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Michigan Curriculum Survey - Results

Published: 09/28/2005
Survey Overview

Instructions Provided To Respondents

At the present time Science Content Expectations are being developed according to Grade Spans (K-4 and 5-8) which is the way the current Michigan Science Framework has been organized since 1991.  This curriculum organization structure is the one currently being supported by the MSTA board.  English Language Arts, Math are organized by Grade Levels Content Expectations.  Social Studies has also recently developed Grade Level Content Expectations.  There is discussion about moving the science to Grade Level Content Expectations as well.  Michigan Science Teacher Association is interested in your needs and what you think about this important issue.  

Please note:  NCLB does not mandate any changes.  Michigan is already in compliance with the law in science.

Please answer each of the following questions and submit your response by selecting the "submit" button at the bottom of the page.

Survey Results

The following is a graphical depiction of the responses to each survey question. Additional comments provided by respondents, if any, are included after each graph.

Section - Respondent Information

1. Are you currently an MSTA member?
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2. What is your role in science education?
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Mean: 1.69


Comments/Notes:

BaP Point of Contact for Building and Building Curriculum Coordinator

Building curriculum leader

Building Science Curriculum Rep.

County Consultant

Curriculum Specialist

Department Chair

Department Chairperson

Department Head

Department lead/Teacher

Dept. Chair

District Professional Development Leader

Grade level curriculum leader

Interpreter at Nature Center

ISD Assistant Superintendent

ISD Consultant

ISD Science Coordinator

K-12 district nature center curriculum developer, also teach at college level

M/S Center Director

Math/science center co-director

Professional Dev. Leader

Professor at Community College

Retired

Retired sc coord. now ISD consultant and college instructor

Sci. committee rep

science lab coordinator

Science Specialist k-5 level

Science/Technology Dept. Chair

teacher educator

Teacher in Residence at WMU

Teacher Trainer

Team leader

University Science Educator

writer/author

3. What is you primary level of responsibility?
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Comments/Notes for "Other:":

2-year college

Elementary and Middle School

Give Physical Science Workshops

Grades 7-12

K-12 ELA and Social Studies

K-12 Science & Math (heavier to K-8)

K-12, college, teachers

science contact person

Technical Educational Center

We serve primarily elementary schools

4. Which of the following best describes the size of your school district?
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Comments/Notes for "Other:":

21 Districts, 10 Charter Schools

5 counties

7 high schools from the county

all

all of the above

All sizes

Charter School (2 comments tallied)

charter school

charter school K-8 600 students

county

County Wide

I work with 45 school districts

Independent school

ISD (9 comments tallied)

many districts

multiple districts affected (over 80)

my students teach in many different districts

Nature Center

Not a district.

Range from A to D

Serve Multiple Districts

University

5. What is your MSTA Region?  (See MSTA Web site for map: www.msta-mich.org)
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6. Which of the following best describes the location of your school district?
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Comments/Notes for "Other:":

40-60 split suburban and rural

all

All

All are represented in my county

All of the above

All Represented in this ISD

all three are represented

consultant to all

County

county

many districts

mix

Mix of urban and rural

My students teach in suburban and urban schools

Not a district

small town

Small town growing into suburban

University technically in a rural area

Urban/Suburban

Section - Curriculum Status

7. Does your district/area have a written science curriculum that is aligned to the Michigan Curriculum Framework?
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Comments/Notes for "Other:":

At one time there was a written science curriculum however, when the Draft Glee’s were published, the elementary schools aligned themselves to it.

best we could

Career Aligned by Program

in the process

ISD

Most of my districts do YES

mostly

Not relevant for a university

Some

some but sporadic

some what??????????

some yes, some no

somewhat/ some parts are missing

Textbook is aliened to Framework

We are working on one

We do not have adequate alignment and there are gaps.

work with districts that do

Working on at current time

Yes for elementary

Yes, all districts in the county have one

yes, but it's very vague

8. Does your district/area provide clear direction about what should be taught in science at each grade?
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Comments/Notes for "Other:":

At the middle school level, the teachers that are involved determine which middle school benchmarks will be taught at each grade level.

Confusion occurs between what teachers think kids need to know, what the state thinks kids need to know, what kids actually need to know and how the state assesses whether or no kids learned it.

Goals are not as specific as they should be.

I use Michigan benchmarks

in the process

ISD-grade span Districts-each grade

it has changed every year

mostly, not sure all teachers up to speed

Not relevant for a university

set up by Technical Education

Some

some but sporadic

Some do, others do not

some yes, some no

Teachers have told me but not officially the district

The document could be clearer.

try to do as best we can

we did but all the changes, and maybe changes, at the state level have left us unclear about all of this.

We do, but it is not followed at all grade levels.

yes 9 and 10 grade no for upper level classes

YES some districts more than others

Yes, every district has determined what should be taught at each grade.

9. Is your district/area's science curriculum being taught as expected by most teachers in your district?
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Comments/Notes for "Other:":

A majority follow the curriculum, but there are few that do not.

Depends on the level

don't have any idea about what "most" are doing

Don't Know

Elementary teachers  tend to do as they wish and not follow the benchmarks

hard to know, but probably variable

Hit or miss

I don't know (4 comments tallied)

ISD

it is at my school

K-5, then those  certified in science

Most people follow it but not all teachers.

Most?  Many teachers do not follow the written curriculum.

mostly

Not relevant for a university

Not sure

not sure (2 comments tallied)

Not sure in other buildings

Some

some but sporadic

some do, others do not

some parts

some teachers can't keep the pace-- due to type of students in their classes

some yes, some no

sometimes

We are trying hard, but we need a real program, not just a series of activities.  We also need a book to support literacy in science.

Yes, but are still in need of additional materials/supplies

yes-by some, no for others

10. What are some obstacles for improving science education in your district/area?

$$$ (  1051  )

- lack of teacher science content and confidence  - lack of time to teach science as intended  - lack of science and literacy integration in the classroom ( 967  )

- supporting elementary teachers in science instruction so as to achieve a comfort level - new students to the district at the middle and high school level who enter without a great deal of science background or experience (  2087  )

-We have mapped our curriculum to eliminate the overlapping that we had in the past. -We are becoming too teaching to the test driven -The process of science is not emphasized as much as it should (  2069  )

1.  Budget cuts = less staff development 2.  Administrators not understanding science or the cost of doing good science. 3.  Teachers who do not want to change what or how they are teaching. ( 954  )

1. Lack of resources 2.  Lack of appropriate training for teachers (  1743  )

Accountability for teachers; each one MUST teach their curriculum.  Data must be available to show whether or not this is being done.  Best practices must be shared and weaker teachers "brought on board". (  1018  )

Adequate supplies and training for new teachers---particularly at the elementary level. (  1485  )

adequate time, training, and materials for the elementary teachers continue to be large obstacles (  1003  )

Administration doesn't evaluate for curriculum alignment of teachers in science. (  1987  )

Administrative inertia - teacher comfort zones. Too many people are too lazy to make necessary changes. (  1039  )

Aligning all of the different grade levels is a challenge.  Also the financial end of things is a challenge as well. ( 952  )

Aligning the curriculum and knowing who is covering what when. (  1308  )

aligning up to the MCF and also getting teachers to change to improve science education in our district (  1989  )

Allocated monies and training for teachers in K-5 (  1258  )

Amount of material that is expected to be taught in each span.  Michigan curriculum is still "a mile wide and an inch deep."  However, this is a MICHIGAN problem, not a district problem. (  1679  )

Amount of resources available for materials, amount of time allowed on any particular unit. (  1592  )

Appropriate training and materials for implementation (  1954  )

At the elementary level we are using the FOSS science kits and other district created units.  As teachers we have spent hours of time learning the materials we are teaching our kids.  If we were to change now it would set us back.  Our scores on the Science MEAP are outstanding.  Why would we want to change? (  2171  )

At this point in time, there is confusion within our district as to whether we should be using the draft Glee’s.  I believe the elementary schools are following the draft in order to provide direction for some educators that may not have strong science backgrounds and tend to shy away from teaching science concepts in-depth.  We have not totally switched over at the middle school level partly due to the knowledge that the MEAP is still based on the Grade Span Content Expectations and we are still teaching some of the benchmarks that we enjoy teaching and feel we can teach well.  At this time, I do not know if this is actually an obstacle.  However, it would be nice to know that we were as they say, "all on the same page"! (  1234  )

attendance, physical building, textbooks (  2024  )

Availability of funds for materials (  1016  )

Because we are not clear on the new state expectations, we have been unable to realign our curriculum. (  1872  )

Becoming too rigid.  There is not only one correct way to teach a child! ( 987  )

Being forced to use stupid science kits, rather than link our curriculum to science (  1241  )

budget cuts.. We have lost our curriculum director and the position is not going to be refilled. (  1085  )

Budgeting money for equipment. It's very hard just replacing equipment let alone buying new materials. ( 990  )

Changes in the state scope and sequence, benchmarks, standards, testing... (  1061  )

Changing assignments, new teachers (  2060  )

Changing directives from the state, money to make necessary changes in materials to accomplish the expectations, and time to get accomplished all the state requires each student to take and finally taking all those hours out of teaching for test taking in each school year (  1084  )

Changing targets- i.e. objectives (  2183  )

Class size. (  2008  )

clear assessments that are used by each teacher district wide so we are all on the same page. (  1113  )

Closing the gaps between grade levels. (  1936  )

Common understanding of all benchmarks by grade level. (  1014  )

Communication between elementary teachers to collaborate.  Communication between elementary and middle and middle and high school.  Getting supplies and resources. (  1072  )

Communication between grade levels ( 949  )

Communication between the grade levels- from the elementary to the middle school. ( 947  )

Communication between the grade levels. (  1289  )

Concentration on English/Language Arts and Mathematics (  1011  )

Consistent time for instruction--getting science back on the plate. ( 944  )

Constant change in expectations (  1915  )

Constant reconfiguration of where things should be taught leaves teachers adding new units and being forced to teach too much in one year. A spiral curriculum that doesn't allow deep understanding in any area, just a potpourri of topics that skim the surface. (  1119  )

Constantly changing teaching professionals.  Teachers come and go so fast they miss the cohesiveness of continual professional development (  1013  )

Continuity from lower elementary to middle school.  Elementary "fits" science in as an extra.  Ample time is not always allotted. (  1703  )

Coordinating and continuing ideas developed in earlier grades. (  1090  )

cost (  1979  )

Cost effective delivery. Individual teacher accountability (  1064  )

cost of materials, teacher retirements (  1009  )

Current lack of funding for materials, resources and staff development (  1059  )

Currently we have downsized and lost our science curriculum leaders and are know under a curriculum leader that does all subjects.  This is quite an overwhelming task and the quality and specifics of our curriculum are suffering. (  2191  )

Cuts in district budget ( 992  )

deciding which benchmarks to cover at which grade level (  2179  )

Deeper understanding of state benchmarks, value for science education (vs. reading and writing); TIME, TIME, TIME (  1057  )

Desire to pace the science curriculum by grade (  1105  )

distribution of materials, teachers tied to the text, money (  1048  )

Districts fail to provide science teachers enough time to practice new/altered labs/experiments, to meet with and discuss challenges or topics with other science teachers in and out of the district.  This is a vital part of science instruction that most schools fail to recognize. (  2075  )

Elementary teachers need more professional development on how to teach science, deeper understanding of science BIG IDEAS, and ability to integrate the application of mathematics. (  1281  )

Ensuring that ALL teachers teach the curriculum fully and that they have the content knowledge to do so effectively.  Also, even if all teachers teach the curriculum, we need to work to find ways to ensure that all children LEARN the curriculum. (  1907  )

Fear of change.  Senior staff members unwilling to change.  New MEAP dates. (  1990  )

Finances Books that are more than 10 years old (  1183  )

Finances! (  1001  )

financial and time obstacles if we change ( 957  )

Financial resources for expanding to purchase of the science kits we a currently using , but having to share one kit with several teachers. (  2088  )

Financial support to purchase materials. (  1865  )

Finding curriculum materials that correspond to an assortment of benchmarks at each grade level (  2078  )

Finding the money to purchase materials. ( 979  )

Frequent changes in MEAP testing dates and what is suppose to have been covered (  1972  )

funding (  1568  )

Funding and increased class numbers (  1058  )

Funding and lack of science resources (  1918  )

funding and time to refill the "kits"   Loss of building science coordinator lack of time to teach because of all the testing for NCLB... (  1060  )

Funding for resources, and time to share ideas with other teachers. (  1879  )

Funding for technologically based lessons. (  1221  )

Funding has been constantly reduced and creating specific expectations may require more money to purchase materials.  Math and reading are in the forefront with little time for science. (  2077  )

Funding, old texts, time. (  1888  )

Funding, our budget is cut every year to where we can hardly replace equipment and supplies. (  1935  )

Funding/Budget is always an issue. (  1031  )

Funds (  1841  )

Funds to purchase materials (  2040  )

Funds, time -the lack of both. (  1109  )

Getting all science teachers up dated in the science teaching field. (  2093  )

Getting all teachers involved at a higher level in science improvement. (  1075  )

Getting all teachers on board and teaching the science grade expectation is one obstacle. Another obstacle is the lack of time spent on the teaching of science in the elementary level. A third obstacle is getting the necessary resources books, websites, hands on material to the teachers at all levels. (  1038  )

Getting all teachers to buy into the plan. (  1309  )

Getting teachers to follow our curriculum (  2141  )

Getting the appropriate supplies that we need, updated materials, etc. (  1037  )

Having a true science classroom and the space in which to carry out class experiments and demonstrations. (  1976  )

Having materials to adequately teach benchmarks. Districts are strapped for money. I am afraid that if we go to a GLCE format we could not afford to adequately purchase materials needed for the classroom. (  2206  )

How will you deliver grade level in a multi-age setting?  In the past we do year A and Year B. We are  delivering 4th grade level one year and fifth grade level the following. (  1020  )

I am fortunate and do not feel there are any obstacles... unless time in the day to teach science along with the other subjects and curriculum expectations.  I think I could ask and support would follow for most materials and science opportunities for kids. (  1964  )

I am not crazy about the Foss science kits we use. (  2190  )

I believe first and foremost, Monies. Regardless of funding that there is a lack of organization and direction. For years our district have been scrambling to meet MEAP expectations, which has been difficult due to the fact that there is a constant rotation/flip flopping of curricula items. This lack of direction has left  the teachers in disarray. (  2180  )

I believe that the district that I am in has placed little if any value on the students learning science. If you only offer a subject twice a week how do you expect the students to see it as an important subject. Every elementary teacher does not make a good science teacher. (  2118  )

I believe we need stated outcomes, district assessments at each grade, & more time for teachers to work together in embedded professional development activities, such as, lesson study. (  2175  )

I don't think there are any. (  1876  )

I feel we have a good program going on - Science scores are our highest of the MEAP scores for our district. (  2081  )

I know there are a couple of teachers in our building that are not teaching science at all.  Teachers need to be made accountable for teaching content level material in some way. (  1488  )

I teach at the alternative high school in our district which lumps 9th-12th graders into the same classes. Grade-level expectations would be a nightmare to work with in my classroom. I am concerned that if grade-level expectations are put into place through 8th grade, that 9-12th grades will be next. (  2066  )

I think that we need more professional development on this, so that all staff are knowledgeable about the curriculum and implement it consistently and appropriately. (  1444  )

I would like to see grade expectations for each grade. (  2047  )

I'm worried that soon it will money for materials. (  1828  )

In some districts it is financial.  In others it is the "buy in" of the teachers.  Our biggest obstacle is time to teach. (  2079  )

Increasing the focus on inquiry teaching, so that students learn science content in deep and connected ways. Many districts have purchased kits of equipment that are aligned to their grade level curricula, and changing the grade level of some expectations would be expensive in terms of equipment and professional development. (  1035  )

Inertia! (  1193  )

It is difficult to keep up with the state's ever changing objectives! (  2009  )

it is difficult to regulate from building to building what is being taught as well as classroom to classroom.  there is no uniform way of teaching. (  1032  )

It is unclear as to what exactly we are to teach.  There are overlaps due to inconsistencies in interpretation of curriculum objectives. (  1209  )

K-12 coordination (  1895  )

Keep changing focus based on MEAP issues (  1208  )

Keep moving the target. Keep things as they are. Science is not a sequence and it never has or will be. Science is relationships and they go through content areas as themes and are not isolated facts. Teachers if we begin to sequence or try to will teach them as isolated items. ( 950  )

Knowing that what we do will be thrown out by the state in 4-6 years.  History has repeated many times during my 34 year tenure. (  1854  )

Lab materials / equipment ( 970  )

Lack of administrative interest in classroom work.  Our administrators are more concerned with publicity than with curriculum. (  1000  )

Lack of clear benchmarks by grade level  or in high school by Subject. (  1956  )

Lack of content knowledge and finances to fund projects (  2119  )

Lack of coordination across grades.  Little or no sharing of information about the best science instruction. ( 968  )

Lack of district wide or grade level expectations. (  1077  )

Lack of focus on science but rather a shifting to emphasis on the language arts areas. ( 991  )

Lack of funding and curriculum support. (  1019  )

Lack of funding for continuing to in-service our teachers in inquiry and assessment.  Lack of time/funds to provide release time to develop common assessments. ( 989  )

Lack of funding for resources and supplies especially at the elementary and middle school level. (  1091  )

Lack of funding for supplies - difficult to teach the students with limited supplies. (  1066  )

Lack of funding for updating materials, textbooks.  Our district is in southwestern Michigan-Berrien County...I can't find your map. (  1065  )

Lack of funding to purchase books and materials ( 993  )

Lack of funding. (  1885  )

lack of funds (  1089  )

lack of funds (  1804  )

Lack of funds and teacher training.  We focus on ELA and provide extensive support for that area. (  1028  )

Lack of funds for proper equipment. (  1073  )

Lack of funds.  Class sizes too large.  Old/Outdated materials. (  2140  )

Lack of good hand-on materials as well as teacher reluctance to using this method of instruction. ( 974  )

Lack of grade level expectations (  1985  )

Lack of knowledge and preparation by teaching staff (  1733  )

Lack of meeting time between schools  So much time given to other content areas ( 961  )

Lack of money for new text materials. (  2174  )

Lack of planning time and lack of direction for HS teachers (many of whom have not been out of their classroom in years) (  2144  )

Lack of professional development. Lack of time Lack of materials ( 980  )

Lack of resources Lack of science content knowledge at elementary level. Teachers not following MCF, ISD, district curriculum. Principals that do not understand how to implement accountability systems. ( 964  )

Lack of state funding, means losing teachers to retirement do not get replaced and class sizes increasing to mid 30's.  It also means no money for books, salaries, equipment. (  1036  )

Lack of teaching time due to reading first grant and other ela concerns (  2083  )

Lack of textbooks that fit my units in the KC4 curriculum. (  1044  )

Lack of time in the instructional school day ( 977  )

lack of time to meet (  2074  )

Lack of unifying curriculum across districts in the intermediate school district. (  1049  )

LARGE class sizes (  2018  )

Let science be taught the way we are teaching it now. (  2163  )

Limited planning time is a problem - more planning time would improve instruction, and allow for more thorough evaluation of student work. Large class sizes also place limits on these things. (  1902  )

Make sure some content areas are repeated before taking the MEAP test.  Some kids have a content area in 2nd grade and then are tested on it on the 5th grade MEAP test at a different level than they learned it. (  1945  )

Many of the teachers especially in the elementary grades do not know science content, and do not teach science in a constructavist manner. Also the elementary teachers do not know how to integrate science concepts with the other content areas. It is still taught in isolation, and may only be taught if they deem that they have the time. (  2055  )

Many older teachers have their "pet" projects and spend 7 weeks on one subject, while not getting to others by the end of the year. (  1008  )

Many students come from outside the district and are not prepared for the science curriculum of the grade they are assigned to in our district.  This is because of varying district requirements. (  1973  )

Materials since the state curriculum moves expectations.  Materials purchased for fourth grade is difficult to use for first when some of the same benchmarks are shared (  1623  )

Materials, instructional guides (  1759  )

MEAP objectives and testing procedures change faster than we can adjust the curriculum. (  1211  )

Modules need to be updated to have more inquiry based activities.  Need more focus on constructing/reflecting benchmarks. (  1596  )

Money (  1012  )

money (  1055  )

money (  1115  )

MONEY (  1295  )

Money and space are obstacles for our science programs. (  1939  )

money and space for materials storage and additional labs (  2199  )

money and time (  1951  )

Money basically!  We are doing very well on all measuring criteria but money would allow us to get even better!! ( 960  )

Money for  technology and other resources.  We have what we have! (  1864  )

Money for materials and supplies. (  2090  )

Money for materials. (  2192  )

Money for new text books. ( 955  )

money for professional development (  1092  )

Money for professional development and equipment. (  2067  )

Money for regular  on going programs is very tight and the district cannot even tax itself to  maintain the good program they have in place.  The state allocation has been reduced (for the most part). ( 965  )

Money is a key problem.  We do not have a grant writer or someone that notifies us about grants that we could possible qualify for.  The varied background that students have from their home school-alternative ed students, home schooled students, one school also sends 10th graders.  Space to store more equipment if it was purchased. (  1050  )

Money is a very big obstacle.  We also have no dedicated district science coordinator to provide guidance. (  1755  )

Money is the biggest obstacle.  Being able to purchase materials and train teachers is costly and is being done very slowly. ( 939  )

Money that has already been spent on Foss materials. (  2182  )

Money to support the curriculum. ( 959  )

Money! (  2139  )

Money! (  2210  )

Money! The influence the Battle Creek kits have - they were an expensive investment and drive some curriculum decisions. (  1052  )

money, money, money! (  2207  )

Money, resources & time (  1029  )

Money, resources (equipment, supplies, textbooks) (  1045  )

money, time, money (  1017  )

Money- lack there of. (  1514  )

Money. ( 994  )

Money.  Loss of district curriculum leader (due to  budget).  Pressure on elementary teachers to teach 90 min./daily literacy and 60 min. daily math, plus no district person to schedule and deliver and pick up science curriculum "kits". (  2054  )

Money.  That's always an issue.  Lack of time in the school year.  Curriculum that might not meet the standards needed or have extra material that we are paying for but don't need due to our expectations. (  2188  )

money...resources (  1103  )

Money/Space (  2202  )

More consistency with individual teachers (  1953  )

Most major are the financial restrictions caused by Proposal A on an "out of formula" district. ( 953  )

Most teachers would like kits instead of books.  No one has the time or money to organize the kits. (  1210  )

My students teach in many districts.  All have aligned their curricula with the current state standards.  Having to shuffle objectives between grade levels to meet GLE would distract them progress they are making and would create new "highly qualified" issues. ( 971  )

NA (  1015  )

Needed supplies for hands on activities (  2048  )

NO curriculum director.   no time to develop    all is concentrated on  ELA and math No textbooks for science K-3 and no money for supplies.  We haven't had for years.  Teachers scrape together things to teach with, also furnish own supplies (  2094  )

No head science coordinator (  1399  )

No text books, no instructional materials other than the kits. ( 976  )

No time in the elementary, no earth science in the high school. (  1006  )

none (  1120  )

None at this time.  Our program is strong and has been for many years.  We were one of the first districts to align our district curriculum to the state curriculum and develop a hand-on, inquiry-based program.  If there is a move to grade level content expectations the risk that our alignment will not match the grade assignment has potential to create issues for our district. (  2177  )

None.  Our scores are great.  Far above State average. ( 999  )

not aligned with other districts in the state.  What we teach in 5th grade may be taught in 7th grade at another school.  When a new student comes in to our district they may not have the skills needed to be successful. (  1311  )

not enough elementary teachers see their role as a science teacher as important, and to many secondary science teachers see their role as a biology teacher, or chemistry teacher not as a teacher or biology or chemistry.  The subject is more important than the student learning it. (  1911  )

not enough funds to purchase all of the supplies that we would like to have ( 946  )

Not enough time to cover topics Not enough time to plan for labs, organize material, etc. (Good use for professional development days) (  1893  )

Not enough time/money; frustration with MDE for coming out with new documents every few years and then not officially endorsing them (the science content expectations draft of 2003) (  1010  )

Not everyone will teach from the kits, many only use books. (  2187  )

Not having adequate planning time.  Too many demands on our time doesn't allow for collaboration.  Teacher training in such areas as cooperative learning and reading to facilitate group work. (  2086  )

Not having grade level content expectations. (  2185  )

Not knowing the future demands of the state and federal governments is the biggest.  This make any curriculum planning a problem.  I will not expect our teachers to spend hours of work on something that may be obsolete at the next whim of the state.  Time is next.  Money and teacher resources follow. (  1826  )

Not sure, I'm a first year teacher (  1700  )

Nothing major, however with the new ELA and Math MEAPS, there may be some de-emphasis on science in grade K-3. ( 962  )

Obstacles are at times making sure 5-9 is in order. (  1284  )

Next resources are 10 years old  for at least 3 major components of science (biology, life science and physical science) and until the state decides what direction to go with changes the district has a freeze on text spending for science.  They are anticipating a big change in the writing of texts to  align better with state requirements.  I would like to hear if this rumor about publishing companies is true. (  1832  )

Often changes to grade level expectations due to NOT having  grade level expectations that are consistent with testing times-MEAP being moved to fall. Also an obstacle is inability to network and collaborate with other districts since not all curriculums are consistent for a particular grade (  1189  )

Old textbooks (  2027  )

Old textbooks and insufficient funds (  2023  )

old textbooks attendance (  2025  )

One obstacle is matching our grade level expectations to the science MEAP.  With the middle school MEAP test being moved up to the fall that means that grades 4-9 will have to shift some of the content they are currently teaching so that the 8th grade students are prepared for the material on the test.  This is difficult because our textbooks are correlated to what we teach at each grade level. (  1096  )

One staff member is teaching middle school science, is certified K-8 all subjects and has a social science emphasis.  Her science knowledge is weak. (  1068  )

Our 1.5 FTE Science Curriculum Coordinators were cut two years ago.  All curriculums for all secondary subjects for our 16,000-student district (Ann Arbor) is handled by one person now.  Likewise, all elementary subjects are one person's responsibility now.  Neither coordinator is science-trained.  They are doing their best, but they are newcomers to science issues, and their primary focus is on Language Arts. (  2061  )

Our biggest hurdle is our distance from anywhere offering classes or in-service training for teacher of science. We have written our own curriculum for each grade level. It is revised on a five year rotation with other curriculum areas.   A second major problem  we face is the number of students transferring in and out.  Other schools, even within our county, have differing grade level expectations, so as students more in they may miss certain areas of our curriculum and double up on others.  As these students take MEAP tests these gaps not only hurt the student, but reflect poorly on our schools. ( 984  )

Our children are intercity and poor.  They are experientially deprived and seldom have the opportunity to become physically involved in either the environment or the technical aspects of science.  There is very little money to make possible the field trips or hands-on materials needed for our children to become involved with the science that they are asked to study.  Teachers become discouraged because our students do not express an interest in science. The students' lack of experience results in the pervasive lack of respect for the equipment and the process. Science is therefore difficult and boring for the majority of our students. (  1890  )

Our district is currently more concerned with NCLB, AYP, literacy, and math; science and science PD are on the back burner. (  1443  )

Our district offers an all hands-on approach.  We need a text book to coordinate with the activities. (  1298  )

Our science education program is doing well and we adjust and fine tune as needed.  The only obstacle to any "improvement" is time. (  2173  )

PD for teachers on research based strategies and nature of science experiences. ( 943  )

Planning time to improve lesson delivery and money to supplement supplies and support materials. ( 966  )

Political agendas determining curriculum. ( 941  )

Poor funding/dated textbooks (  2026  )

Preparation of teachers ( 942  )

Pressure to spend less time on science to make more time for reading and math.  Also lack of financial resources. ( 972  )

Professional development  priorities by district. Teachers and curriculums developed for personal preferences by grades and teachers. ( 986  )

Professional Development dollars are being directed to Math and ELA. Major cuts in spending have eliminated most outside conferences for teachers. Resource Money for science materials and kits have been severely cut.  Field trip costs have risen due to transportation costs making it difficult to provide common experiences for all students that develop prior knowledge bases. ( 915  )

proper pedagogy (  1874  )

Providing materials for all kits. ( 969  )

q (  1056  )

Reaching all of the GLCE's that are being presented. (  1420  )

Reading comprehension Space for hands-on learning Supplies Workshops (  1877  )

Rearranging the curriculum to fit the new benchmarks Building new ways to aid certain subgroups pass the MEAP (  2043  )

Refurbishment of science kits is getting harder in the funding crunch.  There are a few teachers not totally buying into the authentic assessment of the science kits. (  1040  )

Relying on the textbook. (  1971  )

Resources (  1076  )

Resources (time, money, energy in the face of all the other expectations) and the lack of burning desire on the part of our administrators. (  1080  )

resources,  time and money (  1261  )

Resources, not so much with money, but with our districts inability to hire more people to offer more of a variety in the science fields.  The district I teach in is growing so quickly and needs to not only offer just a general education, but it needs to be able to offer things to those students and families that seek variety, especially a "challenging" variety (AP classes for example).  The district I teach in is not able to do these things because of a lack of bodies to do so.  It is vitally important that we challenge our students day in and day out and I think my district is missing out on this opportunity by not having enough people to have these class offering. ( 988  )

Resources.  Science education materials (and texts) are very expensive, and are often overlooked. (  2091  )

Right now, the biggest obstacle is finding money to keep our curriculum up to date and restocking supplies. (  1491  )

Science Books that are user friendly.  Science books and kits for all science teacher k-8 for hands on activates and relevant text books.  Science laboratory rooms for all teachers teaching Science for the hands on activities (  1749  )

Science content knowledge for teachers.  Appropriate materials (including texts) (  1177  )

Science kits that do not allow for daily early childhood science experiences and do not meet all of our science objectives. (  1469  )

Science teacher in the Middle School who will not teach the board adopted curriculum.  Teachers in the elementary school who are not trained nor strong in science.  They do not know enough science content. (  2164  )

Seeing as though we are a charter school, we get students coming and going throughout the school year. It would be nice if all of the schools in the area were covering the same benchmarks in the same grades, so that even if a child comes in or leaves, no matter where they are going to school, they wouldn't be behind or ahead. (  1834  )

Several obstacles within districts working with: equipment, knowledge of the teachers, time, attitude, etc... (  1999  )

Shortage of money for supplies and equipment, increasing class sizes. ( 940  )

Some obstacles for improving science in my district are sufficient time to get lessons ready and enough practice of new concepts in a variety of ways for the children to retain it. (  1238  )

Specific grade level expectations need to be developed so that teachers for each grade level will know exactly what they are responsible for helping students learn.  The current '"Middle School" standards and benchmarks are for 6-8 or 5-8 allowing the teachers and/or district to choose what content will be taught.  This proves to be  too difficult and chaotic as teachers retire, move to other grade levels and new teachers are hired.  Clear and specific content at each grade will eliminate problems and confusion over what each grade level teacher is responsible for. (  1861  )

Staff Turn over to Kent County (  1122  )

State cuts in the Math/Science Centers.  Elementary class room only teach science for 90 minutes a week! Or less. (  1041  )

State wide grade level alignment (  1840  )

student mobility (  1859  )

Students who move between districts due to guardianship, parental employment, etc. and miss instruction because of the current "span" setup. (  2142  )

Teacher preparation ( 983  )

Teacher training at the lower elementary level Frustration with kits. Poor coordination between buildings. (  1492  )

Teachers are involuntarily transferred out of positions they are highly qualified to teach,  Teachers that do not follow the science curriculum at or near grade level,  Inadequate equipment and supplies for science classroom teaching, Lack of elementary science preparation for teaching objectives, Lack of a curriculum coordinator to assist teacher's needs in teaching necessary scientific skills at grade level. (  1871  )

Teachers are teaching to their interpretation of the benchmarks...we need clarification regardless of level or span. ( 938  )

Teachers buy-in for a curriculum they helped create, but that curriculum is not based on current research in learning science (  1312  )

Teachers do not even know the curriculum.  They teach what they enjoy, or what is in the text regardless of the curriculum for the grade level. ( 978  )

Teachers finally get comfortable with what they are required to teach and then it changes. (Science scores are consistently improving in our area. The curriculum/instructional materials  that have been developed are working for our students. Teachers are teaching and assessing students with confidence! ) (  1552  )

Teachers have a hard time teaching all that is needed.  I have a hard time helping my students remember what they have heard.  Their attitudes toward learning are do it quick and get it done, not do it right and learn something. (  1093  )

Teachers not understanding the knowledge and skills of the benchmarks. Some districts have not aligned their curriculum to the MCF science benchmarks, as per K-4, 5-7, 8-10 (  2073  )

Teachers not willing to go to training during the summer. Administration not checking up on the teacher's curriculum to be sure it is being taught. (  1063  )

Teachers sometimes view science as  something to teach if you have extra time. (  2017  )

Teachers that think they can teach their favorite topics and not cover the expected material. (  1296  )

Teachers, administrators, and parents lacking profound understanding of science and its processes. ( 958  )

teaching to the  MEAP ,curriculum is to fragmented to build on past knowledge! (  2050  )

Team work ( 945  )

Textbook money no classroom budgets for science (  2092  )

Textbooks are getting old Teachers do not want change Teachers are teaching 1 section of science and that does not allow for proper planning and resources (  2176  )

texts from multiple series/publishers vague curriculum at grade level lack of materials (  2082  )

That some teachers are not comfortable with teaching science therefore they focus  on the book aspect of teaching and not hands-on activities. (  1002  )

That there is a clear consensus as to how to teach the Foss kits so that they are being used (  2178  )

The biggest obstacle I face as a teacher is having enough time to adequately teach all the required curriculum in all subject areas. (  1088  )

The biggest obstacle is getting science to be taken seriously.  The district has each school deciding whether or not to teach science as a pull-out class.  This means that some schools have a self-contained teacher teaching science, while others have science specialist teaching science.  I believe that this and all districts should have specialists for math, science and social studies. (  1023  )

The complexity of the Battle Creek Science Kits we use.  The amount of area teachers need to cover in Science.  Concepts are not grade appropriate. (  1519  )

The elementary will not be able to handle science to the extent that we do in the middle school.  How could they possibly do 50 minutes of science each and every day? (  1949  )

The emphasis on MEAP and standards and benchmarks, etc. etc. rather than on teaching!!!! (  1021  )

The fact that the MEAP test changes its focus every year.  It is very tough to teach students concepts when the MEAP puts so much emphasis on one small portion of one physics concept one year and switches to one small part of a earth science concept the next.  We need to give up the "mile wide and inch deep" view of our state mandated curriculum.  We need to focus on getting rid of basic misconceptions.  We need to focus on thinking skills instead.  Building strong conceptual thinkers will give students a more valuable education. (  1047  )

The financial means to make improvements and changes.  The staff that has the qualifications to teach science.  The professional development to make  the change. (  1046  )

The funds available to us are limited and therefore if there were changes that needed new books or materials that we did not have, it would be harder to make those changes with the excellence in education that we strive for. (  1027  )

The greatest obstacle is obviously funding.  Secondary issues are elementary teachers not proficient in science shy away from teaching it. (  1851  )

The increased time needed for Lang. and Math instruction due to NCLB. (  1974  )

The lack of resources for Special Education Science. (  1995  )

The lack of time and money to put into curriculum development and enhancement (  1810  )

The local school district should have grade level outcomes, assessments, and administration holding teachers responsible. (  2172  )

The majority of our students meet the objectives as tested on MEAP. Our main obstacle is money for replenishing our science kits. (  1184  )

The MEAP test is a crapshoot regarding what is emphasized from year to year.  The science MEAP is filled with invalid questions year after year.  The state has taken away our ability to provide feedback regarding these questions or to analyze our students responses so that we can adjust our curriculum accordingly.  The state has taken away our ability to analyze by:  1.  Putting pilot items on the test.  2.  Not allowing us to see the students responses and compare to the foibles 3.  Not allowing teachers to even view the test except to read the directions.  Their psychomatricians are full of psychobabble and it's killing meaningful use of the MEAP.  Two years ago, when I was allowed to look at the MEAP, there was a question that went something like:  A seed contains specialized cells for which purpose?  A. photosynthesis,  B. food storage   C. Obtaining water  D. Growth.  ----I don't know if I have all the foibles right, but the answer should have been E.  all of these.  Well there wasn't an "E".  The test was riddled with poor questions like these but we don't know if they are pilot questions or not.   Years previously, our teachers were beating themselves up because MEAP data said our students didn't understand, succession.  The teachers taught a very detailed unit on ecology and spent extra time getting students to understand succession.  Our students scored substantially lower than the state on that concept when we usually be the state's average.  Once we looked at the question, we realized that it was because our students knew the material so well that so many were getting it wrong.  The question which extrapolated to the entire five days of lessons was:  A slow and gradual change is:  A. Plant Succession   B. Biotic Evolution   C. Abiotic Evolution  D. ? - I forget the foible for this one.  The state wanted "A".  Our students knew that evolution was a much slower change than succession and so put that down.  The harder the teachers taught the more our students put down the wrong answer.  Although we couldn't convince the state to remove the question or at least fix it, we were able to make curriculum adjustments accordingly.  Now because the MEAP testing process is not open and honest we are shooting in the dark.  Budget woes - keep us from sending our science teachers to important conferences.  NCLB - requires us to actually care how we score on an invalid test.  Once we aligned our curriculum to the state's standards and benchmarks, the state moved the testing date forward by four months so now we have to shift our curriculum downward.  We are struggling with which concepts are best for (  2049  )

The science curriculum is being taught by science specialists in an elementary setting.  However, as budget restrictions become more apparent, the elementary science specialists are being reassigned to middle school, leaving elementary teachers to pick up the curriculum, who have not had the benefit of intensive professional development in inquiry strategies and best practices in science. ( 982  )

The science teachers need to take more responsibility for their curricular areas.  Also, providing more time to meet with other buildings/grade levels (there are 4 middle schools in our district) would be very beneficial to share and help teachers who struggle with some of the curricular areas. (  1875  )

The state of Michigan keeps changing the MEAP testing times, which test -ACT???etc.   We have a large number of students who come and go to other districts and do not get our entire curriculum K-12. (  1067  )

The teachers (those without science backgrounds) interpret the benchmarks too literally and from a narrow view  and cannot see how there are many ways to teach the same concept. This leads them to teach less science. (  1062  )

There are no obstacles for improving science education in the district in which I teach. (  1086  )

There are none, except for state funding.  Our district supports science education, and has given us a great deal of time to develop our curriculum. (  2084  )

There are too many benchmarks at the middle level to teach.  Research focuses on covering less in greater depth. Yet we are overloaded with benchmarks and want to teach the concepts in greater depth so our students retain the information they learn, but are unable to get through all of the benchmarks and teach them the way they should be taught.  There was a research document that reported middle school students remember about 23% of the information that is taught to them?  If that statistic is correct, shouldn't we be teaching less information but in greater depth?  Wouldn't it make more sense to create a grade level document where concepts could be integrated and taught together?  For instance, cells, human body, heredity and some of the matter objectives taught in the same grade level.  Use the elements of the human body and look at the chemical reactions that take place during cellular respiration and photosynthesis?  Students would see the connection between the different sciences.  Or...teaching weather and the states of matter and changes in matter? (  1069  )

There is a lack of funds for additional training and new materials. (  1083  )

There is no clear communication between teachers as to what is being covered, how in depth the material is being studied, and how it is being presented. (  1300  )

There is no curriculum set up per grade and re-teaching specific content occurs between grade level due to lack of communication and direction.  I've set up a curriculum for the 7th and 8th grades, however, our 6th grade science teacher does not have a specific path. (  1081  )

There is not a good textbook that covers the topics that we teach per each grade level.  The textbooks cover general topics but not specific enough for what is covered in our units at grade level. (  2015  )

There is not enough time in one academic year to cover all objects so students truly learn the material. (  1941  )

There is relatively little time for teachers to meet and plan so that we are all on the same page. In-service time needs to be devoted to that--not teachers listening to administrators. (  1984  )

There is too much content to be covered at each grade level.  One benchmark is often an entire unit of information. (  1476  )

Time ( 956  )

Time ( 948  )

time (  1004  )

Time (  1182  )

Time - the level of concern is high for math and ELA and elementary teachers feel that science education is no long a priority as far as their accountability is concerned. (  1158  )

Time allotment/materials available/no money for outside resources, field trips, hands-on activities (  1926  )

Time and a well articulated science curriculum (  1074  )

Time and money (  1117  )

time and money (  1306  )

Time and Money! (  2143  )

Time and money; we are currently adjusting ELA and Math to the GLCE's and we simply can't do them all at once.  The priority is for AYP content areas.  We use Battle Creek science kits K-5 and have really enjoyed them.  We hope they will continue to adapt to whatever mandates the state will dictate and to continue to provide hands-on activities for our children.  We would like to have more reading involved; however, in conjunction with the kits.  Currently we try to add thematic books related to the kits.  We need more lists of books to use. (  1025  )

Time and resources spent on maintaining a curriculum that is aligned to standards; time and resources spent on developing common assessments for science at each grade level. It would be more prudent to spend time on instructional needs rather than curricular needs, but without GLCE in science it is necessary for district monies to spent on the aforementioned areas. GLCE's would make the process of  developing assessments and ensuring that science standards are being met across the district as well as the county and state. (  1053  )

Time factors and attitudes of educators and administrators make collaboration very difficult. (  1042  )

time for development and training and cost of implication (  1095  )

time for science with the testing emphasis in elem on math and reading ( 995  )

Time for staff development and the amount of curriculum expected for young children. (  1054  )

Time for teachers to get together to align curriculum and assessments. (  1026  )

Time in elem. class for science in competition with AYP related subjects Money for science supplies Time/subs for prof. dev. for teachers (  1860  )

Time is one.  Highly qualified/certification is another -- we desperately need to have earth science at our HS but no one is certified to teach it. (  1869  )

Time to meet and plan inquiry based science. Also money for materials and room to store them and for another science lab so the sixth grade can use a lab room as well as the 7th and 8th who share the one we already have. (  2200  )

Time to meet with the teachers ( 973  )

Time to work on curriculum and some teachers'  fear at teaching science. (  2161  )

Time to work on curriculum during the school year.  It seems like there is so little time to collaborate. (  1024  )

Time, money and staffing changes (  1030  )

Time, money, administrative leadership (  1005  )

time, resources, professional development (  1387  )

To know what should be taught at each grade level so state testing can be administered equally and fairly (  1022  )

Too broad of a base to teach.  Too many content level standards. (  2181  )

Too many students in a science class room.  32 students is too many to manage when doing labs.  As most districts, a lack of funds prevents us from purchasing supplies to enhance the program. ( 981  )

Too much curriculum to cover based on the state framework.  Feel like I'm providing a quantity education and not a quality education.  There is not enough time to incorporate hands-on discovery type activities. (  1691  )

Too much focus on standardized testing rather than actual learning. (  1071  )

too much to do, too little time, always adding things to the teacher's responsibilities (  2071  )

Topics and correlating benchmarks assigned per quarter in all elementary/middle schools, spiral of other grades, but we do not have a set text or materials in which to teach topics which often leads to very different experiences for children from class to class (  2041  )

training, equipment cost, time (  1153  )

Transient children Keeping our curriculum aligned with the new MEAP test (  1508  )

Transient students, attendance, a uniform amount of time designated for science in all schools, support of principals (  1094  )

Trying to cover all middle school benchmarks before 8th grade begins! Trying to decide which new text book to use when curriculum is changing. (  2205  )

Two problems come to mind.  1.  Teachers, especially experienced ones are reluctant to evolve into something other than didactic, stand-and-deliver types with most learning centered around them, and  2. The fluid nature of the teaching corps - due to school closings, budget cuts, and retirement. (  1698  )

Unclear as to exactly what should be taught in each grade level (  1043  )

Unclear sate guidelines ( 998  )

We aligned our curriculum before my time by using the benchmarks.  We, however, interpreted the benchmarks for elementary to mean K-5 and the benchmarks for middle school to mean 6-8.  We are having problems now with the Science MEAP test moving to the fall.  Previously, we finished the grade 5 and grade 8 benchmarks before the MEAP Test.  In addition, our high school curriculum has some problems in that we don't emphasize the earth and space science benchmarks like we should. ( 951  )

We already do a fine job, but the sheer number of benchmarks that need to be addressed is a bit of a problem.  We end up sadly becoming an "inch deep and a mile wide" ( 996  )

We are a large district and change takes time. ( 997  )

We are a very transient school district, so the students who are constantly joining our classrooms during the school year are the biggest challenge.  This is because their previous science education did not bring them to the level that our current students are at. (  1873  )

We are having difficulty with our ALL elementary teachers following the aligned curriculum that has been developed. (  1034  )

We are still developing common assessments.  The most difficult thing is accumulating and analyzing the data.  Sometimes there is not enough time in our school year! ( 985  )

We are unable to purchase the resources that we need for science manipulatives and hands-on activities.  Also, not all teachers are teaching what they need to be so by the time I have them in seventh grade, we have to back track which in the end continues the vicious cycle. (  2037  )

we currently have a "Kit" based curriculum that is aligned with Kent County standards. The "Kits" are teacher friendly and easy to use. The problem is that the Kent county curriculum is not completely aligned with the state curriculum. (  1579  )

We do not have enough materials currently.  We only have 2 kits provided by the district, for my grade level, and that is not enough material to cover the benchmarks. (  2186  )

We don't know if the topics are going to change.  We've waited for a while--our textbooks are SO outdated! (  2085  )

We don't know what bench marks will be required for the 8th grade science MEAP. (  1870  )

We feel we have no direction.  The state is constantly changing things and we don't know where to go from here. (  1938  )

We have 4 science kits and they are being taught at different times at different buildings so if students move within the district they may get the same science kit twice. (  1905  )

We have a constantly changing population of students and we need a curriculum statewide that will allow students moving from district to district to continue with a quality science education and not miss any of the curriculum. (  2006  )

We have a very transient population and having the state determine grade level standards would greatly help our students. (  2046  )

We have been looking at the Science textbook to figure out which sections of the book actually aligns with the benchmarks--time. (  2195  )

We have been looking for research to support if the best scope and sequence of our benchmarks should be integrated(and like a scaffold) or should they be kept by content area. (  1070  )

We have just spent several years reworking the curriculum.  The hardest part of the realignment was to make sure all benchmarks were taught prior to the 5th and 8th MEAP exam dates.  It is felt that some of the content area that is being taught in 5th grade is too advanced for concrete thinkers.  The latter half of 8th grade now addresses high school benchmarks.  This was necessary to ensure that those students electing to take only 2 years of HS science would still meet all benchmarks. (  1928  )

We have many students dropping out and re-enrolling.  We also have a lot of students transferring from other schools.  We teach bio to 9th and physical to 10th while most other schools are opposite.  We also lack funding for lab materials, new books and other supplies. (  2072  )

We have many students who go from one school district to another.  Quite often these students will miss out on an entire class.  For example, I had one student who learned Earth Science in 7th Grade in his old school, came to our district for 8th grade and is now sitting through Earth Science again.  He completely missed out on Life Science which our district teaches in 7th and his old district though in 8th. ( 963  )

We have to teach a lot of things but we never master anything.  We  cannot go into depth on any  topic, it is all introduce and move on. We are teaching to our district tests not for mastery. (  1082  )

We just spent the last 2 years aligning the science to all or levels. This work was tedious and as a result we finally have something that is workable and easier to follow. (  1313  )

We lack a clear directive from management that is based upon curriculum guidelines. (  1033  )

We need a science lab in each elementary, but it is not a priority in my district (  1849  )

We need clearly articulated Grade Level Content Expectations for Science.  We do not have continuity from grade to grade, and there are too many gaps in our instructional outline.  We need a real program with books to support literacy in science, and we need more frequent assessment.  We are doing a good job with hands-on investigations, and we'll continue to do that, but we need a comprehensive science program. (  1530  )

We need to organize materials so all teachers have access to them when needed. (  1858  )

When the state keeps changing MEAP tests and dates! ( 975  )

With only one teacher per grade level. When the state switched from Winter to Fall MEAP testing it really threw a monkey wrench into the mix as far as our grade span alignment was concerned. (  1078  )

Without clear grade level expectations major gaps are developing in the later elementary grades.  Teachers must not be allowed to close their doors and teach what they are comfortable with and skip or skim over the areas that they feel are not as important. (  2045  )

Without having grade level expectations, it makes it very difficult to ensure that the students in each grade level are learning what is required before moving on to a new grade level or to a new grade span. (  2198  )

Section - Grade Span (K-4 and 5-8) or Grade Level Content Expectations (like Math and ELA)

11. What is you opinion on Science Content Expectations?
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12. What is your district's position on Science Content Expectations?
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13. Please explain your answer(s) to the above questions:

#11 - GLE would penalize districts that have done the hard curricular work and their particular schedule meets local needs but not the state schedule. Also penalized would be districts that are experimenting in MS and HS with integrated classes that combine the 3 content areas during a single year.  With content area specialization into particular years (for example we do Bio in 10th grade) I don't see any advantage to the state over-ruling local traditions and making Bio into a 9th grade class throughout the state.  If it isn’t broke for us don’t fix it.  There may be some need for GLCEs at K-5 since those folks generally lack the specialization in science and some may be guilty of under-teaching science in favor of topics with which they are more comfortable.  Some flexibility to application of the GLEs would need to be included. (  1080  )

*Hours of work to get where we are *Lack of funds to change *Our curriculum is doing well- MEAP scores always above state average! (  1001  )

- grade spans allow the district to determine what works best for each grade and provides for more teacher buy-in as your team of teachers make these decisions - our district implemented and in-serviced a new science curriculum 2 years ago based on the 2000 benchmark document; our financial resources were allocated to science in order to do this, changing to grade level expectations would require a financial expense again and funds simply are not available given the financial condition of education in Michigan (  2087  )

11,   By switching to grade level expectations, this would force those teachers who do not follow our guidelines to teach what is expected of them.  We could then hold each grade level accountable for content.  12.  Since we are involved in budget cuts, not much else is being addressed until we get staffing issues decided - how unfortunate for the kids. ( 955  )

11.  I think it will focus teaching.  It will allow grade level meeting to also be science meetings.  Many students move during elementary school and they experience 'holes' in the content they must learn. (  1956  )

a (  1007  )

A great deal of work has gone into developing our existing curriculum. We feel it represents the best age-appropriate instruction we can provide.  Testing is done in grade level spans, what is the point of establishing grade level expectations if there are no grade level tests The previous attempt at grade level expectations did not take into account the commercial materials available and would have resulting in unacceptable trading of texts between grade levels. Please do not change what we already have in place. It has taken too long to get there ( 940  )

A science GLCE document would align district curriculums across the state, better supporting those students who frequently move from one district to another.  More closely aligned district curriculums would help ISD's be better able to provide support and develop common assessments for the schools they service versus districts developing these on their own.  Aligned curriculums across the state would provide a market for resource organizations (science kit/material suppliers, internet science sites, text book companies, etc.) encouraging the development of more grade appropriate materials, labs and activities. (  1879  )

A science GLCE document would align district curriculums across the state, better supporting those students who frequently move from one district to another. More closely aligned district curriculums would help ISD's be better able to provide support and develop common assessments for the schools they service versus districts developing these on their own. Aligned curriculums across the state would provide a market for resource organizations (science kit/material suppliers, internet science sites, text book companies, etc.) encouraging the development of more grade appropriate materials, labs and activities. (  1053  )

All districts in the county have a science curriculum, but some are not that good. (  1312  )

Although it is difficult to prepare for what the MEAP will ask of our students from year to year and the possibility of having grade level expectations might make those expectations more clear, our district continues to see improvements in our MEAP scores, especially in the sciences.  Our district has spent a lot of money on kits, lab materials, technology, and many other key materials for our success of the past few years.  To see grade level expectations as a possibility makes me wonder why we have spent all of this money with the possibility that it may be all for nothing now.  We have spent a lot of time and resources preparing and aligning our district curriculum so we give our students the best opportunity to be great students and love science, but a "fighting chance" at the MEAP.  To take that way by offering grade level expectations would be very upsetting, especially with all of the hours of work that have gone into making our districts curriculum what it is today! ( 988  )

Although my district has spent considerable time and money creating our aligned curriculum, I believe that grade level expectations would provide greater benefit to all our students.  Our building is expected to show student improvement which is increasingly difficult with higher numbers of transient students.  Grade level expectations would alleviate the current "holes" these students experience in the grade span setup. (  2142  )

As a district the science teaching staff has met and aligned our curriculum K-12. We continue to revisit these and make sure the scope and sequence maps out correctly (including Introduction - Mastery - Review). I really do not want to see things totally delineated by grade levels and then have to re-do all the things we have already done to make our program strong. Change is good only if it is done for the right reasons. It is not necessary for every student to be on the same page, on the same day, across the state. What is necessary is for all students to have their curriculum designed so the scope and sequence incorporates everything needed while allowing for flexibility within districts to allow for differences in available materials. (  1012  )

As a district we have spent much time and money in developing our science curriculum. If the SCEs stay in grade spans, then as long as students taking the fifth grade science MEAP have mastered those K-4 expectations, then what's the big deal. ( 956  )

As a district we would like to see the Content Expectations changed to Grade Level across the state.  We feel that it would make students who move throughout the state more successful.  It would also help districts share test information if each grade taught the same skills. (  1311  )

As a district, we have worked very hard to align the classroom expectations to reflect the benchmarks of the State of Michigan.  Our benchmarks and standards are written as grade span, and are very effective in reaching the goals set forth by the district, as well as the state. (  1066  )

As a fifth grade teacher who always has my name associated with the test, it is evident that science is not (nor should be) the focus in primary grades. The current spans let them believe if they don't cover it someone else will. Assigning material to a specific grade level means first grade MUST cover these standards. The knowledge base has to be built. I would recommend that the GLCEs spiral content, but give the lower grades specific responsibilities. (  2041  )

As a first grade teacher, I find it very easy to look ahead to see what is expected in the curriculum.  I've changed grade levels many times.  It makes it very easy to see what the bench marks are and the expectations are for each of the grade levels. (  1623  )

As a general ed teacher, I like having everything laid out for me and knowing what is expected.  I also like knowing what has been taught the previous years and their expectations. (  2182  )

As a private school department head, I use the curriculum framework to guide our sequence but we do not have a plan based on it.  I like the flexibility offered by the grade span plan. (  1073  )

As a science specialist, I teach science to all of the students in my school.  I want the flexibility to teach to the benchmarks as the needs of the students dictates.  I fear that by going to GLCE's for science, then the teachers who do not have the benefit of the big picture will become hyper-focused on only the benchmarks they teach.  This will lead to less inquiry at the elementary level and a rigid adherence to the text. ( 982  )

As a seventh - eighth grade science teacher, I have developed my units to match the benchmarks I have been assigned.  I have spent countless hours perfecting my units, as I do Not use a textbook. (  1987  )

As a small school it has been up to the teachers to put together the curriculum. With a great deal of teamwork we have done a very good job.  Even with all the work it would be worth it to have all the schools in our area, let alone the whole state, working on the same things at roughly the same time of year.  So it would be nice if we could also agree on about when to teach each expectation.  I would also like to ask that whatever is put together, be done by teachers that are currently working with students in regular classrooms, so that the expectations are realistic, unlike the new math dreams. ( 984  )

As a special educator teaching Science, I can certainly see the benefits for teaching at grade span levels since there are varying levels of ability.  However, for general education classes, grade level expectations would be most beneficial for students and teachers. (  1995  )

As my district already has a science curriculum that aligns to Michigan Standards, I would like the Content Expectations to stay as they are.  However, if I did not already have a fairly set curriculum to teach, I'm sure that I would feel differently. (  1444  )

As stated above, I want clearly articulated grade level expectations for science so that we will have improved continuity in instruction from grade to grade.  It will help us to eliminate gaps.  It will also help us to refine our assessment and have a much better idea of exactly what our students should know at the end of each grade.  Teachers, parents, and students deserve to know what the expectations for each grade is in science, just as we do in the other areas of the curriculum.  I do not understand why science would be the only area of the curriculum without grade level expectations. (  1530  )

At this time, unknown. (  1691  )

Based upon experience with the new Socials Studies expectations, there is a lot of unnecessary overlap between grades. The result is too many standards every year with material that is repeated.  We would not care to have this repeated in Science.  Also, we are multiage. With Grade Span Expectations, it allows the district the freedom to determine what is appropriate at each grade level and how it will be taught (with the resources it can afford). (  1926  )

Be having grade level expectations, then when students move from one district (or within the same district), they will all be provided with the same information at each of the grade levels.  Also, the grade level curriculum will be helpful to provide materials/labs that would specific to that grade. (  1875  )

Better able to provide more grade level appropriate materials, support, and common assessment. (  2174  )

Both sides of the issue have their merits.  Coming from a school that scores very well on the MEAP, this would be a needless mandate, and I fail to see where the funds will come from to make the transition if it were to occur.  Districts all over the state are already coming to the point of layoffs because their finances are so turned around.  I feel that this would make things worse and wouldn't affect the overall quality in the end.  This would be another instance of mandating for all to fix the problems of a few.  In the end, it is up to the district to create a quality program. ( 996  )

By grade spans, districts that have spent ten of thousands of dollars on curriculum will have the flexibility to adjust.  Many districts have spent a lot of money in research, training and materials; it would be unfair to have them realign everything because it does not fit a particular grade level. (  1874  )

By having  CE at grade levels it will be clear to the teaching staff what should be taught at each grade level. (  2161  )

By moving to grade level expectations, we will be mandating that programs now in use will be thrown out.  We have scored in the top 5% in the state for years and will be forced to make a change that would only serve to satisfy a group of people who seem to think that their way is the only way.  To them, I say, show me where they have been part of a program that has scored as high as us in a school over 2200 hs students!  Schools should be able to make their own decisions about grade level content!  What fits one school the best will not always work for another district.  It would be counter productive and expensive for many. (  1047  )

Children would have the same GLCE's throughout the state which would help us accommodate all students.  Resources could be shared among districts. (  1508  )

Clear expectations leave no room for doubt.  As a teacher, it's nice to know exactly what is to be mastered and at what level.  When I first started teaching 7 years ago, I was handed a science notebook with vague lessons (and no background information) and a science book teacher's manual (and told--we don't teach much in the book--just what matches the county curriculum).  It was very frustrating and I felt like I muddled my way through science that year. (  2085  )

Content Expectations according to Grade Levels would allow districts to better meet the needs of each individual district. (  1089  )

Currently, my district dictates units to be taught, but specific curriculum objectives are not spelled out by grade level. (  1209  )

Districts - mine included - DO NOT have the resources to reconfigure the curriculum.  New texts, materials, teacher training ---- all these are costly.  Also -- grade spans allow teachers to differentiate instruction, and better meet student needs. (  2009  )

Districts are interested in pacing the grade level curriculum to have common assessments to drive student learning (  1105  )

Districts have invested greatly in crafting their scope and sequence. We shouldn't send them back to the drawing board just to follow suit with the other core contents - which went to grade level because of a federal requirement. ( 943  )

Districts need to have some flexibility in when concepts are taught. (  1211  )

Districts offer science courses in various sequences at the high school level.  For example, we offer Physical Science - Biology - Chemistry - Physics as a typical four year sequence.  This works for us.  Some districts have an Biology - Earth Science - etc. sequence and, albeit, it works for them. (  1221  )

Due to the consistent nature of the Michigan Science Curriculum over the past 14 years, which I believe reflects the quality of that curriculum, the science program is currently one of the strongest in the state.  Our districts, and many others I am aware of, have established a science curriculum that is based on the concept of spiraling and expanding on topics (benchmarks).  The spiraling sequence has been determined, with much thought and investment of resources, by the district.  Maintaining a grade span configuration to the content expectation document would allow for increased clarification of learning expectations for our students and create minimal disruption to existing successful curriculum.  Without the requirement of a grade level test, assigning content expectations to grade levels would create undue disruption to existing successful programs. (  2177  )

Each grade needs clear expectations for that grade--not a "span" (  1984  )

Especially for new teachers coming in.  It is much easier to get a handle on what is expected.   We do not have any science textbooks K-3.   This way everything will be covered by each grade (  2094  )

Every district already has grade level expectations. Making them change to a state mandated set of grade level expectations would be difficult for teachers and costly for districts. (  1035  )

Everything is aligned and equipment and books purchased for each grade level. ( 994  )

Existing curricula has been carefully developed using the grade spans.  All districts are different in student background experience.  Science doesn't have the sequential nature that math and reading do.  Social studies operates in broad concepts.  It would be like saying life science for first grade, physical science for second and so on. ( 995  )

Extensive work has been done to weave the content into more than one grade level.  An introductory group of lessons would be done in k-1, a more extensive teaching unit in grades 3-4 and an extension unit in grades 5-6.  It would be very disruptive and would cause some of the concepts to be "lost in the cracks" if a statewide GLCE would be mandated.  Some topics would not be taught. (  1094  )

Financially, it would be extremely difficult to go to grade level expectations.  We would have to get new texts, more supplies, etc.  We could not afford that right now. (  1037  )

For many of the reasons cited in the first position paper. Also, we are converting the report cards to reflect GLEC's in the other 3 areas per grade level and science could be done this way, too. (  1865  )

For the majority of school districts, the curriculum resources used to teach the content expectations have been purchased for specific content areas.  If science goes to Science GLCE, it will put a financial burden on the district when most districts are experiencing financial difficulties. ( 959  )

GLCE will allow teachers to focus on what specifically needs to be taught  in each grade rather than having to wade through a large quantity of information.  The easier the information is for teachers to find, learn, and use- the more likely they are to do so.  Teachers are bombarded with a vast amount of curriculum to cover, why not make the expectations more clear and the job more do-able? (  1469  )

GLCE's will clarify what our teachers should teach at each grade level.  No more  "we did that last year". (  1041  )

GLCE's will get everyone on the same page and will ultimately answer the question, "Is your curriculum aligned."  Districts will have no choice but to direct PD to improving instruction and delivery to improve test scores. ( 966  )

GLCE's would make it very clear to all teachers exactly what they are responsible to teach. NCLB fits in well with glce's and all other content area's are moving in this direction and having to realign curricula, so it makes sense science follows suit. (  1810  )

Going to Grade Level Content Expectations would help align science education with ELA and Math, thus making it easier to ascertain what students should learn in each grade. (  1109  )

Going to Grade level expectations that cover several different content areas (Earth, Life, and Physical science ) every year would mean a mixed science curriculum would have to be adopted at every grade level.   This type of change would cost many districts that already have a set curriculum at each grade level a huge amount of money for new texts and materials. I would rather keep the current system of grade span testing in place.  If grade span testing is no longer politically correct then it would make more sense to test by scientific content area in Junior high and High school. (  1885  )

Grade is working in our district. (  2093  )

Grade level content expectations for science, I believe, would increase the number of age-appropriate, benchmark-specific materials available.  Also, it would alleviate gaps in students' knowledge who frequently move from district to district. (  2078  )

Grade level content expectations spell out what needs to be taught at each level which makes it easier to plan for. (  2069  )

Grade Level Content Expectations would provide a clear guide for what teachers are responsible for helping students learn at each grade level.  Currently, teachers teach whatever content they want, or, choose, causing some benchmarks and standards to not be learned while others are learned too much.  Specific content areas at each grade level will provide students with the necessary learning to meet state and federal requirements for improved academic achievement. (  1861  )

Grade level content expectations would provide uniformity within Genesee which would be a real plus. (  1703  )

Grade level expectation would allow districts state wide to provide a more unified curriculum.  This would insure that when students move from district to another, there will not be gaps in their science education. (  1049  )

Grade level expectations are more specific and easier to deal with.  I like to know what I am responsible to teach. (  1238  )

Grade level expectations could do nothing but help. I realize that many districts have spent large portions of there budget building programs according to grade span expectations. But switching to GLE would only mean the shifting of those kits to the appropriate grade. We now live in a society where testing has become the definition of success and Quality. As teachers we all know what we are to teach, but each child comes to us with a mere smattering of information that may or may not be what they should have learned. With GLE each and every district will know exactly what should be taught and where. I can only foresee that with specific GLE that there could be more collaboration among districts furthering the overall quality of science education. Along with Collaboration comes district wide in-services that could Target specific grade levels and best practice. (  2180  )

Grade level expectations help with planning and ensuring that the correct curriculum is being taught. (  1985  )

Grade level expectations secure the conformity of education that teachers desire.  If we had specific grade level expectations then we would be able to have a more cohesive educational program.  Teachers would know exactly what knowledge students are coming to them with and not just assuming they had a broad range of information that could fall within the span guidelines.  This would help teachers focus on more substantial information  to present to students and allow for the greater level of comprehension by the learner. (  1119  )

Grade level expectations would ... 1. help with students who move from one school to another within the state 2. provide a market for aligned materials, kits and text book type products 3. support subject integration 4. provide a high quality grade level guide for all districts 5. allow annual test development at ISD's 6. raise the level of concern for good science instruction for all 7. send the message that science is as important as the other core content areas (  1158  )

Grade level expectations would be much clearer and allow for students to change school districts without as many problems as currently exist.  Additionally, development of materials aimed at specific grade levels could be coordinated better (  1258  )

Grade level expectations would help us better serve our transfer students. (  2072  )

Grade level expectations would make a more sequential process flow and make different districts to be aliened by curriculum. I do agree with the need for instructional  development. ( 986  )

Grade level expectations would severely limit the district's flexibility. We have developed a curriculum based on student needs and the strengths of staff. Re-aligning our curriculum to meet grade level expectations would be costly & time-consuming, and would be unlikely to improve instruction. (  1902  )

Grade level expectations would take a lot of pressure off the teachers to spend time aligning on their own, and would insure that each grade has a responsibility to teach some of the benchmarks.  We do not expect the 12th grade teachers to teach everything that the student missed for 12 years before graduation, why then should the 5th and 8th grade teachers be expected to play catch up for the MEAP. (  1911  )

Grade level expectations, as in the other subject areas, make it very clear to teachers and administrators what is to be taught at each grade.  It is also valuable to parents.  They are able to see what is expected at each grade level.  For transient students, it allows for an easier transition into the classroom because each grade will be teaching the same curriculum. (  2045  )

Grade level is more specific and TIMELY.  Students come and students go from the district, and that makes us responsible for what they did or did not learn during a "grade span" in a different district. (  1854  )

Grade Level seems too limiting.  If materials are developed for a specific grade, some students would not benefit because we know that there are various levels within each grade level (reading ability, knowledge base).  It seems that grade level in science would limit the teachers/schools/districts ability to choose what is appropriate for their students. (  1002  )

Grade levels would make curriculum writing easier and make our alignment across the district much more thorough. (  1990  )

Grade Span approach allows our district to better serve students by design a curriculum that meets our districts needs.  for example, with our 6th grade classes as part of the elementary, we have chosen units that a both developmentally appropriate to this age as well as topics that all self-contained classroom teacher feel comfortable teaching.  We have built in looping of topics and chosen a theme that is repeated throughout each unit in a year.  Grade Level Content Expectations does not allow for local autonomy. (  2183  )

Grade span does not spell out what you need to teach in your grade and it is impossible to effectively test all benchmarks K-4, 5-7 or 8-10 grades.  It truly is a game of shuffle and reshuffle for the curriculum director and staff to match time available to time to adequately cover content.   As the benchmarks evolve we always play another game of give and take to accommodate shifts in the emphasis that is included or excluded from the benchmarks to fit time frames. (  1832  )

Grade Span Science Content Expectations provides room in a districts' curriculum to make the determination as to what content is appropriate within the strengths and weaknesses of the teaching staff, student population, and community resources.  Districts are making great strides and progress in educating our students in Science.  Teachers are finally getting comfortable with the skills and content they have been asked to teach. Countless hours and dollars have been spent to support teachers in their science teaching endeavors. Meaningful curriculum with teacher ownership and participation is going to be implemented in a far more meaningful and coherent manner than a government mandated curriculum.   The teaching of science differs greatly from teaching language arts and math. Language Arts and math are very dependent on skills based instruction. Teaching science must combine the skills necessary to do science with the content necessary to understand science and the nature of the world.  As all educators are well aware, children learn at different paces and most often those paces are dependent on the learners environment, experiences, and out of school support system.  Administrators and teachers can best gauge the learning factors within their district.  What is appropriate to teach in a second grade classroom in an inner city school may not be appropriate to teach in a second grade classroom in a rural school.  It is far more logical to be able to say that all students at the end of the 4th grade should be able to do and know a set of expectations than to put the same responsibility on all students at a specific grade level.   When asked about the discrepancy between the grade level decision for Math and Language Arts and grade span in Science, my response is because science is taught on two levels, skills and content. Science instruction is determined on students abilities to attach what they see and do in the real world to the content and skills of science. The professionals that live and work in a community are best equipped to determine the life experiences their population has and how it can be tied to the curriculum. ( 967  )

Grade spans allows for units that cover specific materials which give up more time to teach the needed curriculum (  2048  )

Grade spans allows us to customize the material to what we feel is age appropriate for our district.  We look at the maturity of our students and curriculum being taught across the grades and make decisions based on these facts. (  2086  )

Grade spans give school more leeway in delivering the State Curriculum. HOWEVER!  If the State of Michigan believes in middle school concept, then testing should support it.  When State Level Tests of any kind, (MEAP or any others) are administered to students in October of their 8th grade year, then our schools should be organized 5th, 6th and 7th curriculum and 8th graders should be moved to the H.S.   Few believe that 8th graders are ready for a HS environment.  Schools that have been successful on the MEAP tests in the past should be allowed to deliver their curriculum they way feel best fits the students of their community.  A change in test date is a sudden and drastic change in curriculum and severely effects a districts SCOPE AND SEQUENCE.  People make changes without considering the impact on currently used texts, programs, etc.  I do not agree with MORE testing.  We already miss enough class time with testing the way it is now.  L.A. MEAP tests are taken in blocks of time that do not match anyone’s daily schedule so all subjects and the entire building of students have to alter their schedules to accommodate the length of certain tests.  The State should consider the length of  an average classroom period and keep testing segments in those time periods.  It is ok to extend it a day to allow enough time.  But an entire district should not lose classroom time to accommodate this one test. (  1000  )

Grade spans keeps the control in the local district.  Grade level would be prohibitive to making choices as to what is taught according to expertise of the teacher. ( 947  )

Grade spans or grade level are not the answer - both of these are leading to teaching less science. If having to choose, at least the spans still permit some flexibility. (  1062  )

Grade spans provide greater flexibility for the varied school districts across the state of Michigan (  1743  )

Grade spans would align with current plans for MEAP Science Testing at grades 5, 8, and 11. (  1755  )

Grades spans expectations allows our district to cover the state guidelines as is appropriate for our student body with our current teaching staff and resources. To change to grade level expectations would require us to re-do all of the work we have already done in aligning our curriculum to the state guidelines. (  2066  )

Greater choice for each grade level to teach individual topics. ( 945  )

Having grade level expectations will allow greater opportunities for directed professional development, resources can be grade appropriate, less confusion among the grades.  When the grade level testing is required of science we will be ready.  This week I heard from the governor's mouth that the state is going to do course specific benchmarks for all high school courses.  That includes science - if we have benchmarks at high school why would we not have elementary and middle school. (  1826  )

Having grade level would make everybody at every level more accountable for what they are teaching and we would know what they covered at the previous levels. Teachers won't be able to do what they want to do if they have distinct grade level expectations (  1989  )

Having worked on curriculum aligning projects, I feel that districts have created science curriculums at levels that match their students.  Much planning and professional development has been put into implementing curriculum for K-8 students.  Since science is taught with grade span expectations, districts have more choice and flexibility as to the content area and how it is taught.  This is where the choice of expectations should be made. At the current time, I work in a district where little planning is now taking place in deciding the science content expectations.  Most of the content standards at grade level have been decided by the ISD, now renamed, NCRESA. I highly doubt that my district will choose a path different than recommended by the ISD, especially as extra money is spent on basics rather than the analyzing of science content expectations and standards.  My district will go along with what the ISD has organized instead of looking at curriculum on its own. I really do not agree with this because there is no one at the ISD that specializes in science and although they may have a basic understanding of scientific concepts I do not feel they are more qualified than the science teachers to decide grade level science content expectations.  I would rather see districts have the autonomy to decide science content expectations themselves. (  1871  )

Holds grade level more responsible for content. All subjects aligned the same way. Makes sense to change it. (  1115  )

I (we) feel that a change to grade level expectations state-wide would make clear to all teachers (in our district) that they must cover expectations. (  1296  )

I agree that many districts have already put into place at considerable expense good, solid inquiry-based programs and should not have to change.  We have wasted much money over the years in MI making schools change things that were already working well.  Also, GLCE's do not take in to account programs for the wide range of students in a system, particularly those gifted or learning disabled. (  1951  )

I agree with Kim Palmers position.  Some freedom should be left up to the districts. (  1972  )

I agree with the author of the grade span position paper that evolving to grade level content expectations will not guarantee better instruction and may make folks with a vested interest in the existing curriculum angry.  I will have to fight that value.  What I see and hear from teachers, though, indicates that in spite of all that has been done, many are not taking science instruction seriously.  Clearly written and well thought out content expectations that are made mandatory at the state level may help.  I also feel that this will best serve the interests of our more mobile population. (  1698  )

I agree with the first position paper that ultimately GLCE's will improve science educations for students across the state.  Students who move will benefit.  ISD's will better meet PD needs and ultimately more high quality materials will be developed. My only concern is that the GLCE's must be thoughtfully developed with consideration of existing curriculum materials--STC, FOSS, Battle Creek.  We can't ask districts to reinvent the wheel. (  1009  )

I agree with the grade level, especially for children who might leave a school and continue some where else.  Some continuity in the districts will help.  Also this will help prevent topics from being repeated. (  1043  )

I am concerned about this big of a change. It would be very hard to purchase materials to teach science if we changed each grade level's benchmarks. Are the benchmarks going to spiral? Are the benchmarks going to be age appropriate? Will there be groups of benchmarks that are similar so that teachers can teach units of study? These are some of my concerns. (  2206  )

I am not sure of my district's position. (  2163  )

I am not sure want info you are looking for. (  2190  )

I am not very involved in the K-8 curriculum, so I do not feel confident in explanations. ( 985  )

I am unaware of my districts feelings. (  2178  )

I am wondering who would be in charge of grade level expectations.  I know Michigan State University has done extensive studies on the number of concepts and types of concepts that should be covered at each grade level.  If we were to make changes to the curriculum state wide, I would want it to be done correctly.  Researchers from MSU should be involved in this state curriculum.  Otherwise, leave things as they are! (  1476  )

I answered "I do not have an opinion on this issue" to question #11 because there are pros and cons to both sides and "undecided" was not an option.  Leaving the CE's as they are in Grade Spans allows educators at each level to teach to the benchmarks in which they feel most knowledgeable and competent in.  Also, it allows the educator the freedom to move through benchmarks of different strands that have some of the same key concepts to provide a natural transition from unit to unit.  However, there definitely is a problem with transient students that move from district to district.  These students often miss out on the exposure to certain curriculum while on the other hand, are faced with sitting through certain topics more than once.  In regard to GLCE's, the transient student dilemma would be solved.  However, I would like to express my opinion of the "Draft" GLCE published in 2002.  I have found that the GLCE's as written, at least at the middle school level, are not practical in the actual classroom.  It is very difficult to plan and execute cohesive units for those benchmarks that have been broken up into two or three grade levels (for example: III.5.MS.2).   This division of benchmarks often contributes to short units with little continuity between units.  Also, with each grade level having to address bits and pieces of many benchmarks, time becomes a grave issue and an educator can end up having to cram to cover all assigned benchmarks.  In closing, if the GLCE's are adopted, I hope that the draft will be reevaluated and for some benchmarks, rewritten. (  1234  )

I believe that there should be Content Expectations for Science just as there are for the other 3 core areas.  Teachers then are aware of what they are responsible for and it would follow a consistent plan with the other 3 areas. If it is done by Grade Span, I believe that some teachers will not take ownership for content expectations that teachers in higher grades count on for laying groundwork. (  2172  )

I believe if the content expectations in other subject areas will be aligned by grade levels that it makes sense to keep science consistent and also align it by grade levels.  I have noticed that keeping teachers updated with the curriculums is one of the most challenging tasks for a district.  New teachers enter grades each year and curriculum changes occur.  Having one consistent form of documentation would at least streamline one part of the process.  This may help insure the appropriate person provides kids with all the necessary science content at the correct time. (  1083  )

I believe it is best for the children of Michigan to have the Grade Level Content Expectations.   Our society is a moving society.  It would be great for a child who moves to a new district not to spend a year repeating what they learned the previous year due to Grade Spans.  If our object is to align curriculum, then all district should be aligning to the same thing in the same year.  Our expectations are for every child to learn the curriculum.  It is a disservice to our students and districts especially in the time of NCLB if we do not use the GCLE especially since the testing of each subgroup is very important to the future.  In our district, the children who seem to move are the ones at the lowest economic level.  We need to make it more consistent for ALL children. (  1051  )

I believe it would be more in line with the other subject areas if science were also to have grade level expectations rather than content expectations. Although this may seem restrictive to some, I feel it would be helpful to most teachers, especially new, overwhelmed teachers just entering the field! (  1003  )

I believe that all content areas should be similar.  It is silly to do grade level in all contents EXCEPT science.  Consistency is the key. ( 999  )

I believe that Grade Level Content Expectations are necessary since our students are so mobile today.  They miss out on learning benchmarks or in some cases get a repeat of the info. ( 981  )

I believe that grade level science curriculum is better because you know what a child is suppose to know at each grade as opposed to trying to figure out who will teach what when curriculum is spans. Having it set up like that opens the door to some parts not being taught because the teacher thought the last or next have or will cover a topic. (  2118  )

I believe that science should have grade level expectations just like math and language arts.  This would make is easier to have consistency across grade levels. (  2192  )

I believe that to align by grade level our district would have to make some changes.  Our current curricula creates gaps between buildings and grade levels. Upper elementary aligns with the elementary curricula not the Middle school expectations.   If we had a clear step by step path I believe that text companies would create Michigan specific support materials and the MEAP would not be such a crap shoot.  Accountability and problem areas would be easier to manage.  As a example, currently at our MS, we have five different texts to juggle. For my new staff that makes their heads swim.  The sixth grade has mini books geared for elementary.  At the seventh grade level we have a huge learning curve for our students to step up to. (  1122  )

I believe the greatest problem with the grade span approach is that no one takes the responsibility to make sure the different areas and topics are covered.  If the teacher does not "enjoy" the topical area, i.e. electricity, or the solar system, they assume it will be covered by someone else along the way.  Even with the best communication, there are too many subject goals that are left uncovered. (  1890  )

I believe there would be more accountability for students and teachers.  I also believe that networking among grade level teachers would be easier and beneficial to teachers and students. (  2199  )

I believe we all have strengths and weaknesses to our science programs.   When we looked at changing to meet the Michigan standards, we looked at  which subjects we like and also some that needed to be changed due to age appropriateness.  It makes our teachers happier thus lessons are taught better. (  1828  )

I believe, regardless of the work done by other districts, that our main goal for science education should be the needs of the students of this state.  With a Grade-Span curriculum, there is no guarantee that they will receive teaching in each area, especially if they move around.  We need to be unified in our curriculum efforts. (  2006  )

I did earlier. ( 950  )

I do not have a district (see notes above) but know that districts who have already done the work to dove-tail the science curriculum throughout the district will be challenged to repeat the process. A change of this magnitude rewards those districts who did not move towards alignment. (  1999  )

I do not know (  2187  )

I do not teach those levels and am new to the district so do not have the information needed to make a fair assessment (  2018  )

I don't feel confident about where my district stands. (  2074  )

I feel a change to grade level expectations would solidify what is to be taught by a particular teacher in a particular grade.  This will also make it easier to develop resources (texts, etc) for use within a classroom. (  2082  )

I feel if content expectations were changed to Grade Levels, teachers in higher grades could depend more on prerequisite skills necessary for learning new materials.  Without the grade level expectations, some skills may never be mastered because assumptions are made that students learned it in another grade, when in fact they didn't. (  1042  )

I feel it would force the teachers currently not teaching science correctly to do so.  I sometimes think that the teachers have too much freedom in the curriculum and not everything is covered effectively from class to class. (  1032  )

I feel science is very strong in our district because of strong leadership (science coordinator for K-12),educational opportunities for writing and in some cases rewriting curriculum, and training to teach the science curriculum intended for the grade level.  I believe the trend is for grade level expectations... they are clear for the whole state.  I think GLCE will make for more consistent delivery across all of MI.  I think with the strong base we have through MSTA it will be possible and the document stronger because it will be based upon a foundation of solid instructional practices.  Thank you (  1964  )

I feel that grade level expectations would encourage all teachers in the district and state to be on the same playing field.  At the present time not all students are receiving the same education. (  1095  )

I feel that having content expectations changed to be grade level specific would benefit all involved (students, teachers, and administrators).  It would be easier for students that have to move to a new district to have the same or similar curriculum and expectations as in their old school.  It would be advantageous for teachers because it would enable us to be more effective, knowing exactly what should be taught to and understood by the students for each grade level; not every few grades. (  2198  )

I feel that if grade level standards are put into place, there will be no questioning who is responsible for teaching which standard.  This will also occur throughout the state.  This allows teachers to access prior knowledge from previous grade levels without wondering if the standard has been taught yet.  It also aids the education process for the transient population that move around within the state.  In 2003-2004, over 40% of my students taking the MEAP had been at my building for under one year's time. (  2043  )

I feel that science should be structured the same as the other core subject areas.  Most teachers teach other core classes and it would be beneficial for everyone if all expectations for all classes were organized the same way.  This would also help administration, Para pros, and support specialists understand how they can help with science.  If they can read a document that is structured like most of the other documents they are working with everyone will be on the same page and it will truly benefit science.  Also, teachers want specifics!  The grade level expectations I have seen for other core areas are specific.  Science is too broad.  Teachers become very frustrated trying to figure out how far to go with a benchmark.  Some teachers could be missing the target all together.  Grade level content expectations would help more science teachers to focus in on what is important without stepping onto another grade level's expectation. (  1938  )

I feel there needs to be specific expectations for each grade level through out the state.  With each school district interpreting the content expectations for grade spans, there is not a consistency between school districts as to what is taught at each grade level.  Students could miss material when they move around between school districts. (  2040  )

I find it frustrating to get a new student who proclaims that "we did that in 7th grade" and he came from a school just one community away.  Seems reasonable to expect local school districts, even across the same state, to have similar curriculum.  Other areas accomplish this, why can't we?  (Mostly because of comfort zone -- teachers don't want to teach outside an area they haven't taught before.) (  1869  )

I guess the reason that I don't have an opinion is because I can see the positives to both sides.  It would be nice to have a consistent state curriculum at each grade level.  But at the same time the autonomy to decide is nice.   But I guess what holds be back from deciding is my greatest concern - who is going to decide this?  What philosophies represent best practice for student learning ("scaffolding" or content area grouping)?  What about all of the money that districts have already put into designing curriculums, training teachers, and purchasing materials?  We are already struggling with finances and I foresee that more sweeping changes would cause greater financial obligations to districts.  And finally we should not make decisions on our own content because other content areas are.  Math, LA, and Social Studies are very different in their development.  I guess my final statement is -if there is going to be change then it needs to be done quickly and effectively.  I am tired of waiting for the state to decide what it is going to do - case in point the current "Span" work is still at step one on a nine step process.  Teachers are waiting to see what is going to happen before they make major changes and then find out that the decisions are meaningless. (  1070  )

I have a Bachelor of Science degree and I have worked in research at the university.  My experiences make me a believer in the unit approach, not spiraling, in teaching and learning science.  Without the time to fully develop basic concepts, how can there ever be true learning.  I feel that spiraling science content would cause understanding to be fragmented. (  1068  )

I have been active in writing our curriculum, aligning our curriculum, and developing the units to support our curriculum over the past 10 years.  Our scores on the Science MEAP are among the highest in the county.  I do not see any reason that justifies reworking what apparently is working well.  The administrators have a need to justify their jobs.  They seem to think, if I'm not changing things I won't look good.  My concern is change for the sake of change.  I don't need anymore of my time wasted. (  2173  )

I have found the GLCEs to be very helpful in LA and math.  It does bring consistency around the state for the highly transient students, of which we have many.  It also allows better use of the ISD professional development as grade  levels across the ISD can meet to discuss curriculum together.   The more we can clarify and give specific expectations to the teachers, the better able they are to meet the needs of all children. ( 974  )

I have no idea (  1241  )

I have not consulted with my district on this issue. (  1090  )

I have seen the benefit of grade level content expectations is the other three core content areas.  GLCE's have required the state to clarify fuzzy standards.  They have required teachers to decide what exactly they are trying to teach, which has led them to why and how.  I think science is more difficult to do this for (as is Social Studies) because the content and skills get muddied.  Science folks should look at the way the Soc. St. folks did theirs because they handled the content well and have provided a sufficient framework for spiraling skills. (  2049  )

I have worked on the project  in Lansing and have worked on two curriculum revisions for my district.   I think that if the districts are diligent in supporting teachers the grad span method would have the least disruption on school finances and the god job that is being done would continue.  We did align to the benchmarks and it would be an undue burden to have to do it again so soon. ( 965  )

I have worked with teachers and directly under our director of instruction for 8 years in my district.  For the most part, teachers tell me, "...just tell me what to teach and I will do it".  While my district has not formally taken a position on this question, my discussions with my supervisor have been of the mind that we are headed for county & then, state curriculum.  Those have not been negative conversations.  In other conversations I have had with teachers, they have indicated that the GLCE's in math are going to really help them. They appear to be the first thing that really hit them as a positive from the state to give them a clear picture of what is expected of them & their students.  I believe it would open more opportunity for "lesson study" as a county experience, where after meaningful lesson development is done together in teams of teachers, they could observe one another in classrooms from other districts and discuss the results of the lesson.  The dialogue amongst teachers as professionals is really how we will bring about change in how science is taught.  While this is possible without GLCE's, it would helpful for teachers to have grade-level content in common.  Then, the discussion becomes "how do I get kids engaged in the content, what kind of questions do I ask, & how do I know when they understand"?  For these reasons, I believe it would be a good move to adopt grade-level content expectations in science. (  2175  )

I just think they should throw them out and let us teach.  All of this red tape stuff doesn't help me teach any better.  It just muddles up my ability to teach. (  1021  )

I like the Grade level expectations to be the same across the state.  It makes sense.  Especially since it is done in the other content areas. ( 978  )

I like the spans, because the district has flexibility with curriculum changes and staffing to meet the needs of their students. (  1024  )

I prefer grade span expectations as this will allow the local districts to decide what is the best material to teach at each grade level. It gives local districts more control over their curriculum and flexibility to change. (  1895  )

I see the value in having grade level expectations and think it would benefit students who move around the state. (  2205  )

I t would seem to me that GLCE would make it easier to make sure topics are covered at the appropriate time.  We all live and die with the MEAP so being sure what is going to be on the MEAP and when would be facilitated by using GLCE.  If we need to move things to another grade level, it shouldn't be that big a problem with materials.  It's the training that will be more difficult.  I would love to know exactly what to teach and not have to negotiate with the other grade levels to figure out who is teaching what.  I would support changing to the GLCE. ( 939  )

I teach fifth grade.  We are now doing middle school curriculum in fifth grade.  Fifth grade is not middle school. ( 976  )

I tend to agree with Ms. Palmer's position.  My district faces large budget reductions.  We have already met with science teachers to make the necessary curricular changes for the upcoming MEAP's in the elementary and middle school.  Our district is balking at buying new materials to accommodate those shifts in fourth, fifth and eighth grades.  If we change over to GLCE's, our district will be unable to purchase the new materials needed to meet those guidelines.    We also run into problems with teacher certifications at the middle school, especially.  Some of our teachers are certified K-6.  Others are 7-12.    Here's an example.  We currently teach earth science in sixth grade, life science in seventh grade and physical science in eighth grade.  Our middle school is 6-8th grades.  Our physical science teachers are "highly qualified" to teach physical science.  If the GLCE's come in and dictate that physical science is to be taught at the sixth grade, these teachers are no longer "highly qualified" as their certification extends down to seventh grade only.  We take a core of teachers and now need to shift them up to the high school??  Because science teachers have highly specialized degrees and areas of certification, our only choice is a Grade Span Expectation!! (  1019  )

I think all students could greatly benefit from grade level expectations.  We are teaching students to be competitive in a global world and I think it would be a good way to level the playing field.  The development of grade level expectations would make sure that all information is covered, it would eliminate the number of gray areas in the science curriculum. (  1298  )

I think doing it by grade levels would give some districts the specificity they need to nail down what they need to do for science.  Also since, we are only testing in grades 5, 8 and 11, there should be no requirement that the grade levels CE's have to be taught in a specific grade, just that they have to be taught sometime before the test is given.  So the districts that need the specificity can have it and the districts that have a well written curriculum that differs in some ways from the grade level CE's can keep theirs, knowing that they are teaching all the necessary skills before the test is given. ( 962  )

I think if the state made GLCE's districts and teachers would find it easier to get through all the material that they are asked to teach. (  1888  )

I think it will help local school district's align their curriculums if the state assigns grade levels to the content expectations. (  1872  )

I think it would be clearer to know exactly what to teach for each grade level, rather than grade span.  Unfortunately, we are held to the MEAP standards on how we perform to the test. (  2140  )

I think It would be more equalized around the state if we were all teaching the same Content Expectations in the same grade. It would be more equitable. (  1979  )

I think it would be much better if all districts taught the same material in the same grades.  There would be a lot less confusion among what is taught at each level and the students, which is the reason we are teachers, would be less confused. (  2037  )

I think it would improve the quality of teaching if we knew everything that we were to teach at each specific grade.  It would assist new coming teachers and would push the universities to restructure how they teach teachers to teach.  As a district, this could make things quite a bit easier for the MEAP preparations as well.  If we are to follow No Child Left Behind, this would make expectations a little bit easier to understand especially if you are getting teachers into a subject that they majored in, but might not have taught in let's say for quite some time. (  2188  )

I think middle school and high school teachers would like to see the content expectations changed to grade level expectations so that we can better prepare our students for the MEAP.  If we stay with grade span expectations, would the MEAP office stay with the testing schedule that is currently given or would they  still be going to yearly testing?  If they move to yearly testing, it would only be fair to know what expectations students would be tested on.  As a district we could align more closely with the content expectations at each grade level.  Within the State curriculum, even if we moved to grade level expectations,  there is still an enormous amount of flexibility for teachers to pull resources they feel cover the benchmarks most effectively.  Our district has spent a great deal on kits for our elementary classrooms, however, kits should not drive the curriculum.  I believe all districts, especially under funded schools, would benefit from content expectations that are grade level as opposed to grade span.  No one is left guessing as to what information should be focused on at each level.  Districts can make better curriculum decisions based on a more stream lined document.  Regional educational centers can provide grade level, content specific professional development opportunities.  With grade level expectations across the curriculum, more interdisciplinary units can be developed.  Hopefully, leading to greater student understanding of the content they are expected to learn. It make sense to have each subject area on the same page with regards to  grade level content expectations. (  1069  )

I think that by keeping it grade level you will be able to be more specific than general in you teaching (  1905  )

I think that grade level expectations would allow teachers to teach specific topics and focus on a few major themes throughout the year. It would also allow students to be able to transfer from school to school without totally switching curriculums, relearning material, or missing material. ( 979  )

I think that teachers need a clearer idea of what they are to emphasize in each grade and I agree that it would be nice to have some consensus around this issue on a statewide level. ( 951  )

I think that the Science Expectations should be changed to grade level so that no matter what district a student attends, we can be assured that the content is consistent across the state.   I think that it would also facilitate addressing professional development needs of staff at all grade levels. (  2055  )

I think that we need to be able to build on science knowledge.  The only way to ensure that we are able to build is to have guidelines that state what each student should know at the end of each grade level.  I have had foreign exchange students come to the high school, they have had so much more science than our students here in the US.  We need to do something to make our science classes more rigorous. (  2164  )

I think the more specific the expectations, the more likely teachers are to cover all the benchmarks. (  1974  )

I think we would be able to better assess our students if we had specific expectations to follow.  I also think that all teachers would be teaching the same thing so you would not have that teacher that likes to teach plants and only teaches plants.  Also students will be tested on material that they learned the pervious year not on anything that they had learned in the last 4 years. (  1026  )

I value consistency and being able to plan ahead. Having grade level expectations like the other subjects will allow for that. Also it will treat science equally helping to hold teachers/grade levels accountable for their content. This would also help standardize our curriculum so it doesn't keep changing to different topics as it currently does. (  1189  )

I want Content Expectations to stay the way they are because of Advanced science students being able to pick and choose their way through the curriculum.  I am afraid that grade level will be a forced curriculum.  My district wants grade level because it will match math, social studies etc. ( 949  )

I would like the expectations of what to teach to be even clearer.  The state benchmarks are helpful, but sometimes vague. ( 952  )

I would like to be able to have a document showing what each teacher is to be teaching.  This takes away the guess work. (  1076  )

I would like to have grade level expectations because that helps me as an educator know exactly what I need to be teaching during my year and what the children need to know before proceeding on to other concepts. (  1759  )

I would like to see a recommended Grade Level Content Expectations eventually to help provide some consistency between districts. I do not believe they need to be done immediately since most districts have developed their curriculum based on the grade spans already. Perhaps if they come out in a year or two and then have a few years to switch to them it would provide consistency yet also would not seem like districts wasted money and time to do this on their own only to have the state change everything a couple years later. (  2200  )

I would like to see all of the core areas follow the same framework.  I think it would be much easier on teachers to follow.  There would be little discussion for what should be taught when with Content Expectations in Grade Level form.  It would also be easier for districts and administrators to follow up on who is teaching what and to see that material is being covered. (  2210  )

I would like to see more emphasis put on matching expectations to abilities.  Too many times topics are placed at levels students can not comprehend. (  1399  )

I would like to see more taught by 9th grade. (  1093  )

I would like to see specific concise age-level appropriate expectations for each grade level. (  1023  )

I would like to see the content expectations change to a grade level situation as then the curriculum makers and book writers can zero in more appropriately on what we need to teach. (  1013  )

I would like to see the Content Expectations change to Grade Levels, but I do not know my district's position on this issue. (  2139  )

I would like to see the Content Expectations stay the way they are.  This offers each school  district the ability to set it's own curriculum at each grade level.  This will also save money for those districts that have recently revised their curriculum and are in the first few years of a new cycle. (  1096  )

I would like to see the district change to Grade Level expectations.  I feel it would be more appropriate. (  1519  )

I would like to see the expectations stay grade span and maybe give a suggested grade level expectation.  This would  allow districts to slowly make alignment adjustments. (  1954  )

I would like to see the GLCE's stay as grade spans. Teaching a multiage classroom it is very challenging to match each student with a "grade" level. Children learn concepts when they are developmentally ready to learn them. When they are broken down by grade level, it does not meet their learning needs, but what is expected of them at their "grade" level. (  1420  )

I would like to see the grade spans because research shows that a Multi-age setting is what is best for the kids and to level them out during science would not be what is best practice. (  1020  )

I would only like Grade Level expectations IF MEAP testing will only cover 6th and 7th grade objectives. If MEAP will still be covering all grade levels I would prefer grade span objectives. (  2024  )

I would think that since we just spent several years realigning the curriculum to grade span expectations that my district would prefer not to change to grade level expectations, since a tremendous amount of time and funds were spent in accomplishing this.  Our district is one that uses an integrated approach to teaching science.  Life, physical and earth sciences are taught at each grade level.  If we were told we now had to choose a specific discipline for each grade level I do not believe the teachers would feel this was best for kids.  I know the sequence of content that we teach was well thought out with specific benchmarks being introduced first to lay the groundwork for better understanding of later benchmarks.  After seeing how the students have learned to think and interpret results based on the content sequence we chose I would have a hard time accepting a framework that might not be as conducive to the logical progression of content that we have come up with.  For schools that have expended funds on books and kits, making them totally redo their curriculum would be a hardship.  For those schools who teach integrates science vs. separate disciplines there would be hardship as well.  Some teachers would need to get a DX certificate if they were only certified in a specific discipline.  Although having grade level expectations might make it easier on a state level, it would cause hardship at the school level.  Schools should have a choice. (  1928  )

I'd like to have the necessary materials to teach the benchmarks for my grade level.  I don't feel like covering two topics is enough.  There should be a broader range of concepts taught each year, rather than teaching only a few concepts at each grade level.  That way, students will be exposed to multiple concepts each year, and will have a greater chance of mastering those concepts.  Hearing about something in first grade, and than never discussing it again until the MEAP test does not seem efficient to me. (  2186  )

I'm not for sure about our district's opinion. (  2171  )

I'm not sure what the district position is.  We will follow the decision made and adjust accordingly, as usual! (  1592  )

If content expectations are placed on specific grade levels then schools would be able to specifically see where students are not meeting expectations.  Also, if students transfer from one school to another then they should not be missing any benchmarks due to all classes being aligned. (  1700  )

If done from the state level, then more would follow. (  1074  )

If grade level content expectations were implemented, our district may have to address some significant realignment issues due to our current scope and sequence.  Additionally, the expense of professional development and materials realignment may be prohibitive.  We have spent hundreds of thousand of dollars implemented and refining our current curriculum.  Our students have been successful and our teachers are becoming very comfortable with the content at their grade levels.  Changes would involve a financial commitment which our district would have difficulty meeting. Also, science content is not necessarily sequential.  An electricity unit will be effective at fourth or fifth, for example.   However, if the assessments are locked in for five years, then districts will align their fourth and seventh grade science units to the content of the assessments.  This would be an unhealthy practice and one that should be avoided. (  1117  )

If grade level expectations are mandated by the state, teachers will be more likely to follow the guidelines.  It will also ensure that all students are on the same page.  We have many students who transfer in and out all year long, and if content expectations are grade level, I know my students will have had the appropriate curriculum. (  1858  )

If it is for the sake of additional standardized  testing, when do the teachers teach? Don't we test enough? It is not mandated by any state or federal law, then why go there? The state will not give the districts any money to restructure, where will the funding come from? Will the state pay for all the retraining of teachers instructing science?  I do not think so! (  1841  )

If it is to change to lowering the grade for middle school objectives then it should be grade level. (  1949  )

If it's not broke, why fix it? (  1492  )

If math, reading and social studies are organized by grade level expectations, then science should be too as it's an integral part of the curriculum. (  1488  )

If students are going to be tested yearly in science, as mandated in NCLB legislation, then Science GLCE are necessary for fairness - both to the students who are taking the test, and to the school districts and teachers who are being judged on the students' test performance.GLCEs would enable districts/teachers to teach the material that students will be expected to be proficient in on the yearly test.  That being said, GLCEs are only needed as long as annual science testing is mandated.  If and when it is not, GSCE are much more appropriate, allowing teachers and districts the freedom they need to design curriculum to best suit the needs of their particular student population.  As it stands right now, with the movement of the 8th grade science MEAP to October, versus February, students and their school districts are at a tremendous disadvantage, not knowing what benchmarks will be tested.  Without GLCEs, all the middle school content is fair game for the October MEAP,  despite losing 4 months of instructional time. GLCE would enable teachers to prepare students for annual "high stakes" testing, which is a fact of our lives right now, whether we agree with it or not! (  1052  )

If the government is eventually going to require grade level testing, then we are going to need grade level expectations, so we might as well do it now.  Districts that already have a curriculum in place (such as ours) will need to move things and "tweak" it, but all the pieces are already there.  Some teachers will have to learn to teach new curriculum, and some will lose their "favorite units," but ultimately it makes our curriculum more uniform state wide.  It will also add an accountability piece that some teachers may need. (  1679  )

If the K -8 curriculum changes to grade level expectations the high school curriculum will probably follow. Our school is designed on skill mastery and not grade level. Grade level expectations would put our students at a disadvantage and add additional obstacles to our curriculum development that do not support our instruction. (  1045  )

If things are working fine the way they are they should not be changed.  If we now have to teach according to the dictates of the MEAP then leave well enough alone. (  1976  )

If we are in compliance to NCLB then why change.  If we are aligned, then why go through all the expense to realign again.  The state will not give any additional funds to realign the curriculum or to retrain teachers.  Science is not as sequential as math.  Spans work well for science. ( 997  )

If we had grade level expectations it would tell us what is expected to be taught. (  1006  )

If we specifically had grade level expectations, I feel that it is more likely that they would be carried out.  By being in a grade span, some items could "accidentally" be missed as teachers assume that someone else has taught a particular topic.  In addition, as students change schools or districts, they often miss out on certain topics that are taught at different times in other places. ( 946  )

In an inquiry based, kits based program that already has had the benchmarks placed at grade levels, a new state-wide grade level program is unlikely to meet the many district developed curricular programs that address the new standards.  To make changes is too expensive in this time of very tight budgets. (  1011  )

In order to make it easier for students to move from one district to another, which happens frequently, I feel that grade level expectations would be better (  2141  )

Information isn't shared (  1208  )

It hasn't been discussed to my awareness. (  1044  )

It is a clear and concise roadmap in science now that we have the content expectations in grade spans. I worked closely on this project over the past two years and to change it now would be a disaster.  We finally have expectations that map to our areas and follow grade levels. We know what other grades touch these areas too which is extremely helpful! (  1313  )

It is easier for the nature center to plan appropriate activities if there is consistency in the age of the students. ( 983  )

It is easier to teach science when we have clear grade level expectations.  This way each grade knows what is expected of them and we can build on previous knowledge from the students (  1113  )

it is extremely important to know specifically what to teach at each grade level (  1261  )

It is important to assign specific expectations to a grade level so that if students move around, as quite often they do, the students do not develop gaps in their science education. Also, it would be easier to analyze the gaps in instruction if content could be identified by grade level. I also believe that science should be aligned to the other curricular areas, which do have specific grade level. It is important to be consistent. (  1971  )

It is much easy for elementary and middle teachers to have dialogue on how to improve student achievement when we KNOW the exact set of objectives that should be taught.  IF the state provides ONE set of Grade Level Content Expectations for science, then we can work with other districts to provide the professional dialogue that will lead to improved science achievement. (  1281  )

It is very difficult to test grade span expectations and even more difficult to assess at which grade level more time needs to be spent on certain subjects.  With a grade content expectation, each grade understands exactly what they are responsible for and this makes everyone better equipped to meet their responsibilities. (  1153  )

It is what is best for children!  Michigan science grade level expectations would provide a standard for curriculum development statewide. (  1840  )

It keeps the teachers inline with what they should be teaching in a subject area that often is ignored because teachers are not comfortable with the content. ( 973  )

It needs to be more grade specific. (  1004  )

It would be appropriate for all content area expectations to be consistent. Therefore, since the other areas are configured according to grade level expectations, science should be. ( 998  )

It would be extremely useful as a science teacher in a school that doesn't have specific curriculum set up.  There is also a high transition rate between our school and local schools.  Having specific grade level content would help to keep those students constantly moving an opportunity to get all the material they need.  This would also help new teachers to have a better path in planning their lessons. (  1081  )

It would be more consistent with the state for everyone to be teaching the same concepts.  Also, middle school grade span doesn't address that the benchmarks for 6-8 will now be tested in October of 8th grade.  What should we teach the rest of 8th grade?  The new 8th grade test should cover benchmarks from grades 5-7 to be fair and accurate. (  1014  )

It would be much easier to assign certain benchmarks to teachers if grade level expectations were published/used. (  2179  )

It would be nice to have the state give more direction per grade level so the children are ready for state testing. (  1945  )

It would be very costly to change to grade level expectations. We would like to decide what is appropriate for our students at each grade level. We have already put a great deal of time and effort into developing curriculum that is aligned to the state standards. (  2067  )

It would not be cost effective to make such a radical change in the way we deal with curriculum delivery. We also would have issues of not being "Highly Qualified" to deal with. Not all students in a particular grade level are ready for a particular discipline, the "span method" would allow more developmental time. (  1064  )

Just last year we realigned our curriculum to coordinate with the Battle Creek science kits we are in the process of purchasing.  I was under the impression that any change to grade-level expectations was not imminent.   Everyone understand that change is constant, but these changes should be adjustments not a total overhaul.  It is difficult to get already reluctant staff to embrace a curriculum when it changes dramatically from year to year.   Also, I believe that districts and local control should still be "allowed" without disadvantaging students in these districts.  (Will MEAP tests be written with grade-level rather than grade-span benchmarks?) (  2088  )

Kids come first, and if all districts teach the same basic information at the same time of year, children who move around a lot, will have a chance to have a more complete education.        I also like the Idea of more support from the ISD's.  The fact that they would be better able to provide support and develop common assessments for the schools they service . (  1060  )

Lack of money is a serious issue in education.   I feel it is reprehensible and a waste of money to rewrite goals for what is already working in Michigan's school districts. (  1183  )

Many districts including South Lyon have spent a great deal of funds to develop a program that meets all the benchmarks.  Requiring them to be taught at certain grade levels will not help but harm more districts. ( 987  )

More would be developed for each specific grade.  Middle school books would not be written for a three level span of reading - lower the level for those 6th graders. ( 970  )

Most of the teachers that I work with would really like to know what the state expects at each grade so that we can best serve our students and not repeat ourselves. (  1308  )

Moving the content expectations to grade level will make certain that all teachers will take a second look for best practices as it applies to the curriculum. (  1008  )

My answer to question 10 explains this. ( 963  )

My answers are already explained when I answered the questions. (  1749  )

My district (and I) believe that our aligned science curriculum is efficient in bringing our students the content they need to be successful science learners/students.  Grade level expectations would call for considerable shifting in the science materials, books, and teaching staff.  I do not believe that grade-level science expectations would be as beneficial for our students in Michigan, compared to our current grade-span expectations. (  1873  )

My District has a science curriculum aligned to the grade spans. (  1733  )

My district has already aligned the science curriculum to the frameworks and PURCHASED grade appropriate materials for each benchmark.  Grade  Level Expectations could force us to change what we are teaching - requiring the purchase of new materials, making our previous purchases obsolete.  We also teach in single disciplines at the middle school level, i.e. life or physical science.  I anticipate that GLC expectations would have integrated objectives - making many of our teachers who have become highly qualified - not.  We have few generally certified/highly qualified teachers ( 989  )

My district has everything in place with the current grade span expectations. We are using kits and our expenses would increase if we have to change or eliminate kits. I have worked on our math curriculum after the new GLCE's were released and we are struggling to find materials to accomplish what the state wants us to accomplish with limited budgets. ( 969  )

My district has made their opinion known but also include in their explanation the pros and cons of each. (  1306  )

My district has not done much with science the last few years since buying the battle creek science kits. (  2071  )

My district has spent considerable time and money to design a curriculum that addresses state standards and benchmarks. GLCEs  would disrupt what we have in place. (  2083  )

My district has worked incredibly hard to develop a solid curriculum that meets state standards and provides enriching scientific exploration for students at all grade levels.  I actually worked collaborative with my district's science coordinator and several other teachers to develop and write these curriculum guides.  A tremendous amount of thought, research and resources (time and money) went into these units.  It would not be in the best interests of our students to change our program.  Currently my district scores well above the state average on the science MEAP - indicating that our students are able to meet the state standards with the program units we have developed for them. ( 992  )

My school district has a well-articulated, cohesive science curriculum.  We have a district science curriculum committee that meets regularly to continually keep our program valid, current, and meaningful.  We continually work to improve the quality of our teaching processes.  We have in place a program that works well and we will continue to modify our program to best meet the needs of our students.  Our students perform well on the science MEAP test.  I see no need to completely dismantle a program that is successful.  Do NOT switch to grade level content expectations. (  1031  )

N/A (  1071  )

n/a (  1016  )

NA (  1015  )

NO one from my district has given an official stance on this issue. (  1029  )

none (  1120  )

Not known ( 942  )

One of the reasons that I favor GLCE's is that it would provide more continuity throughout school districts in the state.  My concern is that attention is given to  developmental appropriateness, though.  It would seem to me that curriculum could be more closely aligned to state expectations. (  1387  )

Our elementary schools seem to excel at the MEAP test while our upper grades struggle.  There is no clear expectations for science in the state of Michigan, and the expectations we have are constantly changing. (  1936  )

Our curriculum is already in place--each grade has assigned Benchmarks.  Materials already present at each grade level.  We don't have money to buy new materials, and can't just "shift" them to other grades.  Our scores are ABOVE  the state average, so we are doing what we need to do!!!!! Don't want to reinvent the wheel! (  1864  )

Our curriculum span allows teachers to teach to their strengths rather than with grade levels being forced to relearn a new area and become a first year teacher again.  Since most of our staff has over twenty years of experience, they are master teachers in the areas they cover thanks to flexible grade spanning of units. (  1065  )

Our curriculum has been developed by many hard hours of research and effort from the teachers and coordinators. Many teachers went to conferences all over the country in the past 10 years studying brain based research, inquiry lessons, many other strategies in developing a spiraling curriculum that matches well with the state benchmarks. We have spent time sharing lessons and ideas with other teachers that may teach an earlier benchmark of the same topic.  I recommend keeping a Grade span  for middle school science for many reasons and one other is because there are community resources (planetarium, butterfly house, wetland site, etc.) that are better utilized for 7th grade instead of 5th grade and vice versa.  The districts need some flexibility with the amount of money already invested in materials. As it is with the state changing the MEAP test to Oct.. we have had to adjust our materials and curriculum. The state has not been consistent  with the benchmarks so I feel that lots money will be wasted as the state changes level every time and the districts and taxpayers are left to fix courses due to the state change. As a middle school teacher, I am highly qualified with a masters of science in my area. I would like to have some creative freedom in addressing a core set of middle school state benchmarks that as a district we, the teachers, have organized into a middle school curriculum. We have addressed other areas for developing problem solving skills, scientific method, graphing, drawing conclusions, etc., through out and know how this is being taught at 5th up to 8th. I don't believe the state will have thought all these other areas through and the grade appropriateness for different lessons and strategies.  My biggest fear is that one large district will politically push its curriculum and there are other good curriculums. There are many factors to take into consideration and the districts know the demographics of their students and areas to work on.  Michigan is a leading education state for reasons of flexibility and district ownership and responsibility to their curriculum. Grade spans allow  for development of programs by the teachers. In summary  Issues against Grade levels:  More money for materials Less flexibility  for teachers No ownership for curriculum State changing MEAP and benchmarks continuously ( then more money) Political fights of which district curriculum is best and last - students will be the ones hurt in the end while these issues are discussed and debated for years to come. ( 975  )

Our district and in fact our entire county has spent a lot of time and money aligning curriculum to current benchmarks and adopting kits (elem) and other programs to meet the benchmarks.  Many districts, ours included, have recently trained every elementary teacher in the Battle Creek Kits.  The purchase of the kits and the training has been a substantial investment.  This curriculum is good and scores in the county are improving, we do not need a change.  In fact the GLCE s in science could set us back. (  2079  )

Our district has a science curriculum aligned to the state standards.  Our test results confirm the effectiveness of this approach. ( 941  )

Our district has already aligned  its curriculum to the standards.  I would hate to see things moved around too much. ( 991  )

Our district has been hit hard with budget cuts.  We have spent a substantial amount of resources to establish a solid science program throughout our district that is aligned to state and national standards.  It is easy to say we need to go to grade level expectations, but the bottom line is who is going to fund it.  The state is having trouble funding education currently, so why make a change that would further endanger the financial status of school districts without having any gain in overall science education achievement. (  1061  )

Our district has developed a curriculum based on grade spans.  We appreciate input from the state if changes should be made.  However, a great deal of effort and expense has been given to making our K-12 science curriculum align to the most current benchmarks and testing times.  We just spent time realigning because of the changes in test times, and it would take time and more money to change it again. (  2084  )

Our district has devoted a great deal of time, energy and money to developing a valid and rigorous science curriculum K-12.  Requiring topics be taught at specific grade levels would cause us to start that procedure over.  I also do not feel the results of grade level alignment would be substantial.  A valid curriculum comes from a district's initiative, not the state's.   I have not discussed this issue with my colleagues or supervisors, but I plan to do so soon. (  1017  )

Our district has not made this clear yet. (  1033  )

Our district has planned, according to our standardized test scores and community concerns, how we could best serve our students.  Every year we reevaluate how our program is working and adjust.  If we are expected to follow a mandated course, we will not have the flexibility to adjust where we, as a district, need. (  1058  )

Our district has purchased the "Kits", they work. our students are scoring well in science, an our teaching staff feels very positively about these "Kits". (  1579  )

Our district has spent a large amount of money on science kits.  We have worked hard to teach science in a constructivist, hands-on manner.  With the current state financial crunch, school districts, ours included,  will be hard pressed to come up with funding for new science materials and any training.  Should we change in the future?  Probably.  But now is not the time. (  1028  )

Our district is a sheep, it does what ever is expected of them unless it is new and unexpected then they like to go out on a limb. (  1082  )

Our district is in a financial crisis and a switch to grade level would surely result in excessive costs for new materials and supplies.  Our science curriculum council stays current with the standards and benchmarks, both for Michigan and the nation, and we are constantly reviewing and revising our guides.  If the state were to hand us GLCEs, we would need to make changes that the district is unable to afford. (  2090  )

Our District Science committee spent many hours writing the State Grade Span benchmarks into grade level units and spent hundreds of dollars selecting, purchasing and implementing appropriate resource materials.  If the benchmarks are assigned by the state to grade levels in a different way than we have done, we will have to rewrite units and purchase different materials.  With our current budget situation this would be an almost impossible task. (  1054  )

Our district's middle school curriculum is organized by content strands.  All sixth graders take Earth Science, all seventh graders take Life Science, all eighth graders take Physical Science.  We chose this framework after long consideration, over a general science curriculum.  If we had to redo our whole curriculum on a tight timeline, and without a science curriculum coordinator, our students would suffer.  We would not have the resources to buy all the materials for the new kits right away, and it would take a long time to train all the teachers for the new labs they would be leading, etc.  I believe the result would be a less-focused, less hands-on curriculum, with teachers wandering off on tangents, teaching whatever they chose. (  2061  )

Our science department has implemented a system that works for both the teachers and students. (  2026  )

Our teachers are teaching their strengths. Science equipment has been purchased over the years for a certain grade. A change could make the use of some equipment inappropriate for grade levels then the investment would be wasted. 7th and 8th grades do not use kits with the budget problems in the school and state; where would the money come from to let us continue with a hands on curriculum? There is no money for new textbooks. Not all books are age appropriate. We consistently score above the state MEAP average. ( 990  )

Over the past 5 years, my district has spent almost 60,000.00 dollars (and that is a huge amount of money for our small district!) to develop our current science curriculum that meets the MCF Science Standards & Benchmarks while prioritizing hands-on, inquiry based instructional strategies.  Now that we are seeing significant improvement on our MEAP scores, elementary teachers who enjoy teaching the subject, and students in all grade levels who are becoming excited for science the state wants to make more changes???  Why???  Should all districts be impacted simply due to the districts who have chosen to let their science curriculum slide?  Another important consideration should be, how many schools will have parent support for additional mileage requests the next time they need to spend additional money on curriculum materials.  If districts just spent considerable funds to support/build their science curriculum and now much of what was purchased will need to replaced or at least be changed/updated (and this will require additional money as well) if Grade Level Content Expectations are put in place.  Finally, I wish I could tell you the number of times teachers become frustrated and "given-up" on working to develop new curriculum and instructional strategies because the district attempts to meet the state's new/changed curriculum expectations.  We have worked very hard to build trust and support for our science teachers and we are seeing success from our hard work.  To say it in simple terms...PLEASE...leave the flexibility of science curriculum in place, and select the Content Expectations arranged in Grade Spans!  Thank you for taking time to ask my opinion on this very important topic! (  2075  )

Professional educators must have the power to decide how to deliver the state's curriculum in their own districts in order to "buy into it".  Let the districts in rural areas where expertise is often lacking choose to buy into grad level expectations if they believe it to be more effective.  It's not that science cannot do grade level, it's that it's not necessarily the right thing to do. ( 953  )

Science is about making connections across the standards.  The content area is unique in that developmental appropriateness is required in both curriculum and in support materials that are inquiry based.  Based upon the first attempt by the state to establish grade level benchmarks it was clear that a small number of individuals asserted their opinion with out the use of research and theory to direct the decision making.  Professional opinion is only as good as the research and theory it is based upon.  I do not feel the state has the resources, expertise, or understanding to place these standards at grade levels.  District (local) control needs to be maintained to safeguard the integrity of the programs that are serving the students needs.  GLCE is about adult needs. ( 977  )

Science is different that ELA and Math.  I would be afraid that if we had grade level expectations, that we would be cramming too much into a grade level and not teaching it well. (  1596  )

Science is too broad to expect a specific benchmark to fit a particular grade level. Philosophically, as well as pedagogically, science benchmarks are NOT linear. They are conceptual in nature, requiring time to develop. Science is not an area like Math, ELA or even Social Studies. Grade level benchmarks do not make sense, for the mere fact that districts have invested much time and $$$ to address the benchmarks in a grade span mode. Districts are strapped, financially, and to change now would be too costly and time-consuming. It would penalize those districts that initially took the initiative to address them and align them in the grade-span mode. (  2073  )

See response to 10. ( 971  )

Seems as though we have Grade Level expectations, but teach via Grade Span expectations (  1300  )

Since many students move from district to district it would be beneficial if we were all on the same page.  Materials could be shared throughout counties through the ISD's and make curriculum assessments stronger if more people are creating and using them. (  1048  )

Since my district's curriculum is aligned to the current MCF, I do not welcome the idea of re-arranging the scope and sequence.  I am especially opposed to grade level CE's for middle school, since we already have an integrated curriculum in place.  Our teachers have adjusted their course work to remain highly qualified to teach this integrated curriculum.  Moving to grade level CE's would raise the issue of "Should the grades be content area ( Bio/Earth etc.) or integrated, and which ones should be placed where."  Either way, approximately 35 teachers would need to be trained. Grade level CE's in elem would raise similar issues.  However, we are planning to re-work our scope and sequence in 05-06 anyway.  So if there is going to be a change at the state level,  we would like to know ASAP. Further, I have heard that science may also identify "core" CE's, and base the 5th and 8th grade tests on them.  I am very curious about how that will play out.  Will the core be a little bit of each MCF benchmark, or will some be selected for focus and others left out?  Or will the 4th grade and 7th grade CE's be selected as the core? (  1860  )

So many teachers have purchased materials to teach their standards and know their standards well.  Having grade level standards would force changes in where the standards are taught and teachers would not be as well prepared with activities and materials they have time tested.   Our district likes the flexibility to choose where the standards are..  Financial times are tough. (  2081  )

So that state-wide students could move districts and still receive the same education (  1915  )

spent   a lot of money so do not want to spend more to change to grade span. (  1804  )

Student  populations are becoming more and more transient.  For the student, we need to have consistent expectations at each grade level, not just at the grade band. ( 958  )

Teachers are caught up in the day to day obstacles created by the state of education in Michigan.  There is little interest in attending meetings, morale is low and everyone is getting more cynical as this condition worsens. (  1036  )

Teachers in our building would like to see the content expectations in Science changed to grade level expectations. This would be much easier. (  2047  )

The administration in our area asked the ISD to come together to make our own grade level expectations.  (we have a lot of student movement within districts)  I feel we tried, but did not have the expertise to make the wisest decisions. (  1046  )

The Battle Creek kits are already designed by grade level so that they build upon the concept taught the previous year.  They have also tried to look at what is appropriate for children at elementary grade levels although we have done some adaptations. (  1025  )

The benchmarks should be set up so they are age appropriate at each grade level and be the same through out the state.  As I was growing up I moved sixteen times by the time I was 16 and I did miss some information because the curriculum was different in different districts.  I understand that in the beginning it will be a difficult change and costly.  However, it may make access to scientifically age appropriate lessons and equipment more readily available if everyone in the state is teaching the same thing at the same grades.  The benchmarks do allow the teacher the ability to be creative in the delivery and activities they use.  It would be a difficult change for everyone who teaches science, because we might not be able to teach what we are comfortable with, but if you love science and you love teaching you'll do a good job with whatever benchmarks you are asked to teach! (  1072  )

The benchmarks the way they are fine.  They conform with the nation standard and promote using the best materials available. STC and FOSS Inquiry units and kits have incorporated the most up-to date research on how children think and learn and what they can developmentally be handled in a given span of time.  There is no need to fish something that is not broken.  I think the state should not mandate what should be taught a grade level, but rather mandate the type of instruction that should be taught and when; but rather it should make specific recommendations for the best inquiry curriculums available -- specifically FOSS and STC units and make a mandated PD requirements.  It is inquiry teaching practices that need to updated and trained  that will make a difference in learning. ( 980  )

The clearer  and more consistent expectations are across districts and counties and regions, the better for students. Also would be consistent with ELA and math. (  1010  )

The concepts we teach in science to not have to be taught in any specific sequence, unlike many Math and ELA concepts.  We have purchased kits that do a great job of teaching all the concepts by grade span and it would be costly for us to have to change the successful program we have.   The grade span expectations seem to work well for many districts, so why make such a costly change? (  1491  )

The current process to enable students to be successful within the science curriculum is excellent. I do not feel any change is necessary. (  1514  )

The curriculum alignment we have currently is working well for us.  Our MEAP scores are good.  Our elementary teachers are beginning to feel comfortable with the content and hands-on/investigative approach that is expected of them. (  1851  )

The districts that we work with have spent the last several years developing a curriculum that best meets the needs and learning styles of the children within their districts. The scores in these schools show significant growth and success. They do not want to loose momentum with what is happening within each classroom and building.  We need to practice what we preach. Wouldn't it be better to study this like a scientist would? Could we research what actually happens with scores in the state with LA & Math? If the changes they have made using GLCE's show significant growth then we should support Science GLCE's if not, leave it the way it is and let districts continue with what they have been successfully doing. (  1552  )

The English and Math objectives are written to grade level, and it would be nice for Science to be this way as well.  Consistency will be addressed if done to grade level. (  2202  )

The grade level spans allow for some flexibility. (  1289  )

The issue of grade specific GLCE's affecting how instruction is delivered is untrue in my opinion.  Grade specific GLCE's would allow districts to better focus on instruction, rather than spending time aligning programs to a wide range of topics. (  2091  )

The only problem is that it might mean teachers teaching out of their area of expertise (earth, life or Physical)  It would be nice of the entire state could go to it and provide the resources to teach it properly.   We also need to address preparing students for the national college entrance tests like ACT ,SAT this might make that more possible. (  1067  )

The people teaching at certain grades changes on a yearly basis.  Grade level expectations would be easier to deal with when new people come into a grade level. (  1941  )

The simple fact is that most school districts don't have the resources to develop and implement a science curriculum that is articulated across grades.  The Michigan Department of Education and MSTA could do us all a great service by providing a model of such a curriculum.  It's time we put less effort into state testing and more effort into supporting learning in our schools. ( 968  )

The state needs to stop changing the target.  District's try their best to align to what the state wants, then the state changes the assessment.  This has happened repeatedly over the last several years.  The movement of the MEAP Test to October is the latest change.  Unless the state stops changing the assessment, it will not matter if we have grade span or grade level benchmarks. ( 954  )

The way the current curriculum is stated it's unclear if all the benchmarks are being met. (  1918  )

There are NO compelling reasons for moving to GLCEs.  The reasons given in the letter are weak at best and have nothing to do with improving the quality of science education for students..  It seemed to me that the position had been taken then reasons to support were brainstormed after the fact.  It would also likely be very costly for all districts to move to use the same GLCEs as many science kits across the state would likely become misaligned in a new sequence.  I suspect that those advocating for such a move tend to use more generic textbook series that could be moved easily from grade to grade. ( 972  )

There is little to gain and much unnecessary work to switch to science GLCE's.  Time would be better spent in teacher PD, best practice, etc. than spending time in re-alignment. ( 964  )

There isn't enough time in the day to do any subject justice by the GLEC's standards.  You don't realize what these kids can and can't do in any given day! (  2143  )

There would be more uniformity with the content (instructional) material  being presented to the students along with same "hands on" science lab experiences. (  2195  )

These questions seem to be for grades I do not teach.  I don't feel it is fair for me to impose my opinion on others.  The K-4 and 5-8 level teachers should make these decisions. (  1935  )

This is most beneficial to elementary schools where teachers have little content background and have learned about only those topics they are currently responsible for teaching. (  1485  )

this way we can have more continuity in our  curriculum (  2050  )

This would make it easier to plan our science lessons when we know EXACTLY what to teach and at which grade level. (  2181  )

To better prepare our students grade level content expectations are a must. It helps to guide the teachers at each grade level to insure that all benchmarks are covered and to better prepare our student for the MEAP testing requirements. With glce's each grade becomes a building block for the next grade. Students are better prepared to understand concepts with this uniformity. Having 5 elementary funneling into one Middle School without direction leads to wasted time by the Middle School teachers because half the students may have been taught a certain concept and half may be clueless.  Therefore a teacher has to pick their battles as to what concepts to revisit or forego causing wasted time. With glce's this would not occur and Middle School and High School teachers would be able to concentrate on enhancing the student's knowledge knowing that they have some prior knowledge that is needed. Thus, ending confusion on the students as well as the teachers. By having these guidelines it set a pattern of learning that will make sense to all concerned allowing all schools to become a better place of learning. (  2185  )

To hold everyone more accountable. (  1077  )

told to (  1103  )

Unless additional funds are provided for materials, resources and staff development for development of grade level curriculum the grade spans would be our preference at this time. If grade level testing will occur in the future funding must be provided for all of the above through the federal government from the "No Child Left Behind" legislation. (  1059  )

varies between districts and buildings (  1859  )

We already have a science curriculum map that is aligned with the MI benchmarks. (  1092  )

We already have most of the science kits in place at most of our schools.  If we changed to Grade Level Content Expectations, we would have a great financial burden supplying all the necessary equipment to all the different grades.  Since we are already in a budget crisis this does not seem feasible.  Our district has already spent a lot of time aligning our curriculum with the state benchmarks. (  1088  )

We are currently and have been for years doing Content Expectations to Grade level.  Our curriculum is designed around state standards and meets or exceeds state standards in all middle school science curriculum.  Our kits and written curriculum would become useless and a major undertaking would be needed to rewrite the curriculum and create the kits.  With all of the assaults on public education via proposal A and the under funded "No Child Left Behind Act" would not provide us with the resources or time to implement a new curriculum. (  2191  )

We are currently finishing developing our curriculum to a grade level expectation but still slanted towards the 5-7 span, at the middle school but we are still in the process of finding good resources that best help the teachers teach the concepts, especially in the physical and earth science areas. (  1038  )

We are currently realigning our benchmarks to fit the MEAP expectations. I think having a state-wide curriculum guide would benefit all districts. (  2008  )

We are in the process of changing leadership in our district. AYP has forced the district to focus on math and ELA. (  1877  )

We are taking a step by completing this stupid survey. (  2023  )

We are waiting for direction!  If the state is going to test us, why not level the playing field for all? (  1018  )

We are waiting to here from the state (  2176  )

We as a school have gone through and specifically set goals for who teaches what. We also review in each grade and build on the year before. If it changed we would have to start all over. (  2025  )

We believe that if the expectations were grade level and developmentally appropriate it would make science education in Michigan much better.  If all students in 8th grade were tested on the material taught in 8th at the end of the 8th grade school year or what was taught in 7th grade in the fall of 8th grade students would have half a chance of doing well.   The most ideal situation would be a test in the spring of every year that tested the material of the year.  This would give the teacher information as to what was learned well or not so well so the next year more emphasis' could be made on the areas that the students did poorly on.  Children very rarely remember what they wore yesterday, besides what was taught to them from years before.  Due to the number of topics in Science it is critical to let teachers know what their students will be tested on so that the students have a chance to do well instead of just guessing what they will be tested on. (  1027  )

We believe that in order to pass from one grade to the next, a student should have to pass the benchmarks that are to be taught in that grade. Math and ELA have GLCE's, S.S will soon have the GLCE's, Science should be aligned in the exact same way. This will give teachers better guidelines to follow and we will all understand better what is grade level appropriate. More importantly, it will put all children at the same point in curriculum no matter which school they are coming to or leaving from. (  1834  )

We cannot afford to realign and purchase materials (  2207  )

We currently work with grade level tasks.  It would be nice if they would align with what the state is requiring and or expecting (  1022  )

We deliver a clear precise science education to our students. There is no room for assumptions and questioning if the grade level expectations were taught (  1568  )

We developed curriculum and purchased materials based upon grade spans.  With the current school funding issues it would be a major financial hardship and waste of valuable time to re-align everything.  Our elementary schools use a kit based program and it was difficult to align the topics to the grade levels as it is - we do not want to go through the time and money to re do what has taken us five years to accomplish. (  2144  )

We feel that the Content Expectations at each grade level is appropriate to the grade level and then we build on those concepts with the other units we teach with in the grade level and from year to year. (  2015  )

We feel that we could better address the needs of our students by having clear expectations of grade level benchmarks which would guarantee that each benchmark is taught and follows a scope and sequence that the state also recognizes.  Furthermore, curriculum materials , supplementary materials and supplies could also be streamlined and thus more useful. (  2119  )

We feel that we have put time and money into our curriculum, and have experienced success.  It would be more costly and time consuming to change to Grade Level Content Expectations. (  1309  )

We have a lot of students come and go in and out of the district.  their science background does not always match.  It would be nice to have some continuity in curriculum across districts. (  1973  )

We have a mobile population and private schools feeding into our public school at various grade levels.  GLCEs would offer us some consistency for these students, lessen our need to "fill in the gaps."  Grade Level consistency would also provide common resources, shared communication and instructional strategies for each grade level across the state.  Imagine the power and leverage in meeting the needs of all grade 3's, for example, instead of one district's grade 3. (  1030  )

We have a strong AP program in our district and I think this could hurt it. (  1876  )

We have a tremendous number of students enter and leave our district each year. With grade level expectations, there would be a better chance for them to not miss out on or double dip particular topics. (  1039  )

We have a very transient population that would benefit from having state grade level benchmarks/standards. (  2046  )

We have adapted our curriculum to fit the grade spans. (  2060  )

We have enough E.L.O. tests.  If we go to grade levels, I am afraid it would mean more tests. (  1210  )

We have established a considerable amount of district dollars developing units to support the science curriculum we aligned both vertically k-12 and horizontally within the grade levels ( Health, Math, Social Studies, ELA).  Our Art, and Music teachers have developed lessons that incorporate the themes of our science units as well. Media people have chosen support materials based upon the units/ topics/themes  at various grade levels. We have conducted professional development training for teachers to support the science benchmarks. We have invested considerable amounts of dollars to buy developmentally materials for investigations, demonstrations etc. to enable students to understand the concepts. We will be laying off teachers this year due to budget cuts. To have mandatory grade level curriculum that would tie up additional district dollars will mean the money come from somewhere and for us it will probably mean staff reduction. ( 915  )

We have invested a lot of time and money to design a program that is age appropriate. We have established experiments and topics that meet the Michigan Curriculum Framework-grade spans.  Shifting topics would involve redoing each grade level if what we have chosen to teach according to the Michigan Framework is not considered part of our Grade  Level Content  Area to be measured. (  2077  )

We have invested millions of dollars to create a kit-based program in our county.  Our students are performing well on the MEAP as a result.  Teachers have had the necessary professional development to teach these benchmarks.  In these difficult financial times, we do not have the funds to re-train teachers and create new kits.  The kits are integrated across all 5 strands, so it is impossible to "just move them to different grades."  Also, many teachers have written grants to supplement their kits.  The grants give them additional materials.  Schools have designed other curriculum (math, ELA, social studies) around the kits.  Schools have purchased guided reading materials appropriate for the kits that they teach.   The science benchmarks have been pretty much the same since 1991 when MEGOSE first was published.  Therefore, schools have had more than 10 years to align their science curriculum.  For all those that have done so, the move to grade level expectations will cause much time, funds and energy to re-align.  Without a grade level test in place, these efforts seem like a waste of time and funds.  Schools have enough to tackle as they spend time and money addressing all of the changes in ELA and Math.   Science MEAP scores across the state are quite high.  One of our districts received 100% proficiency this year.  Why change what doesn't seem to be a problem. I know that there are some ISD's concerned that they are in counties with multiple science curricula to address, making it hard to offer professional development and curriculum support.  However, I would challenge them to find out why they have not spent these past 10+ years working in cooperation with their schools to come up with a countywide curriculum.   These are just some of the reasons why we support keeping the benchmarks as is. (  1907  )

We have just fully adopted the Battle Creek Science kits, and then adjusted secondary classes and grade level scope and sequence.  We do not want to toss all that out and restart.  It is finally in line and needs time to develop in students with continuity. (  1953  )

We have many students 15% per year on average transfer in and out.  We also would be able to better hold our teachers accountable for their grade level expectations. (  1078  )

We have meetings planned for May to discuss grade level expectations that we come up with ourselves.  I have a feeling there will be disagreements and if the state mandated it everyone would have to fall in line.  In other words the state could make the process much easier by mandating the grade level expectations. ( 961  )

We have not discussed this yet. (  1055  )

We have not had the time to discuss this issue. (  1034  )

We have not voted on this issue. (  1056  )

We have not wanted to go with specific grade level changes in the past, but like the span so we do not have to change what we are currently teaching at each grade level. We cover all of the benchmarks K-4 now. ( 957  )

We have our curriculum organized so that each bench mark is covered twice before the MEAP test.  Content expectations would totally throw us off. (  1085  )

We have put in a lot of man hours to make our Science Curriculum work the way it does today. Students have a great plan with choices and a cohesive teaching. (  1284  )

We have science committees and school improvement panels, but I do not know the position on grade span vs. grade levels (  1849  )

We have shifted curriculum already.  Teachers have had to make SO many changes in the last year.  I know my elementary teachers are overwhelmed, middle school teachers have already shifted units due to the change in MEAP testing (fall), and high school is just trying to figure out what the reform is going to look like.  We desperately need clarification as presented by Kevin Richards in March at MSTA, but cannot handle another dictation from the state.  $$$$ and time are huge factors... ( 938  )

We have spent extreme amounts of time making sure the benchmarks are addressed within each grade span.  Each grade level knows what is to be taught.  All teachers have a folder of benchmarks, suggestions for assessing the benchmark and the curriculum to teach it.  GLCE would significantly alter this hard work.  Our kits only go until 6th grade.  Our 7th & 8th is based on a text book.  New purchases won't be made for another five years. (  1040  )

We have spent thousands (literally) of hours and multi-thousands of dollars setting up  our grade expectations, training teachers, and communicating about science benchmarks.  To have to change the elementary and middle level all around is not in our best interest. (  1295  )

We have worked extremely hard to improve our district science curriculum.  Our MEAP scores have been above state average for the past 4 years and continue to increase every year.  We would like to concentrate in improving what we currently do- not changing to something totally different.  It would also cost the district a lot of money for materials and books to change.  We just purchased new books to meet our current needs and would need different ones if there was a change.  Since the MEAP in science is only required once in Elementary, MS, and HS by the fed. gov., then why require districts to teach objectives at certain grade levels?  We do what is best in our district- it might not be what is best somewhere else!!  We would like to make the decision on when to teach each objective in our district.  The state does not need to control everything and there is no need for it. (  1075  )

We have worked hard for the last 11 years to create a frameworks where all the science objectives are taught in a pattern that covers the K-12 grades.  If we have purchased supplies, textbooks, and hired teachers to fit our science curricula.  If we were to now change, we would lose teachers who couldn't shift to a higher or lower group (elem, middle, high school) due to the NCLB certifications.  The money used for purchases of supplies and grade appropriate textbooks would be wasted and we all know how tight budgets are these days. (  1091  )

We have worked hard to align our curriculum with the state framework, and have done so since Project 2061.  The curriculum "loops" through topics every three years, developing and building on prior knowledge and experience. (  2054  )

We have worked very hard to align our curriculum and would have to go through the process all over again. (  1063  )

We haven't discussed it in meetings what our preferences are for Content Expectations. (  2017  )

We invested a lot of time, effort, and money in building, supplying, and providing PD for a coherent K-5 science program in our district, based on MCF benchmarks, developmental appropriateness, availability of high-quality materials, and integration with other subject matter areas where possible.  Having participated in the recent MDE science content expectation writing process I do not trust such a process to develop a well-thought-out grade-specific sequence of benchmarks.  The majority of teachers seemed more interested in promoting what they're already doing than thinking hard about what might be best.  Many seemed unfamiliar with the research base that might better underlie such an effort.  Also, our district generally fails to get involved in such state-level developments, so we are unlikely to have much input in the process if the MDE moves toward grade-specific benchmarks.  Further, the argument that just because math, language arts, and social studies went to GLCEs means science should too is a pretty flimsy argument in my opinion.  I'm more familiar with the math GLCEs than the other two, so I'll use them as my example.  Many of the math GLCEs show little attention to developmental appropriateness in their sequencing.  Is this what we want for science as well?  Just because math has made a lousy choice for how to articulate its benchmarks does not mean nor require that science should follow suit. (  1443  )

We just need a decision one way or the other.  This indecision is causing serious delays in curriculum improvement and is causing some real morale challenges. (  2092  )

We just went through a science curriculum study where we assigned grade levels which benchmarks to teach.  We had a very hard time with this and it was time consuming.  We searched the MDE for help or grade level benchmarks and they could not help us.  We have too many teachers making these decisions because we don't have a curriculum director full time or an administrative leader who helps with curriculum.  It would save so much argument and hassle if the benchmarks we divided up by grade level for us.  That was there is no question by teachers as to what they have to teach.  Also it fits in line with language arts, math, and social studies.  We have a lot of transient students and it would help to have the same thing taught in every 4th grade class across the state.  By having grade level expectations we know are students will get the benchmarks the need by the time they take the MEAP science test. (  1005  )

We like the ability to be flexible within the Grade Span Expectations based on the needs of the students and skills of the teachers.  What is best for the students should be the priority.   If content expectations were adopted, we think they should be suggested only, not mandated. (  1893  )

We need less government control over what we teach and not more.  I have grown sick and tired of the folks in Lansing continually pushing against the art of teaching and toward their own agenda which is based in deep issues of control, automaticity, and capitalist values.  Children are not automatrons or products of an educational system.  Rather, they are living, vibrant beings that demand consideration of their developmental needs. (  1086  )

We need more information so that we can make sure we cover all bench marks prior to the MEAP testing. (  1870  )

We need to be clear and concise at what is taught at each grade level.  A grade span is too board.  A teacher may assume that an expectation was taught previously or that they are responsible for all the content expectations.  We need to provide teachers with the expectations, training and support so that they can be effective science teachers. ( 993  )

We think this is working well (  1182  )

We think we are finally getting to the point were students are going to be achieving greater success on the MEAP test at the high school level and now they are going to make major changes in it again. Its really hard the first few years to get a handle on what the students need and BE SUCCESSFUL too. (  1084  )

We use the Battle Creek materials which are aligned to the grade spans. Using the spans gives us more flexibility and yet has the same final target goals for us to meet with the children. Our children used to score in the 50s and 60s percent proficient before adopting the Battle Creek program. Now they are consistently in the 90 - 98 range. (  1184  )

We want to be able to effectively communicate with other districts. (  1193  )

We will be forced to reorganize a curriculum that works at the present time.  The time and cost to reorganize our district would be a major negative for the students. ( 948  )

We've worked hard to develop a scope/sequence that's aligned with MCF, and complies with NCLB. We've spent a lot of money training staff to teach our sci curriculum the way it is currently aligned--and the law doesn't require changing it. Why should we? ( 944  )

We, as a Tech Center, have to follow what the districts have setup and what the state mandates for the career programs. (  1050  )

When students change school districts, they would have an easier transition if all schools were teaching the same things at the same grade levels.  Teachers, too, have a better picture of what the content should be year-to-year.  A span of expectations leaves too much room for "by the seat of your pants" instruction. (  1939  )

Why mess with a district that is already doing well on the MEAP criteria!  All schools, all levels, all tests in the top 7 or 8% of the state.  Every bldg making AYP!!  If it ain't broke don't fix it.  Fix those that need fixing.  We don't feel a change is necessary. ( 960  )

With the high mobility rate of children, grade level expectations would make it easier to assure that all MI students receive similar instruction, with less gaps.  Also, having grade level expectations would make it easier to integrate Science with other subject areas in a grade level to facilitate better teaching throughout the core. (  1057  )

With the MEAP being moved to October, many of the 8th  grade benchmarks will not even be covered by October.  Why are we testing middle school when a almost 1/3 of the middle school experience has not yet occurred? (  2027  )

With the mobility of the students within and around our district and others in close proximity, Grade Level Content Expectations would best benefit our school district.  Students would have a better chance at learning most of the content. (  1177  )
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