cited

of

or cited by the Publisher.

2.10Holt Mathematics — Grades 6-8

Grade

Reviewer Comments

6

A well organized competent curriculum with maagcher support items both paper and
online. Unfortunately assessment material was rmtiged for evaluation.

7

Glossary in English and Spanish together.

Ample opportunities for practice in supplementablgs.

Questioning strategies handbook provides high lguektioning skills.

Student work in text where students analyze anattuelent’'s response, score it ar
discuss. Powerful self-assessment tool.

nd

8.1.A-8.1.G:

Excellent coverage in content.

See no “Show your work”, “Justify solution”, “Chegkur answer”, etc.
Hands on Lab — Rarely helps with the 8.5. — Reagpmiroblem solving,
communication.

Very user friendly (student, teacher, parents).

Excellent coverage of material.
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7-8

Questioning strategies resource is a list of péssjbestions that have 1 or 2 right
answers — not necessarily strategies to help pmulistourse.

Surplus of resources available to teachers.

Although text is fairly traditional with a lot ofrpblems, the problem resources an
unit projects can be incorporated to develop artuald program. This could be mo
of a challenge for beginner teachers or those whmat familiar with Best
Practices in teaching math. In this case they nmyto focus on the daily lesson
only without providing the lessons necessary tcetigy conceptual understanding
Both 7" and &' grade texts had many of the same concepts baigtta

re

2.11H

olt Pre-/Algebra 1 — Grades 7-8

Grade

Reviewer Comments

Key vocabulary is presented in a clear manner,mreaningful way as it is
introduced.

Misconceptions presented “Common Error Alert”. E&sfind, solid examples of a
misconception.
7.6.B: Interactive Problem Solving book has lotpigtctice for problem solving tha

guides kids through steps to understand the prgbigaike a plan, solve and check.

Technology Labs are useful for kids, particulaHgge learning how to use the
graphing calculator.

The curriculum has a good alignment in most areas.

The weakest areas in alignment seemed to be iegepting proportional
relationships using graphs, tables, and equatiodsreaking connections; relating
proportional relationships to slope and similaargles; and analyzing proportiona
relationships.

The guided instruction notes were basically dinestruction noted for teacher to
tell students.

Curriculum provided lots of examples and proced(aégorithm based) and lacked
sense-making and conceptual understanding of maiiesm

8.5: Problem Solving Applications throughout theko

8.5: Strategic steps broken down: 1) Understanghtbllem, 2) Make a plan, 3)
Solve, 4) Look back.

Chapter 0 provides students with a quick reviewfiat of previously taught
concepts from other courses.

8.5.C, F: Throughout the book there are problemisglsections that require the
student to detect and implement problem solvingtastries. Of particular interest a
other sections i.e. 909 #6 Diving, #7, Constructié Navigation. These types of
problems help the student identify advanced wotkiwithe realm of real world
applications.

re
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Nice features:

Ready To Go On Quiz as part of the student boakpeaused by student and/or
teacher as diagnostic. Challenge problems provpgemunities to extend/enrich
concepts and perhaps challenge good students, igalps and Intervention
Strategies. Although there is almost no geometthéntext, there is a fair amount |n
the Intervention and Enrichment Resource Book a$ilng some of the geometric
PEs for grade 8.

Overall this is an excellent algebra book but meydm much for 8 grade math.

Very comprehensive and mathematically rich program.

Contains a significant amount of material whiclhéyond Grade 8 standards, but
would be an excellent accelerated Grade 8"ayrade Algebra text.

Good balance between procedural, technology, artést inquiry.

Massive resource base for instructors, includisgde plans, lesson materials, etg.
Short up-to-speed time.

2.12Impact — Grades 6-8

Grade | Reviewer Comments
6 » Chapter 7 was missing from teacher’s edition(s)lalke for preview. This meant
several standards received a “not met” score. Tdrards missing may/may not be
supported in Chapter 7.
* Assessment materials, such as summative examsy'wavailable for preview.
6 e Missing Chapter (7) pp. 396-465

» Table of Contents indicates (suggests) that Cordedb 6.4. A, B + D-G may be
missing chapter.

6 e 6.1-6.3: The Impact curriculum seemed quite “stfangleveloping a balanced
program for 6.1-6.3 standards.

* Itis unfortunate that Ch. 7 was missing in thedieinof materials provided to
reviewers.

* The problem solving was straight forward and lackerlrichness/contextual
situations where students would really have toyaalextract, organize, and
communicate mathematically.

* Students were sometimes asked to explain their@nswt often times only an
answer was expected.

6 6.4.A-G: Could not evaluate the standards tiesdrecause Chapter 7 was missing. Pgs.
396-465.
7 » Pacing guide indicates the majority of lessongaught in one day. It would appear
to me to be very difficult to follow the pacing gei.

» Surface area and volume lessons are very weak.

* Nothing on fractions.

» Excellent units on proportion/scale/measuremeniiga

7 » Can't check grade 6 for standards in 7.3 groupesBade 6 pages are missing.

+ Large sections of the book don't addreSsgyFade standards (example: Ch 1, most of
Ch 2, Ch 4, most of Ch 7).

7 Assessments not available to preview.
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* Very thorough integer unit.

* High level of reading skill required.

« Very advanced for"?

* Too many “answers may vary” as response to queddoblisher should give
examples.

» Topics in book are covered well, but many holes.

8 * 8.1.E: Needs more contextual situations.
« 8.1.F: Citations are entirely in the “on your ows®&ction — not instructional.
* Grade 7 has Chapter on Real Numbers (8.4.D).
* Grade 7 has Chapter on Magnitude of Numbers (8.4.A)
* Grade 7 has Chapter (9) on Equations (8.1.A).
» Grade 8 has several chapters unrelated to WA stasdagrade 8:
0 8. Quadratics
0 9. Quadratic Equations
o 3. Percents + Proportions (good for grade 7)
0 5 Algebraic Expressions
o 12 Algebraic Fractions
8 » Impactis limited in practice of concepts.

2.13Investigations — Grades K-5

Grade | Reviewer Comments
K Highly programmed with concentrated units that’'tdalways match the new Washington
Standards. | found the flexibility to be lackindhéladdition andubtraction was there but
weak.
K e K.2.C: Addition and Subtraction is mainly to 6.
» K.4.A: Only addresses length, not capacity.
K Professional development: Teacher Notes sectbrach unit are of considerable value,
particularly for Core Processes K.5.
K * Measurement of weight and capacity not in program.
* Measurement of length and width is with non-staddanits, rather than just direct
comparison.
1 e There is a follow up guide for each standavdll written.
* The student activity book is well written, but dffilt to open up to each unit.
* Professional Development information throughoutsuni
» Insufficient Evidencezero is given, activity online, couldn't find indics.
1 For 1.1.D, 1.1.1, 1.4.D and 1.6.C Publisher ciiatine activities to cover these standards

however the online activities were not made avéelab view.
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« 2.1.A: Could not find any evidence to support stidearning of counting to 1000,
either forward/backward, by 10’s or 100’s.

» 2.1.B: Number sense and place value lessons daloiM a coherent order nor
provide students with enough “math” content examsplepractice. Key concepts
(e.g. inequality symbols <,>,=) should not be pnésé as a mere footnote in the
margins, but rather highlighted (i.e. italicized)the body of the lesson itself to
emphasize its importance.

» 2.2.A-D: There is evidence to support student fayein addition, although the US
standard algorithm for addition is rarely addres3dubre is less evidence that
students will develop mastery of subtraction arelstandard algorithm is rarely
addressed. The inverse relationship between additid subtraction is mentioned
as an algebra note in the margins; this Key Conisegitical to a student’s ability t
self-verify answers and should be addressed ites®n itself instead of as a side
note.

O

* While this is a widely acclaimed series, it does$m'tvell with the new Washington
Standards. Many parts of most standards are omtialpaddressed and the
classroom teacher will need to augment the leswpagain mastery for their
specific grade levels. There seems to be a latlasit skills maintenance
throughout.

e This doesn’t appear to be a strong program foralshtbat have a large population
of disadvantaged students.

Comprehensive Table of Contents in ImplementaBaide us very helpful.

w|w

This program is strong in building conceptual erstanding. It would be stronger with
more practice opportunities for students to masiéls and build computational fluency.

+ Several 4 grade performance expectations are addressed B tjrade program.
» This program is strong in building conceptual ustinding, but is limited in skills
practice and computational fluency.

This program is very strongly scaffolded to supgtudent learning of the core concepts.
Students are continuously engaged in critical tinigkguided by their teacher and the
materials. While not every standard is presentpnibgrity were or have been briefly
supplemented by the Publisher. Although there aeynopportunities for thinking and
problem solving, there was little evidence for éxglicit teaching of standards 5.6.A, B a
C. Nevertheless, I did find a citation for 5.6.Crag own - the Publisher provided none.

Program has a good variety of hands-on activéresclass discussions. The Math
Workshop that allows students to choose from amtedjairough a set of activities engage
the students as learners. There did not seeméadaggh independent computation to allg

students to reach mastery.
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* This program is broken into small units, each sroivn booklet. That may bother
some staff while others may like it.

» Uses games to practice computational skills.

» Uses “real-world” problems to investigate.

* This program provides a family/home support compares well as bilingual
(Spanish) versions.

e Some units in this program not used, or used \tthy (do not address grades PES):

Units 2 & 3.
* Teacher text cleanly organized and text featurdeernitaeasy to negotiate.
» Conceptual program. Limited paper-pencil practi¢eomputations.
» Parent support strong.
* Online teacher resources available.

2.14Math Connects (Elem) — Grades K-5

—t

Yy

\"2J

Grade | Reviewer Comments
K * Publisher provided “Program Alignment Worksheetreveften misleading.
* K.1.B: Pg. 215 reference made to “count a calentarth” — 30 day.
* K.1.E: Couldn’t find evidence to support “countt @uspecific number of up to 20
objects from a larger set.”
» K.1.H: No evidence found to support Performancpdetation
» K.3.C: Vocabulary specifically addresses: ovedamabove, below, top, middle,
bottom, before, after.
» K.3.B: 3D shapes sorted by following attributedsl, rstack, slide.
« 3D shapes include cubes, cones, cylinders, andesphe
* K.4.A: Lessons also include Area (covers moregeovess) and Temperature (ho
cold, temp).
« K.5: Each of the 12 chapters contains a “Problertwi8g Strategy” exercise.
Additional Problem-Solving Project (4) are alsolutted to develop a student’s
reasoning and problem solving skills/strategies.
Other factors:
* Items that did not pertain to K were marked w/“dis®” (e.g. test using technolog
to deal w/messier numbers. “not applicable to Kistus”.
« Materials are available in English and Spanishgwidence of any other language
supported).
K | wonder whether teacher will be using all resms. Can he/she just use IMPACT

Mathematics’ or just the Math Connects? Is it stadito do both? And how about Math
Triumphs (which is not provided). Do teachers niekihow all 3 of them really well in

order to use them well?
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Only up to 10’s, not 20’s.

Good test practice pages.

Pattern work vertically as well as horizontally;ogovisual for future place values.
Games closely fit curriculum yet entertaining.

Chapter 10, pictures of common world shapes sucassfor rectangle, pizza for
triangle gives a teacher the opportunity to reicédanguage skills while relating
math skills.

The Publishers “Program Alignment Worksheets” waften misleading and/or
incorrect.

1.1.A: Pg. 261B — The “Independent Work Option”(#arly finishers) incorrectly
illustrates the counting by two’s — (illustratioashgreen vertical line thru 2, 12, 22
32, 42...92 which is actually counting by 10’s from Students count forward to
100, not 120. Brief mention of counting back fro0191 on pg. 252; from 20 pg.
30, from 15,17 and 10 pg. 40.

1.1.D: Ordinal numbers found in Gr. K, Lesson #r&t, second, third, fourth, fifth
and sixth.

1.1.B: Could not find evidence that PE is met;negkes did include “just before,
just after” but no reference to “one less than™are more than” except when
introducing in equations (<,>,=).

1.1.C: In “Looking Ahead” lesson LA 3 and LA 4Htindreds” and “Place Value t
1000 begins to teach concept, but students anmestitucted to read aloud numbers
1.1.E: Only addresses numbers up to 100.

1.1.1: Could not find evidence for demonstratihgtta number is odd or even.
1.3.B: Students are only focused on triangle, regieg square, circle, side.

1.2.E: Addresses commutative properties, briafiyrasses associative properties
Lesson 5-1 “Gifted and Talented” section pg. 155B.

1.4.F: Brief mention of days of week and use oalendar — impact pgs. 55, 56, 5
1.6.A-H: The “Problem-Solving strategy” and “Pleim-Solving Investigation”
lessons in each chapter satisfactory promote trstemeof the standard. Other
Factors — materials are only available in Englisti Spanish.

(0]

\°24

=

Technology was referred to in T.E. but not axdda

2 .

Since IMPACT is listed as resources for the alterihesson. | am worried that ther
Is not enough rigor in just using Math Connectsohder about the lack of
challenges in “student’s higher level training”.

Only certified “Suggested Scoring Rubric” for Prcdgin IMPACT not for problem
solving.

“Reflecting on what | learned” — only see in IMPACT

2 A strong semi traditional approach with lots afrisheets. Not a complete match with th

new standards.
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Problem Solving Strategies are prescriptive rath@&n age appropriate, investigati
or developmental. Algorithm development for additand subtraction is quickly
focused on the traditional algorithm without suiat time for conceptual strategy
development by the standard.

Self assessment opportunities/instruments areppatrant. No rubrics readily
apparent.

Program has limited exposure to typical customad/raetric measurements of 1
foot, 1 yard, meter.

3,4

Uses “number sentence” not equation.

Wow! Easy to use — many resources, logical flowacher and student friendly.
Many problem solving opportunities — seems a lmtdwected with no multi-step
problems.

A very aligned program in marstandards...but lacking appropriate problem
solving: needs more spae® see Ch. 3 Resource Masters P.51 #11 — There is n
room to explain.

Teacher Edition pg. 120 #21-26 no room to solvdraw a picture. #25 says to
explain, but where?

: The Performance Expectation is not comspfanet.

W

4.1.1: Only single steps word problems.

4.2.1: Only single steps word problems.

4.3.C: Nowhere does it specifically ask studenty thle formulas work only what i
the formula.

4.3.D: Insufficient evidence in text — brief mamtiand 2 worksheets.

4.3.1: At least 50% meet.

4.4 E: No range.

4.5.C: Insufficient evidence.

0]

12

4.3.B: The Performance Expectation is only metplaying the “Area Guess” gam
on pg. 463 and is not applied nor extended.

4.4.E: The Performance Expectations are met foianemhd mode but there are n
lessons using range.

11}

ol

5.2.G: No estimating decimals for reasonableness

(62

Curriculum spirals and does not provide whatesded to develop in-depth mastery in a
year or two.

5.3.B: The text only introduces/teaches classifiddrgwving angles in 1 setting.
5.3.E: Area of a triangle is not taught.

5.3.F: Area of a triangle is not taught, howevemapalograms are taught. So,
perimeters of triangles and quadrilaterals ashusrRerformance Expectation are
covered.

5.3.I: The Performance Expectation is to deterrtiieenumber and location of line
of symmetry IN triangles and quadrilaterals. Thisoksher cited lines of symmetry
outside of triangles and quadrilaterals which wigngeas translations, reflections,
even rotational symmetry; not mirror symmetry.

5.5.B: The evidence cited by the Publisher onlyectevmedian, mode, data, and
some range. Mean is not evident at this grade .|&rekent at the“Egrade level

“dip up”.
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2.15Math Connects (Middle) — Grades 6-8

Grade | Reviewer Comments

6 Math connects, by itself, is a more traditiongp@ach. Blending MathScameéth it

provides students with more conceptual learningubh various investigations.

6 » Foldables are a great reinforcement for kids. Appetely used throughout.

* 6.3.D: Very simple single step problems. No muiégsfound. Word problems are
more of a statement of givens that you do sometwitiy Rigor is increased by
asking student to explain its meaning (3.5b).

* 6.6: Most of the problems are single step probldRigor is questionable.

7 * Math Connects is extremely easy to navigate throligbre appears to be plenty @
skills practice, problem solving, and enrichmerditable.

8 « Comment for 8.2.E — This standard asks that stsdmetable to quickly recall the
square roots and perfect squares from 1-225 aimdatstsquare roots of positive
numbers. Although lesson 3-2, pgs. 148-151 dematesérstimating square roots
well, lesson 3-1 jumps beyond supporting the lewyif most students to quickly
recall the square roots and perfect squares fr@a51-

» Using examples like negative (square root of 25£6) +(square root of 1.21)
would intimidate most students causing them to dioutn and never achieve the
mastery intended in this standard.

* Presenting this curriculum as a bundle ensuressthdents get thorough
understanding of the standards as well as the gs®tandards. If a teacher were
rely on simply one text over the other (MathScapeMathConnects) the integrity
of the program and its ability to fully meet tharstiards would be lost.

8 Program appears to cover K-8 standards well.pfbeess strands are woven throughout

2.16 Math Expressions — Grades K-5

Grade | Reviewer Comments

K No use of a number line at this level.

K A “Middle of the Road” semi traditional program.

1 e« 1.1.C: Could not find evidence of reading number$,000.

e Only 1 lesson using non-standard units.

« Couldn’t find where tallies are taught in data eotlon.

1 e Great individual white boards for students.

» Daily Routines reinforce skills.

» Differentiated instructiom® Activity Cards (intervention on level, challenge)

« Addition and subtraction is introduced quickly bgtiag it out and moves right to
pictorial representation. It relies heavily on piets and not physical objects. Not
many hands-on lessons with manipulatives. Reliasilyeon workbook pages.

2 e 2.1.A: No counting by 100’s forward or backwards.

« 2.4.D: Covered at'3grade.

2 There appears to be many good lessons includisiplethora of pages. This level of

material is quite broad and sometimes not very daeyod “General” Math Text
approach.
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All lesson components should be included: Quicctce, Daily Routines, and Spiral
Review. “Going Further”, and Differentiated insttion (challenge activity) activities were
often referenced in this review.

2 .

Differentiated instructiom® activity cards (intervention, on level, challengaps
Daily Routines listed in beginning of manual.

ELL hints.

Ongoing assessment ideas.

Great whiteboard included!

Seems like too many student pages to go througtaie
The Teachers Manual is very wordy (1,100 pages)andeacher friendly.

I wonder how many other grade level's standardsaddressed in this curriculum.

4 .

Student application and use of own strategies lieegmoblems are missing.
Problems are presented to the students as an'titie blank” approach.

4 .

There is so much to cover in these 1,000+ pagesaytbe challenging to
distinguish between essential grade level actsjarichment, extensions, and pr
requisites for the next grade levels. Prioritied BD need to be established and
clearly outlined.

The breadth of material covered is sufficient. Degudd level of activities isn’t
always, and ample opportunities to practice maybeagufficient in many areas.

In the Math Expressions (4) program, the termof&ut Multiplication Method” is
equivalence to the term standard algorithm.

5 .

This program’s strength is its computational frateye use of equations, and
numerical operations. It does little to help studeronceptually understand the
math.

NOTE: The publisher’s alignment and the index lrefler to pages greater than
638. Volume 1 goes to page 638. Volume 2 stariffereht numbering system
without numbers higher than pg 638. | tried to find expectations/material by
using unit outlines.

Because Volume 2 of the Teacher Edition’s pagebais was incorrect, | was not able tg
evaluate everything that was submitted by the ghbl. Therefore, a score of zero was
applied.
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2.17Math Out of the Box — Grades K-5

Grade

Reviewer Comments

K

Content continuum is very steep and does not adaguate time for a typical
student to build understanding before the skillt=pt advances.

No reference to a technology piece: or multipleylaage access.

Individual resources lack an index.

The content that is age appropriate is not welbtigpyed. Content that is not age
appropriate is well developed and consumes valuabkinappropriately.
Because age appropriate concepts are addressectkly,qypical students will
struggle to understand the math. The program stqtesstions are also provided s
students will connect present learning with pastriang...” but teachers are not
given suggestions to help activate prior learnintjle evidence found about
“common misconceptions” is evident. “Assessmentinid at the end of each lessq
is a set of questions about students. No followayrse(s) is provided to help
address differentiation needs.

[®)

Lay out of lessons are well arranged:
Vocabulary

Engage

Investigate / Analyze

Reflect

Apply

Assess

o ©

O O O0OO0OO0Oo

Many ideas in this program were well developethwmany opportunities for practice and
reinforcement. Some core number ideas had a feWderetloped lessons but little to no
practice or reinforcement.

Teacher’s guides do not discuss how the teadudithtes an inquiry approach to learning
mathematics. Ongoing professional development wbaldffered regionally. (Not readily
available). See publisher’'s PD Questionnaire respon

All lessons start with engage, move to investigatel end with reflect/apply and
assessments (learning cycle).
Many lessons rely on a literature book which matybeoavailable in all classroom:

U7

1.1.A: All of this PE well developed in this prognaexcept no counting backward.
1.2.1: Students are “exploring” patterns on a &bért and in + and — problems, b
not creating & extending # patterns.

1.2.H: Not enough opportunities to create word [Eois.

1.5.B: There were many opportunities for the stislémanswer comparison
guestions about data, but | couldn’t find evideate/here the students themselve
were prompted to ask questions about the data.

1.6.A-H: Not enough explicit teaching of problemvéing strategies nor enough

practice with story problems for mastery.
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No technology evident.

No index in resources.

No multiple language material apparently available.

Age appropriate material needs more emphasis arelagement over time.
Age inappropriate material needs less emphasis.

Teacher prep focuses mainly on what is ahead ifes®n rather than on
background information. Prior knowledge neededstadents to be successful.
Little support for differentiation of instructiorr gontent.

No apparent self assessment instruments.

Diagnostic assessments not evident.

No multiple choice options in assessments.

Program appears rigorous beyond reach of a “typstatient.

2 This program had many home connections activitiaswere dependent upon parent

support and critical for next day’s lesson. A studgithout daily parent support at home
would possibly have great difficulty mastering cepts.

N

Promotes student discourse — explanations &ivatibns.

N

Although this program mentions technology (i.eca&dtions) as a problem-solving

tool, there is minimal dependency on its use.

Problem-solving strategies are inferred in lessonsspelled out. Students are
asked questions to discover their own strategiessfuggling students, the burde
for providing problem-solving strategies is on thacher. It may be helpful to list
“tried and true” strategies (i.e. inverse relatlupsof subtraction/addition) for
student self-verification as opposed to alwesfging on “Guess and Check.”
2.2.C: Although three strategies are identified (IBNL9-81), none of them
introduce the concept of “regrouping,” which wik further developed in Grade 3.
Students are taught strategies to answer probleierd not taught strategies to
check their answers, (i.e. self-verification usagyerse-relationships).

This program provides a rigorous and challengingicuium.

DMB L4-31, L 5-39 contains a table for U.S. Custoynanits of lengths and metric
system units of length respectfully.

2.3.D: Although there is a lesson plan devotedateradars, student would not come
away knowing the relative size of a day (24 hrs¢kv€& days) month and year, etc.

DAT L7 introduced calculations to students as & to@enerate and verify numbe
patterns. Student exploration of numbers using@utzor should not be used as &
substitute for student explorations of numbersgisineir brains.

3

3 These materials offer an excellent balance betweatent and balance. The teacher not¢

encourage discourse between students and offeoduppa teacher in this area.

3 .

This program has a great deal of text for the teatdhhave to read through for ea
lesson. Text features (such as bolding, headirrgs)@t supportive for the reader.
Might provide a challenge to teaching staff.

Strong spiral program. Units sequenced with littd@nection to each other.

A good portion of this program does not addres3Mashington State standards.

ch
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e Having the Teacher’s Edition separate from stutkexttis very cumbersome.

e This does a good job of developing the processdtiar explaining a strategy.

» Interesting order for multiplication — teach skiguating then have flash cards for
facts 1-6 — arrays then all the facts. This dodédewxrh a strategy of x2s then 4s
etc... It jumps too quickly to memorization or to tieg with large numbers too
quickly.

« Concepts (such as right angles are quickly mendiohen applied). Not deep
concept development.

* Much of material does not align & is not useful.

4 These materials were well-organized, went “deef@’ math concepts and provided a nice
balance between teacher-directed instruction amtkst directed exploration. The lessons
were sequenced well and aligned well with WA'’s regandards.

4 « 4.1.B: No evidence of identifying factors or mulég.

e 4.1.1: Evidence for word problems are inconsisterd few are multi-step. Standard
not developed.

e 4.1.J: Most are multi Word problems — Found very thvision ; not enough for
mastery.

* 4.2.F: Students not shown how to figure out eqeinafractions except by using
Cuisenaire Rods.

e 4.2.H: Only shown from 8 1 on a number line.

* 4.3.A: Briefly mentioned — transformations are entlbut never linked back again
to congruence.

e 4.4.B: Only 1 lesson each on converting length time mentioned — no word
problems.

* 4.4.F: For this grade level, “likelihood” is allghis needed and that is not covered.

4 I did not find any indexes. Indexes are everyangmt elements of an effective math
program.

5 Indexes are not present.

5 * 5.3.1: No multi-step or triangle problems

* 5.5.B: Mean is mentioned in assessment but nonegsen.

* 5.6: In this section, some processes are mentianeédsked during the lessons but
none are specifically taught or students givengoaunity to do it on their own to
show mastery. Citation was for the whole prograat,apecific to LO.

5 Limited practice after topic introduced througtity.

2.18 Math Thematics — Grades 6-8

Grade

Reviewer Comments

6

* 6.1.B: Did not see multiplication represented vathumber line.

* 6.1.D: Explain inverse relationships between x/tfoand/sufficient.

* 6.3.C: Examples given for % visual model — but stud are not asked to use visic
model or interpret visual model.

e *Conceptual introduction of skill often given as example, however, student sen
making of the conceptual explanation is not exgmlore
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« 7.1.F: (a) No “described a problem situation t@tesponds to a given equation”,

(b) Only 2 two-step equations from problem situagio
e 7.6.A-H: The only concern is that problem situasicited are “stand alone” and
intense, and might easily be skipped. There isited embedded reasoning...

7 * Module Projects presented ample opportunities dotpre reasoning, problem
solving, and communication of mathematics.

* The curriculum was weak in relating proportionglgimilarity, and direct variation
represented in graphs, tables, and equations. tbeeweakness -- 7.3.C describin
the effect of a change in scale factor or otheitaites.

e Many other standards had strong alignment andipedmiit limited constructivism
of math concepts.

8 Interesting module projects throughout the seftgeat for applying math skills develope
and communicating math learned.
8 The organization of the modules seems confusimge — it doesn’t appear to give studer

focused time to master standards.

2.19Math Trailblazers — Grades K-5

Grade | Reviewer Comments
K * Without an index, it is very difficult to locate whe some topics are mentioned or
taught. The references given by the publisher didatways match the standard.
» |f there are materials for interventions, giftededi, it was not easily found.
K Ongoing Content:

» Daily Calendar componem®
o Centipede — count on, multiples of 5, 10
Hundred and ten frame - # relationships
Monthly calendar - # and patterns
Weather graph
Calendar activities (180day)
0 Letters home in English and Spanish
* Problem solving® CGI problem types recommended.
» Data collection
* Counting Connections — counting boxes (workmatsabjelcts), counting bags, #
books (dot patterns, ten frames).
* Assessmem® Observational Assessment record for each month.
* Many of the lessons cited by the publisher do natcim our performance

O O OO

expectations.
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No index
No technology
Many of the student tools in the blackline mastgestoo small for developing

finger coordination, even if they were laminatedh&t beginning of the school year.
The teacher implementation guide is copyright priete, yet the pages are torn out?

Poor quality graphics — may not be important fariculum, but for engagement o
students and teachers. Students this age respamutd, and their learning ability
can be affected in the beginning.

Huge gap in equity and access, having some maeni&panish does not resolve

this issue. A gifted teacher will do this automallig, but teachers begin using a new

curriculum at different ability levels.

Too much reliance on calculator use. Students nagevelop fluency in number
sense and other mathematical concepts.

Lessons are often confusing and difficult to naigga

There are a number of comprehensive problems @ 31 students that also

integrate science which are quite impressive shthddeacher choose to set up. (|.

URG 6-2)
Publisher claims that problem-solving strategiesharilt in to the lessons, not
spelled out.

This series needs a much better “road map” of leptans and where things are! It

was like a scavenger hunt to find some things. Sstavedards are very subtly
embedded in other lessons. There seems to be sealam@ss for practice cd recal
of basic facts.

The Publisher’s guide to standards match with ¢teis way off!

There is a lot material and concepts embeddedmitisé set of books.

2 The Publisher’s guide to the standards was &l the place — sometimes correct and
sometimes not even close! My evaluation requiretsicierable digging and comparing to
find the needed information.

2 1.
2.
3.

4.
5.

6.
7.
8

Letters home to parents are too lengthy!

Good practice opportunities available for studeelsted to telling time.

As noted in Publisher Comments, problem solvingeisneated throughout the
curriculum.

This is practiced throughout all units.

Looked in £, 2" 39 grade curriculum could only find a one sentencaneple to
1000.

There are examples of this to 100-200, not 1000.

Too few examples.

Too few examples.

This p

N

rogram is challenging to follow.

3 .

3.1.A: Publisher-cited incorrect lessons for thesfBrmance Expectation.

3.6: Publisher cited all processes are “not artistopic but permeates the entire
program.” | cited units, lessons where | found eitthe performance Expectation (
portions thereof — Had | had the time to completelestigate all 20 Resource
Guides, | may have found more documentation ofexwié that the processes are

explicitly taught/mastered. The Publisher neededttotheir work for efficiency.

2008 Mathematics K-8 Instructional Materials Review Reviewer Comments Page 36



3 * Publisher citations did not always match the steshda
o 3.1.A: Publisher cites 1.1 yet it is a Key Condeypt6.2.
o 3.4.A: Publisher cites 8.2 for parallel yet it iKay Concept for 18.2
» Teaching a performance expectation of identifying aketching perpendicular lines
cannot be met when students are asked to pladergprrpendicular to the axis to
help find appropriate coordinates.
* Many of the measurement/geometry expectations inageade level above.

3 The intent of these materials seems to be toigeav hands-on, inquiry-based program.

Trailblazers definitely challenges students andlgsithem towards meeting many of the
standards. It does not seem to promote the in@uidydiscourse intended by the publishers,
or it is very teacher-directed compared to somergthograms. The strength of Trailblazers
is that a new teacher can use it as is and bg fidcessful and experienced teachers can
deviate (by creating more open opportunity) andstow fidelity to the program.

-

4 e 4.2.1: The Trailblazers text does not support wanablems that involve
comparisons of decimals and fractions with vertfaa of reasonableness.

* 4.3.A: Publisher cited Resource Guide/Lessonsdbatot attend the Performance
Expectation of congruence (Found fhgrade series).

* 4.3.B: Publisher cited Resource Guide/Lessonsdihaiot attend the Performance
Expectation of approximate area in square unit.

* 4.3.E: Publisher cited Resource Guide/Lessondlihaiot attend the Performance
Expectation of fixed perimeter/fixed area.

« 4.3.F: The Resource Guide/Lesson cited is corhestever is not complete nor
rigorous enough to reach any level of residualiiegy or enduring understanding.

* 4.4.C: Publisher cited this Performance Expectagaitelivered in grade 2 — too low
for scoring in &' grade criteria.

* 4.4.B: The lesson cited is not enough to meeteatt 180% met criteria.

* 4.4: The Resource Guide/Lessons cited by Publdbeot align to the Performange
Expectation attending to graphing points/identifypoints using ordered pair.

* 4.5: Core Process — The Publisher did not effelgtivite evidence for each
performance Expectation. Therefore a score of tt'dat least 50% was accredited.
Had | had enough time to dedicate to only 1 publishmay have found more
evidence. If the cited evidence did not supportRegormance Expectation, then &
“0” for insufficient evidence was awarded.

4 This program meets many of the standards andjparneets the rest, with only a few
holes of no evidence. The newest edition of tha Besource Guide is very busy visually,
and text-laden. The workbook pages have little réonstudents to respond completely and
verify answers. While it has very strong pointdintits open discourse despite the
philosophy it claims to embrace.
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4  Student Guide (SG) Unit 9 is volume, angles, liaed solids — no longer &'4rade

standard.

* Area and Perimeter — Formula is not taught.

* 4.4.D: None of the Publisher citations match.

+ 4.3.A: Congruence is not if"4grade curriculum.

* 4.4.C: Elapsed time problems are in Daily Praddo@blems — Publisher cited Gra
2, the examples don’t refer to an analog or digikatk.

» 4.5 All these standards appear to be embedded.

4 No double-digit multiplication.

5 Lots of basic facts practice and lots of texBtndent Guide.

5 * This program has great Daily Practice Problems.

* |liked the pages written for students on evideoiceeeting objective.

e |l wish this had more, specific suggestions foradghtiation.

* Some indexed citations (ex. -symmetry — unit 18d-dnly to Escher’s tessellation
— seemed too large a stretch).

5 e 5.1.C: The curriculum refers to the standard longstbn algorithm as pencil-and-
paper or the forgiving method which is a partiabtient method that pulls out tens
students are not taught the standard algorithm.

+ Unit 14 is not a 8 grade standard.

« Unit 15 is not a % grade standard.

e b5.3.E and 5.3.F include triangles Imdit parallelograms.

« 5.2.Aand 5.2.B — limited adding/subtraction plaatie models.
+ Multiplying decimals is not a"5grade standard.

5 The Publisher provided an inaccurate and weatldatd correlation document, making th
task of alignment a bit more challenging. The ireewere helpful, but often were found
be missing references to the text where contentaligised. Because of both of these isst
the alignment process was a much more difficuk tasl may not be as comprehensive &
could if these issues were resolved prior to tignaient to the standards.

5  b5.1.E: 259- Students are asked to explain theawanafter making an estimation.

« 5.6.A-C: Problems tell students the question tam®vered. There is no need for
them to determine.

2.20Mathscape — Grades 6-8

Grade | Reviewer Comments
6 e 6.1.H: Story problems have no depth. Does not aglests to represent their
thinking or answers or to verify them in any way.
* 6.2.B: Skill present but not a lot of depth.
* 6.3.D: Curriculum doesn’t always include verifiaatiof answers.
6 * Did not include assessment materials in review rizdse

* Materials are extremely constructivist not enougplieit instruction or practice for
mastery.

* Might be a good supplement to something that wgarihmically based.
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7.4 D: No interpretation or construct of graphsf lstem, histogram.
7.4 B: Mentions 2 types of probability, but veryakeon usage.
7.4 C: Looks at central tendency, but doesn'’t ideluariability and evaluation.

[

nt

6-7 e 6.2: Numbers are very friendly — don’t work with &ssy” numbers.

» Student book is available as consolidated versiandividual units. This may be
helpful when using concepts from other grade levels

7 7.1 A: Students are asked to make comparisotsratibnal numbers, however not using

the number line, and the symbols <, >, or =, exoegimited homework problems. Also,
limited comparing fractions. Possibly developedimde 6, but not referenced. Overall,
good program for problem solving.

7-8 * The program was provided with a Quick Review Ma#tmtbook, Hot Words
(terminology) was referenced by the student mdggrmut the content in Hot Topic
was not.

* There is a mismatch between the math content argstiigations, where the conter
is targeting appropriate grade levels, but thestigations are frequently not
relevant to the grade 7-8 age level. Many examgalewvery childish and off-putting
to this age.

« Algebra development and practice is insufficiemadgPam uses only
concrete/manipulative methods and justificatiord doesn’t relate algebra to the
underlying mathematics.

« There are insufficient problems for algebraic operss and problem solving
mastery.

» Program doesn’t provide sufficient tools for eittiee student or the teacher to
connect underlying mathematical concepts.

« Excess content not related to the mathematics nyakgscts more engaging but
distracts from and dilutes the learning of impottaath.

» Student examples include below-grade-level workrignsxamples with
misspelling of words, etc.

8 * 8.3.C: No use of trend line included on scattet.plo

* 8.3.G: Some problem solving, no counting, Venn Eaags or verification.

* 8.4.D: Only a discuss w/ students is to take ptane work with irrational numbers
so students know what to expect.

8 Manipulatives reinforce the abstract with a ceteimodel. These do not appear to be

intuitive — there must be some initial trainingtlhé use of mats, bars, and overall use.

8 « This curriculum is basically"8Grade Math Lite. There is little rigor or in-depth

development of more of the grade 8 PEs reviewedvidealculator dependence is
encouraged. It's more like a survey course of (§c8figrade topics.
The assessment part of the product was not sulthfidiegeview and is thus

reflected in the assessment review.
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2.21 McDougal Littell Math Course — Grades 6-8

Grade

Reviewer Comments

6

Very traditional text.

Problem solving embedded throughout the curriculiowever limited in process
skills.

Limited conceptual development of surface areavarame (6.4).

6.1.B: There are few models shown for multiplicatand division of non-negative

fractions and multiplication of decimals. | was @able to find evidence of any are:

or number line models for division of fractionsvasn’t able to find evidence whic
provided student with the opportunity to create araster any of these model
representations.

6.4.D: Although lesson 10.6 gives a net examplafagctangular prism, students
are given very limited opportunities to recognizelaw nets. | found no
opportunities for students to draw nets from 3-disenal figures that aren’t
rectangular prisms.

- o~

Traditional text.
Very little conceptual learning experiences.

7.1.A: | believe the intent of this standard is $twdents to show ordinal
understanding of all rational numbers. Examplehis program to create ordered
lists of numbers within specific categories of@atll numbers i.e. compare fractio
or compare decimals. | found only two brief opparties to compare amongst the
variety of types of rational numbers. | was notedl find evidence which asked
students to graph rational numbers in a specifieoon a number line.

7.2.E: Although lessons 7.7 and 7.8 have exteresipesure to functions using
guestions, tables and graphs; the proportionalioakship of a linear function is onl
briefly shown as an extension of the lessons — pogiding insufficient evidence
of this particular performance expectation.

Very comprehensive program with materials to expesach lesson.

There are units that are available but are notgfatte standards. It will be very
important for teachers to not just teach from thekbas it would be difficult to
teach 13 units well in 180 days. Aligning the ccutum to the standards would be
work that would need to be completed either byctieiculum department or
teachers in professional learning communities.

8.1.G: The intent of this standard is for studeatdetermine whether a function is
linear or not according to a verbal descriptiobléagraph, or symbolic
representation. Although Chapter 11 is devoteceteebping understanding of
multiple functions, it only briefly gives studentse opportunity to differentiate

between a linear and non linear function p. 59&if@xe) p. 600 (student practice).

8.2.C: Only half of lesson #8.2 is devoted to theaept of the sum of the 3 angles
in a triangle = 180 degrees and students haveshdriount of practice offered. Th
second part of this standard regarding applicatioregher polygons is not

addressed.
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e Topics introduced in “procedural” manner with exdesp

* Problem solving often indicates to student exaethjch strategy to use.

« Overall alignment is pretty strong with few holeswever, the practice is often
limited, routine and procedural. Problem solvingarely open-ended or rich in
context.

2.22McDougal Littell Pre-/Algebra 1 — Grades 7-8

1

Grade | Reviewer Comments

7 7.6.A: All examples given gave the students thestjons to be answered.

7-8 * Many resources available for teachexsuld be overwhelming when trying to put

together a balanced program.

« “Concept Activities” or “Learning investigationsteoptional lessons to teach
conceptually.

» Daily warm ups and homework quiz transparenciedata.

» Each chapter has a “Why?” section where it showsehl-life connection and wha
problems to look for.

8 This is an authentic algebraic curriculum witleelent development of various problem
solving strategies, scaled problem sets (tierditdify), extensive remediation support, a
excellent lesson plan/development resources. Aestusliccessfully completing this
course/material would be well prepared to contimu@athematics. There are many
investigations to both connect and enhance therrablbeing studied. The three non
compliant PE’s dealing with angles are coveredhenGrade 7 text.

8 Difficult to review using 8 grade standards.

8 Very strong content, weak in geometry conceptabse it is an algebra textbook.

8 * 8.5.A-H: Reasoning, problem solving and commundasafocus through problem

solving portion of “exercises” giving daily (poskb practice. SEE page T58.

» Chapters 8-10, 12 don’t contain WA grade 8 starglard

2.23Prentice Hall Mathematics — Grades 6-8

Grade | Reviewer Comments

6 * A competent, mostly rigorous curriculum. | was gisainted to find the “flip and

multiply” equivalence rule for fraction divisionygn without mathematical
explanation/derivation.

» A few exploration activities encouraging some cotjee before proceeding would
round out this product.

« Excellent and varied array of teacher resourcetidmse from, supporting a broad
spectrum of teaching styles.

* One caution would be against overuse of calculafdrere is a propensity in a
number of places to use them for convenience, winareual computation is not
difficult and would reinforce skills.

6 A few hands on labs but not much explorationaiestruct meaning.

6 Skills Review and additional practice workshestailable.
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7 * Problem solving strategies introduced w/specifapgms but no opportunity for
students to make their own decisions re: whichesgsato use.

e 7.4.C: Nothing on variability or evaluation andtability.

« 7.3.C: Change in scale factd? grade.

« Materials available in Spanish, vocabulary in oflheguages.

7 e 7.1: There are limited practice opportunities etaking into account the
supplemental materials.

e 7.2.A: Mental aspect appears missing. Sporadidallpd in V Skills. You'll need
some mental math.

e Problems presented throughout lack rigor. Mostsargle step solutions.

e 7.6: Guided Problem Solving throughout the bookwHo determine questions is
labeled for student. “Think it Through” requiretstudent to respond, but the level
of rigor throughout varies.

e 7.6.G: Charts and graphs throughout. Studentsatrasked to interpret or justify
reasoning except in a few instances. The rigohefquestions limits student

responses.
* On-line video tutor available.
7 e Strongest areas in 7.1 rational # and equationg ahdata. Weakest areas in 7.3

geometry. Middle 7.2 proportionality.

* Well organized curriculum, great electronic resestc

* Tends to be direct instruction/guided practice, keean building conceptual
understanding and high level problem solving (reaspand communication).

8 « This book covers content, but seems very surfasg/ea

* The “extended response” test items aren’t whanbkiter to be extended response.
They seem to be more like short answer.

« | found very little that really encourages/promasasdent thinking.

8 » 8.1.E: The opportunity to graph slope and y-intptég available through the given
problems. The text just doesn’t ask them to.

» 8.5: Guided Problem solving throughout, the rigbgwestions presented is
guestionable. Most are single step.

e “Think it Through” provides students the opportyrtid explain their understanding
of a concept. Occasionally they explain the proee$ss is limited though because
there are very few multi-step problems.

* Problem solving handbook lists a variety of stregeghat could be used. A limited
number of practice problems show up on each exapgge.

8 * This program demonstrates an excellent balancerafeptual and procedural
mathematics. Concepts are developed and related asiombination of visual ang
graphical and mathematical models, and the reguttiath relationships are also
presented explicitly in the student text.

« Well-developed scope and sequence.

» Additional supplementation may be justified in grebability and statistics section.
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2.24Progress in Mathematics — Grades K-6

Grade

Reviewer Comments

K

This program relied heavily upon the student txd workbook. Most performance

expectations were only covered in 1 lesson witlagepfor “Let’s learn” and 1 page for
“Practice”. There isn’t an emphasis on hands-oiviéiess or student discourse, Lessons g
teacher lead.

» Significant emphasis on paper/pencil opportunitbegractice concepts, skills, mug
less emphasis on hands on opportunities to dewslopepts.
» Concept building using manipulatives very quicklgvas to representational;

reinforcement and diagnostic re-teaching oppories@ppear more age appropriate

for the “typical’ Kindergartener.

« Primarily teacher directed; freedom for exploratioranipulatives; creation for
students is very limited.

* Online resources cited.

* No self-assessment tools evident.

* Assessments appear to be age inappropriate - figrpaper pencil.

* Reference to “Spanish” online doesn't indicate “Whsavailable.

* Reguested student responses are often age inapeopr

» Concept building is limited.

h

Publisher’s citations appeared in some casesg twuboff in text box. When that was
apparent, the TE index was referenced to comphetegview.

The set of materials provided minimal amountlafds-on activities for students and rel
very heavily upon a student text and student waskb@onceptual understanding isn’t
truly developed. Many lessons/PE’s were coveretl it 2 pages in a text. Many topics
were covered that are inappropriate fdigtade (not in our standards at this level), sich
range, mode, median, and double digit additionsarddraction with regrouping.

* This program included many topics, but few in defbnceptual development wa
minimal prior to focus on procedure in each stragge of manipulatives was very
limited, often 1 or 2 experiences along with worek@age (e.g. followed along
page with their cubes, what to do w/cubes given).

* Measurement objectives used standard measuremidntmest work being pictures
in workbook. There were few opportunities for stotdeto measure anything other
than pictures on page.

No evidence of self assessment opportunitiesegsssents appear to be time intensive if
performance components are used in addition torgapepencil options. Clearer formati
and summative assessment opportunities neededtidddilanguages not obviously

evident. Materials not always age appropriate wheuns is on paper/pencil. Opportunitie
to think about their thinking seem buried or lindité&vidence of multi-step problems isn’t

ed

a

e

[92]

obvious.
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2 * 2.2.G: Many examples of missing addends (b=8); however, the equations all
tend to be with only 3 addend with the = sign ie same position each time (ex: no
examples like 8+3=+6)

e 2.2.B: Little to no explicit teaching of the langeaof the word problems to help
students determine if it is addition, subtractioomparison.

e 2.2.D: Only one page on mental math for both +-aaad only adding or
subtracting a 2-digit number to multiple of 10.

 Comment on form sent in by Publisher: On sever#hefitems, the form was
incorrect. The reference pages from one expectatent into the next expectation
box, and then nothing was written in for the negectation (See 2.4.A and B for
example).

e 2.4.B: Very little on pictographs/bar graphs (oesson each).

» Teacher background math information given for edwdpter is very limited.

2 e Technology sources were mentioned in the Teachdit®& but weren’'t available
for review.

* No materials were provided to show at home letbeit materials are available in a
variety of languages.

2 Materials addressed many topics but in veryelidiépth on most. Very few to no
opportunities for students to model or explain.féh&ere several story problems but very
few problem solving opportunities where studentsiensense of problem and solved
without step by step teacher direction. Little toapportunities for explaining problem
solving strategies were apparent.

3 * Inadequate use of manipulatives.

» Concrete conceptualization is often reserved omiytfose who need re-teaching.

e Teaches a 4-step process (procedure) for problenmg@nd students use it in
every chapter.

3 Because of the breadth and scope of this cuaricuinany of the 8 grade performance
expectations weakly addressed and provide limipggbdunities for students to develop
conceptual understanding prior to engaging in ptoca fluency-building activities.

3 * Well-organized easy-to-follow program.

* Includes suggestions for ELL and differentiation lEarner needs in each chapter

* Minimal use of manipulatives for student practice.

* Tends to provide more “pencil-paper” experiencestthands-on” experiences
w/manipulatives and tools.

* Includes an online textbook.

* Includes a CD-Rom that generates problems & assggsm

* Has arange of assessment—pre/post summative, tfeema

e Color-coded TE is easy to follow & understand.

» Pacing plan clearly outlined for each chapter.

» Student text #'s coordinate w/teachers text #'s.

3 These materials provide teachers with suggestmpsovide contextual and “open ended/
problems but the majority is procedural in nature.
4 The materials provided multiple opportunitieptactice procedural mathematics. Even the

problem-solving became procedural as studentsaaght which strategy to use to solve
problems. Depth is lacking throughout but practitprocedures is ample.
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4 « Because of the breadth of this program and thetattit spans a lot of content over
the year, students may not get opportunity to dgvaldepth of understanding in the
core and additional content areas.

* A greater emphasis appears to be placed on praadtitency than on conceptual
development. In areas of the core content in Gdad®t enough time is spent
developing a depth of knowledge and sufficient tiorepractice.

« The program does contain a strong thread of proklamng and procedures that
are integrated systematically. This is a definitergyth of the curricula.

5 This program is strong on some content but laejh in the area of geometry,
measurement and algebra. The lessons provideititttee area of communication and
reasoning, verification and justification. Oftere tteacher points out the visual models bt
students aren’t given opportunity to represent lemois visually. Problems do support
frequent practice in procedures.

5 I wish | could have the opportunity to try théeek.

6 * Progress in Mathematics is a very traditional apphato teaching math.

* Although many of the standards are included inpitogiram, the tasks will not lead
to conceptual development of core content. Progrebsathematics also lacks in
practice or reinforcement of many of the standards.

* Most of the reasoning and problem solving type tjaes don’t require higher leve
thinking from students.

* 6.6.A-G: 50% met lacking in higher level thinkirstudents aren’t being asked to
process in order to solve.

2.25Saxon Math (Elem) — Grades K-5

[

Grade | Reviewer Comments
K » Saxon has made a considerable effort to addressaihltheir glossary of terms in
the back for both English and Spanish and theiliEim¢ganguage learner handboo
Since this is Harcourt Publishers perhaps thisccbelpurchased separately by
schools.
* Publisher’s list for K.1.E doesn’t match well ongHer #s >20
* This program relies too heavily on programmed lea@yand teaching. It spirals
more than needed. The Reasoning, Problem Solvihgammunication seemed
weak!
K * The methods for teaching seem to be aimed at resters, yet the curriculum
seems to beigrade.
» Disorganized, difficult to follow.
K Lesson 5 — ‘Pictograph’ is used in a manner iisgstent with WA State Standards.
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1 « 1.1.D: Lesson 65-2 further develops identifyinginailnumbers to 26

« 1.4.F: Calendars, days of week, months of yeanvered in a daily activities at the
beginning of each lesson in “The Meeting” whichrbpetition helps develop long
term mastery.

* 1.1.A: At the beginning of most daily lessons, st practice counting aloud form
1-100 and count forward/backward by even (0-20) @ddl), 5's to 50, 100’s-1000.
10’s to 100 — thorough development of number sense.

e 1.2.H: The Publisher provided numerous “Problem#aglworksheets” in the
student workbook to allow students to solve andterg/ord problems.

« 1.3.A-C: 2D/3D geometric shapes, cones, cubesrepheylinders, rectangular
prism, pentagon, circle, square parallelograms\ddsasided polygons, triangles,
hexagons. In addition, the Daily Activity requirgsidents to identify shapes on thg
calendar and the shape pattern for the month.

* 1.6.A-H: Problem-Solving and Reasoning Skills aegadoped at end of most
overviews and student worksheets — Students leapply the 4-step Problem-
Solving Process.

1 » Learning Palette activity cards were referencesbtiprovided.

* While reasoning problem solving and communicati@nia place in the program,
it's too scripted by teacher most of the time. Ingder whether students can do it
independently.

1 1. Insufficient - Couldn’t find up to 1,000.

2. Not up to 120.

3. Not enough hard examples.

4. Not enough hard examples.

5. Problem solving is integrated in all lessons, rdsarumbers are examples.

6. Not enough examples.

7. Not enough examples.

8. Not enough examples.

9. Not enough examples.

10. Not enough examples.

11.The curriculum was very difficult to navigate.

12.Technology was on computer—couldn’t review.

1 * In graphing, few lessons having the students copneith questions on their graphs.

e 1.2.B: =sign only used in traditional positi&n 8+3=11; not used with equivalent
expressions : 8+3=5+6 or even 11=8+3.

« 1.2.A: Physical and pictorial representations aseahtinued after beginning lessons
of program.

* Extensive work on extending patterns, but | couldéind evidence of creation of
number patterns.

* 1.4.A: There is just a brief mention of the faattthe unit must stay consistent in
measurement when the teacher says she can usehdiut to measure across the
room because both feet are the same size. Thenssutkeve to measure using all hig
paper clips or all small paper clips, but no memtd how inaccurate the measuring
is if they use some small and some big paper thipgeasure an object.
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2.1.A: Students learned to count forward/backwarti@00 by hundreds in Gr. 1.
2.1.B: This performance expectation is incorporabedng a daily activity called
Secret Number Activity; provides repetition whiahables student mastery of
number sense and place value.

2.2.1: Students learn to read/write money amounf&l0. Money was introduced tg
students in Saxon Math 1.

2.2.1/H: “The Meeting” incorporates a “money” daagtivity to practice skills and
reinforce learning concepts.

2.3.D/E: “The Meeting” incorporates a “Calendartai©Clock” daily activity to
practice and strengthen time and calendar measuteskids.

2.5.A, B, D-G: Critical problem-solving and reasanstrategies are emphasized
the end of each “overview”. Students use a 4-steplpm-solving strategy to solve
a variety of problems developed during the previessons.

at

N

Note: lessons 17 ‘pictograph’ is used in a mamoéiconsistent with WA State Standards.

N

A lot of money, calendar, time, and pattern séadsl are met by doing the activities in the
morning meetings.

3.2.G: This Performance Expectation is not intéx¢ (not even the index).

w|w

Concepts are spread out with practice sporaditalbughout the year. I'm
concerned there isn’t enough in-depth practiceailfytto help kids retain the
concept. Concept not taught in depth but breadth.

Problem Solving Skills are explained but studentsrever asked to choose which
to use.

No models to show: 2-digit addition, when introdwgedivision algorithm, when
multiplying by 2, when introducing 2-digit subtramt.

Lesson range from adding 1 to square root.

3.2.B: Only representation. Is fact family.

3.2.F: Teaches directed/guided practice.

Students are very directed in everything to inclgdeled practice. New concepts
taught aren’t given enough in-depth practice.

Excessive amount of content that isn’t covered4mtade.

Seems disjointed — No 2 lessons develop a coneeptaw for depth - they come
back later to review.

| question the order they present multiplicatios- 1,10  followed by x7 —
timings of x7 comes™ ; very early in the year.

Problem solving strategies are very prescriptivesih’t allow a student to constru
meaning.

Progressions of skills are questionable. One day libarn square root, the next da
they are subtracting (9-1).
Way too worksheet heavy.

The alignment paper provided was extremely diffitolread and follow. Some of
the citations didn’t even match the Performancedetations.
Program doesn’t include very much higher order psses.

This program is weak in geometry fdf grade.

y

Problem solving is very evident until 3.6.1 and.3.6
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This program doesn’t allow students many oppatisito explore the concepts and
“discover” why the math works; they just do the mat a fairly scripted lesson format tha
Is repeated daily.

1

This program seems to meet many of the standBrdsts spiraling format is very
distracting and does not promote depth whereby paitially meeting standards. While
there are learning center options, the main lesamnsery direct and don’t promote
discourse or inquiry. The supplementary resourcéntervention, ELL students and
assessments are comprehensive and seem usefuhifiingal use of common

manipulatives like Base 10 place value blocks weay surprising (These are mentioned in

Teacher Resource Manual but not demonstrated imeasgns). The Problem Solving
Discussions component meets many PEs in 3.6 fuliyare very directed and leave little
room for independent problem solving. PowerUp praaajuick recall in a routine manne
for fact fluency.

1

4.3: Concept of Area — (Introduced il @rade Standard). Students are introduced to af
at the end of the"2volume, but are expected to compute area withaviniy been taught
the actual formula or how to do it long before tlaeg given actual instruction.

ea

* Many concepts are introduced and then practicemitrout with 1 or 2 questions.
would like to see more development time — to manjy/unit.

« The teacher's manual is a bit hard to visualizebiigadeas and how much time to
devote.

» Student manual could benefit from more appealisgaliaids for motivation.

* Very heavy on nhumber sense — other concepts are nlevas

This program partially meets all standards bez@umanages through a dizzying spiral, t
touch on almost everything in the Math Standardsranch more. All this it does with littlg
depth and only providing inquiry - hands on oppoities as “alternatives”. It has a strong
computational component and problem solving compgmvehich guides students toward
effective strategies. Still it seems to be prinyatdlacher directed and leaves little room fg
mathematical discourse.

@)

v

-

4.5: Problem Solving Discussion at the beginmihgach section. Most “word” problems
are single step.

e Seems that many word problems have advanced vargland would be difficult
for struggling readers.

» Student text is uninteresting.

* Moves through concepts too quickly.

* Very procedural.

* b5.1.F: The PowerUp pages do quick lessons, usoahtal math practice that
spirals over time and occasionally includes 1 probthat meets this standard.

« b5.1.E: PowerUp pages provide frequent practicehort periods of time throughot
course.

* 5.3.D: The alignment matrix defines the opportufatythe teacher, but doesn’t
fully develop nor extend the learning.

* The text is highly spiraled and doesn’t teach catgstrands to mastery in single
strand settings rather over the entirety of thes®u

It

Strong evidence of 5.6 until 5.6.1 and J — lagkin

a1 o1

Publishers alignment document is very difficaluse and inaccurate!
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2.26 Saxon Math Intermediate (Middle) — Grades 6-8

Grade | Reviewer Comments

6 * 6.4.A: Given pgs. 89,90 (measuring with a rule(®@pposed to be circumference
and area of circle). Examples of the alignment duent — manyeferences not
found.

* 6.1.H: Given pgs. 65-66 (Place value supposed foaloons/decimals)
* Important words not found in index.

6 Curriculum sometimes gives a conceptual examypi@éver seems to ask students to make
sense of the mathematics or to relate conceptdo @her. Practice seems strictly
computational and many examples are given as #hgasito perform without
understanding. Practice is minimal and scatteresifhout the spiral.

6 * 6.3.F: Saxon does a nice job in Lesson 4 helpingesits make the connection to the
ratio of the circumference of the diameter of @leias the constant The
exploration brings the students to the understanttiat the ratio = 3 1/7. Although
the ratio 22/7 isn’t explicit in this lesson, théseat least one other reference relating
n to 22/7 later in the text p.262.

* Problem solving: 6.6.C and F: | am very impressét e multitude of lessons
throughout the text on teaching problem solvingtsgies. | wasn’t able to find rich
open ended problems which encouraged studentotiselirom the strategies they
had been exposed to.

7 Great Power-Up activities for building mental mand problem solving strategies.

7 Program Summary:

* Many standards for Grade 7 weren’t found or briefbyeloped (for example- 7.2.F:
finding slope and relating it to proportional rébaiships or representing
proportional relationships using graphs, tabled, eguations and making
connections among representations, etc...)

« Word problems weren't rich contextually—they ofteitd students which strategy
to use to get the answer and didn’t ask the studererify their answer or solve it
in another way.

« Even when a topic was introduced with multiple eples—students only practiced
4-6 problems and then did not see the topic agaisdveral days (and when
followed up- they only had 1-2 more problems ateej.

7 Integers must be taught at grade 6 based ongmshh grade 7 questions.

8 For me, the order of lessons, broken apart througthe book, made it difficult to review
and especially to determine the level of practiceled.

8 e This curriculum is very rigorous and thorough mdevelopment and presentation

of concepts. It does a good job of preparing sttgidam success in authentic algebra.
However it has some holes with respect to the stiasd Little is done with respect
to sampling methods or discussions of bias. Theadso little emphasis on
estimation and triangle angles sums isn’t relabgoloiygons. In addition, a few
investigations where students are taught to camje@nd compare their results with
their conjecture would serve to make more of tlaereg student-centered.

* There are amazing mental math exercises and e@ehér-directed activities to
introduce and reinforce concepts.
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2.27 Singapore Math Standards — Grades K-5

)

nts

Grade | Reviewer Comments

K « | wish Textbook KB and activity books were provided

» Different computational strategies were mentionednot different problem solving
strategies.

K * K.1.A: Nice development of counting to 10, but cbag on to 100 is not practiced

« K.1.E: Did not find evidence of counting out a giveumber of objects from a larg
set of objects.

» Children have limited use of concrete materialegsons. This program relies
heavily on workbook. Discussion and developmenmhathematical ideas by
children not addressed in teacher plan.

K Relies heavily upon student textbook. Very lirdilessons to practice/master skills. Very
limited use of hands — on materials. Does not pterstudent discourse not having stude
explain their work.

K e Square is never presented as a “special kind tdmgte”.

» Students are never required to explain a sortitegfar sorting shapes.

« Out of 16 content performance expectations, onkeke addressed through the fir
% of this program.

» For subtraction, there is a large emphasis ongeattwhole rather than separating,

» Students are not counting to 100 by 1's — only syahd 10’s.

* (K.1.C) very little emphasis on decomposition ofrrhers to 5.

* Number lines not used in program.

K * Some lessons need to go into more depth to endwte@dents have achieved the

understanding.

* Was unable to find any mention of assessments.

1 » Student workbook 1A; Extra Practices and Tests (18),are not providee®

Harder to see the whole picture e.g. have a haideranswering questions in
assessment because | don’t have the “Test” book.

Number does not go to 120, it goes to 100.

Almost no real world application.

There is no index in Teacher's Guide.

There are math problems but it is a challengena évidence to support the core
processes. The appendix pages provided are natientfevidences.

| did not see “rubric”.
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1 * Focus is skill building, conceptual understandigplication is limited.

* Few tasks with multiple solutions; options for omgrded thinking; student
discourse.

* No evidence of technology.

* Noindex in the TG!

« Little evidence of non routine problems or real ldqroblems.

« Teacher directed lessons; little evidence of ooty for student discourse or
thinking.

* No evidence of multi-step problems.

» Little evidence of connecting disciplines to reard contexts.

» Limited reference to “misconceptions”

» Assessments unavailable for review; no evidencsealf assessments”, no mentio
of formative, summative, or diagnostic in TG.

* No evidence in TG of differentiation opportunities any group; no evidence of
intervention strategies.

* No references to “multiple languages” or to pasamgport in TG.

1 Very little use of hands-on manipulatives to 8wbnceptual understanding. Even 3-D
geometry was taught using workbook (2D) pages.

1 Students only taught to view numbers as tenaed in one way (82=8 tens, 2 ones —
never 7 tens 12 ones).

2 » Limited student discourse and explaining.

+ Limited hands on activities.
» Limited practice of skills.

2 * No index.

* No mention of technology.

* Problems are “routine”; little or no evidence obfrroutine” problems.

* lllustrations for problems are cartoons.

« Lack of consistent reference to appendices.

» Little opportunity for students to think about th#iinking; most TG directions
“tell” the students how to solve problems.

* No evidence of multi-step problems in student widitike evidence in TG directing
students to solve multi-step problems.

* No connection to other disciplines; math topicsratconnected.

* No assessment materials provided; TG did not reéereubrics; difficult to address
without materials.

* No additional suggestions or materials offeredaiay kind of differentiation i.e.
disabilities, ELL, gifted.

* No evidence of parent support. Materials availdioienot provided?

* No opportunity to review student workbook.
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2.1.C: This is shown with models, but the studanésnot asked to identify the
digits in isolation.

2.1.E: Numbers are renamed in one additional wéy. on

2.2.B: Focus for word problems is on part-part vehdlery little discussion around
verification of solutions.

2.3.C-D: Much practice on both of these skills, ety little as students explaining
the strategies or why the procedure works.

2.3.A: Approximations are mentioned (pg. 105) batt stressed in the lessons.
2.3.E: Telling time taught in one day and justite 5-minute intervals.
2.4.C-D: Lots of modeling; little describing.

2.5.A, B, C, G: Could not find where this was egly taught.

2.5.F: Emphasis on explaining solutions, rathen thaw solved.

Minimal amount of Teacher and Student materials.
Teachers Edition has minimal text and is easyad.re

Provided brief overview of “math behind math tadidigfore each new section of
instruction.

Mostly teacher-directed and closely scripted witbstty “right answer”
opportunities.

Manipulatives used mainly by teacher modeling.

Problem solving limited to “right answer” and masignilar type problems.

Gradual Release seems to be missing.

Teacher seems to model often with manipulatives.

Students don’t seem to explore or practice or vioteehearse and think.
Very teacher directed.

3.1.E: Limited word problems, students are not dgkeverify solutions.

p. 94-103: The division algorithm is taught verylweéth place value models. This
is a standard for'5grade.

3.2.H: Students are not asked to verify solutiams a lack of problems.

3.3.B-C: Teacher’s guide - great teaching — bulestits are not given an opportun
to apply or practice.

Standard 3.6 — missing from curriculum (3.6:A —3)6

Student workbook 4A was missing from materials pnésd as well as the test
booklets and extra practice books. | was unableséothese resources on the
alignment document, since they were not available.

The Publisher provided very limited examples oflevice for the process strands
and the teacher’s guide did not show evidence dfhemaatical processes being
embedded in the content.

This program has minimal teacher & student material

Many lessons provide a good first start at a condepvever do not go deep enou
for mastery. Workbook/textbook pages provide midipractice experiences.
Skills/concepts presented & practiced in smalledtdple chunks.

gh

Brief description of “math behind math being tatgttfront of each chapter.
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4 e Small chunks of teaching and learning followed tagtient formative assessment
Very limited practice or exploration.
» Traditional work problems with one right answer ardexplanation.
4 * Great deal of content which will mean it is imperatto take the Performance
Expectations to Align Curriculum to ensure contertaught.
* There are many lessons a teacher would not use.
» Content not used is integrated in review problentassessments.
5 * Program has minimal materials for teacher and siiude
* Program uses minimal amount of manipulatives.
* Teacher materials are brief and easy to follow.
» Skills and concepts are presented in small, digiesthunks.
* Includes a brief overview of “math behind the maging taught” at the beginning
of each chapter.
* Program is heavily teacher-directed with littledstat choice.
* Many lessons make a good “first run” at a conclept,do not dig deeper and neve
go to application.
« Word problems present, however mostly single-step, right answer.
» Little opportunity for sharing strategies for prei solving.
5 This program provides instruction and practiceame content but almost no context, ng
real-world application and development of reasor@ng process are absent.
5 * The curriculum publisher did not provide the studearkbooks, tests, or extra
practice. These materials were not included inrnsew.
* There was little evidence of the core processasmbainbedded in the content
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