
Does this tell us that students from lower 
income families just don’t have the same aca-
demic prowess those from high income families 
have? Absolutely not. It tells us that the SAT is 
a game, and you have to be willing to pay if you 
want to win.

Very few people are able to score high on the 
SAT without any prior studying. Therefore, few 
people have the ability to succeed because the 
SAT does not correlate well with what a student 
should have learned in high school. The rest of 
us non-genius test takers must spend months 
leading up to the test studying with tutors 
or studying out of a review book. The College 
Board writes the test in a specific way that 
demands certain resources be used in order to 
study properly. These resources cost money and 
books are conveniently advertised on the College 
Board website after signing up for the SAT. The 
families able and willing to dish out substan-

tial amounts of money for tutors and 
study books allow their kids to 
familiarize themselves with the 
kind of questions and content 
specific to the SAT, while low 
income families cannot afford 
the luxury.

If the College Board really 
wants to level the playing 
field and allow students 
from lower income fami-
lies the chance to attend 
more selective colleges, it 
must be willing to pro-
vide the resources for 
free. Perhaps instead of 
paying its “non-profit” 

CEO $1.3 million a 
year, it could put 
the money towards 
providing resources 

to students who can’t afford them. This way, 
everyone has the opportunity to properly 
study for the test regardless of class or income.  
(Source: Washington post)

As the chaos of col-
lege application season 
ramps up this year for 
seniors, so does the SAT 
process for the junior 
class. Many juniors 
will spend the coming 
months tearing out 

their hair studying and attending practice tests 
in hopes that their SAT score will allow them to 
attend their dream college. With so much of the 
college application process riding on a single test 
score, perhaps it’s time we look a little deeper 
into the SAT.

To understand the SAT, you first have to under-
stand the organization that creates the test: The 
College Board. Along with the SAT, the College 
Board’s responsibili-
ties include AP testing 
and SAT subject tests. 
The organization also 
maintains a misleading 
non-profit status. By 
holding the non-profit 
label, the College Board 
appears more invested in 
the students than they 
truly are. In reality, the 
College Board operates as  
a business.

And that brings us to the 
fatal flaw of the College Board: 
the supposedly “non-profit” 
organization’s unwillingness to 
compromise its income in order 
to better serve the goal of stan-
dardizing education. Because of 
this mentality, the SAT places stu-
dents from lower income families at 
a disadvantage. The statistics from a Washington 
Post survey show a strong correlation between a 
family’s income and how high a student scores 
on the test.
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The EPA deserves more funding from the government  

by Jordan Evans
Editor-in-Chief

 Reduce letters of rec costCollege Board favors rich

Evans believes media should stop language censorship 

by Henry Lamb
News Editor 

I can say, first-hand, that listening to a certain Ludacris song in which he 
asks a woman to “move out the way” on the radio doesn’t do the song justice. It 
doesn’t impact listeners the way it would via Youtube because a good 
portion of the lyrics simply cannot exist on public airways. 
Swear words rarely, if ever, make their way onto the 
radio, and this censorship insults the effort artists 
put into their products. This issue reaches to other 
media distribution platforms, too: TV shows and 

movies shown on broadcast networks lie under the oppressive thumb  
of censorship. 

As an avid fan of the movie Bridesmaids, I’ve recorded it on my 
DVR for easy access whenever the mood strikes me. Every time I 
come across a scene where a character’s dialogue has mysteriously 
been cut off for a split second, I roll my eyes in annoyance. I am 
seventeen years old, which is old enough to see Bridesmaids in 
theatres without a parent or guardian present. Yet, TV networks 
find it necessary to shield me from cuss words that I am legally 
allowed to observe should I drive down to the theatre. Why does 
mainstream media have the right to revoke the viewing privileges 
I’ve accrued as I’ve grown older?

Removing chunks of a script at will inherently ruins the production’s 
integrity and insults the writers who purposefully utilized that language. If a 
network makes the decision to air a raunchy comedy, for example, it should agree 
to broadcast the product in its entirety, sex scenes, rude gestures, explicit dialogue,  
and all.

In the weeks leading 
up to submitting college 
applications, begrudging 
seniors exchange twenty 
dollars with the guid-
ance office for a packet 
that influences t h e 
forms that will 

decide their future. Why are the seniors 
of Los Gatos High School forced to pay 
a fee for the Letter of Recommendation 
packet they need in order to apply for 
the colleges they want?

The guidance counselors are in place 
at the school to help and assist stu-
dents; yet, that seems not to apply 
to seniors, who need letters of  
recommendation and school 
reports. If education for stu-
dents is meant to be free, 
there is no reason why 
there should be some-
thing that without being 
paid for would prohibit a student 
to follow their goals. Seniors have to 
pay extensive application fees already; 
why add to the cost?

Information that is required 
to be completed in order 
for someone to strive for  
their future should not have 
a price on it. All students 
who need letters of recom-
mendation need these 
packets; is there 
even a necessity 
for seniors to have 
to pay? The letter 
of recommendation 
packet contains informa-
tion and forms mandatory for students 

by Chloe Mendoza
Media Production Editor 

In our environment’s most dramatic 
time of need, President Trump has proposed 
a plan to slash the budget of the EPA, or 
Environmental Protection Agency, by nearly 
a third. This plan will reduce the agency’s 
current funds of 8.2 billion dollars to 5.7 
billion dollars, the lowest budget the EPA 
has had in 40 years. A pivotal agency 

formed in 1970, the EPA strives to conserve the US’s environment 
by implementing acts and programs aimed at protecting ecosystems, 
endangered species, and the overall health of people. Trump’s nonsen-
sical plan will dramatically cut the funds of public health programs, 
state environmental programs, and regional projects that help to save 
our suffering climate. 

For example, the Clean Air Act, which helps lower levels of air 
pollution by testing levels of endocrine disruptors, will be defunded 
by 50 percent through Trump’s proposal. This act has been success-
ful since the EPA created it in 1970, as air pollution levels dropped 
approximately 70 percent within its first 45 years. However, with funds 

by Hayley Knowlton
People Editor 

cut by 50 percent, this act will become far less effective, 
causing far more polluted air. 

Also, Trump’s proposal poses a serious threat 
to the Great Lakes Restoration Initiative, which 
strives to keep the Great Lakes’ ecosystem 
protected and clean. The Great Lakes, a cru-
cial source of the nation’s drinking water, 
provides 84 percent of the United States’ 
surface freshwater. Trump’s plan will cut 
funding of the GLRI by over 90 percent, 
which will affect many people in the US. 
Pollution could affect a majority of America’s 
freshwater, effectively making it unsafe to drink 
and limiting our supply. 

With this plan in effect, the government would 
slash funding on research for climate change, lessening our 
society’s ability to understand and work to stop climate change from 
progressing further than it already has. The budget clearly illustrates 
Trump’s lack of concern for climate change, as he has published 115 
tweets in the past disagreeing with the fact that global warming is 
happening. He publicly argued that climate change is “an expensive 

hoax,” and that cold weather proves that global warm-
ing is simply a myth. This ignorance is concerning 

because with no concern for the environment’s 
health, the funds for agencies and programs 

that defend the environment face danger. 
Climate change is irrefutably occurring. 
Atmospheric carbon dioxide levels have 
rocketed off the charts, global tempera-
tures rise every year, ocean acidifica-
tion increases at alarming rates, and 
extreme events such as hurricanes, 

tornadoes, tsunamis, and earthquakes 
have become more common. 
With so much of the EPA’s funds eliminated, 

our environment’s future looks grim. This nation 
needs defenders of the natural world to protect and 

conserve the beauty that the environment holds. The EPA aims to 
protect people as well as the natural world, and slashing the EPA’s 
budget will not only harm our environment, but it will take our per-
sonal health down with it.
(Sources: NY Times, US EPA, CNN, The Atlantic, NASA)

Network executives aim to protect younger audiences from the apparent “dangers” of cuss words. The 
Motion Picture Association of America classifies Bridesmaids as rated “R,” indicating that Universal Pictures 
markets it toward mature audiences. Foul language in this movie is not likely to traumatize young children 
because they’re not even the ones watching it. If there is media that parents deem inappropriate for their 

child, it is the parents’ obligation, not media distributors’, to monitor what the child views. 
In reality, hearing swear words doesn’t damage children; they’re just words. I listened to the 
explicit version of P!nk’s Missundaztood album while on the drive to and from kindergarten, and 

I’ve grown up to be a respectful, high-functioning member of society. If by chance a child 
catches wind of a cuss word, it’s not 

the end of the world. This minor 
inconvenience to parents is not an 
excuse to withdraw original con-
tent from those mature enough 
to handle it.

Perpetuating the notion that 
children are pure and untouched 

by the world of bad words is naïve 
and ignorant. Visit any middle school 

blacktop during lunch and witness the vulgar language that tweens have 
integrated into their vernacular. Swearing doesn’t affect kids as much as regula-

tions let on; there’s no reason to shield them from words they already know and 
use. Censorship actually makes swearing that much more elusive, giving kids an 

encouraging adrenaline rush when they do cuss.
Requiring radio stations and TV networks to warn audiences of the presence of vulgar 

language lets parents know to steer their kids away from those channels should they choose 
to do so. This equitable solution not only allows parents to raise their children according to their 

values but also allows audiences to have access to the unedited content they seek.

applying to private or out of state public schools 
that require letters (which includes most of them) 
and also links to videos students are required to 
watch. Without such information, students will be 
unable to obtain a letter of recommendation from 
their counselor, something they also need to have 
from a teacher. This would prevent said student from 
getting into the college of their choice. There is no 

logical reason seniors should be 
forced to jump through even 
more hoops and costs in their 
attempts to get into college. 

   Something issued by a 
school that is mandatory should 

be something that students 
have to pay for. The school 

may try to sidestep that by 
claiming that the school isn’t 

explicitly stating the packet is 
mandatory; but implicitly it most 

certainly is. If you are a senior 
with a list of dream colleges that all 

require letters of recommendation and 
school reports, you either have to pay 
the twenty dollar fee for the packet, 
or you will have to reevaluate your 
choice of colleges. No student is going 

to want to give up their 
dream schools, so of 
course they will end 
up spending money 
on a packet that 

should be free. 
G u i d a nc e  s a y s 

the intention of pack-
ets is to help seniors, yet the addi-
tional and needless price added to 
their futures only harms those  
students. At such a highly-rated school  
that is as well-funded as Los Gatos 
High School, requiring students to have 

to buy a stack of papers can only be 
described as superfluous. 
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