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M E M O R A N D U M
TO: 
Chris Minnich, Council of Chief State School Officers         
FROM:
Dr. Tony Bennett, Superintendent of Public Instruction
DATE:
January 22, 2010 
SUBJECT:
Indiana’s Feedback on the Common Core Standards 
Indiana supports the efforts put forth in collectively developing a core set of academic standards in English language arts and mathematics. Indiana is committed to preparing students with the knowledge and skills they need for college and careers as well as to be prepared to compete globally. As evidenced by our Race to the Top application, Indiana is committed to the adoption and implementation of the Common Core Standards in August 2010. 
In confirming our support for the draft version of the Common Core Standards, Indiana Department of Education staff worked diligently to review the K-12 Common Core Standards in relation to the “Questions for State Feedback on K-12 English/Language Arts and Mathematics Common Core State Standards,” posted on January 13, 2010. Indiana’s feedback to that draft is provided below and is structured in three layers: 1) Overall Response (global feedback related to each question); 2) Response in relation to English Language Arts (feedback specific to the structure and content of ELA); and 3) Response in relation to Mathematics (feedback specific to the structure and content of Mathematics). Although overlap occurs in some cases, it is our hope that this approach will allow for ease in distribution to your development teams.
	Questions for State Feedback on K-12 English Language Arts and Mathematics Common Core State Standards Drafts (January 13, 2010)


	Question 1
Is the architecture of the draft standards clear and easy to follow for all audiences (e.g., teachers, administrators, curriculum developers, students, general public)?


Indiana’s Response
Overall Response
Although the front matter is very helpful in explaining the purpose and design of the document, the structure of the Common Core Standards is difficult to follow with consistency. Consider the following suggestions for improved clarity and ease of understanding:

· Consider a numbering system of unique identifiers for Core Standards and related parts. 

· Consider a companion document to help users understand the finer skills as they relate to the broader concepts.

· Review the order of the standard topics to make sure they are consistent within content areas and/or grade bands. 
Response in Relation to English Language Arts

Consider the following suggestions for improved clarity and ease of understanding specific to the English Language Arts Common Core Standards:

· Make sure the order of the Standards is consistent. For example, writing precedes speaking and listening in some grades, while in others, the reverse occurs.
· Provide consistency among the numbers, letters and bullets from grade-to-grade.
· Consider a companion document to help users understand the finer skills as they relate to the broader concepts. For example, although writing and writing specific text types is clearly targeted, some aspects of writing are not articulated specifically or in detail, such as the writing process. Similarly, some of the skills leading to broader concepts in the reading foundations are not specified. Although this aspect of the architecture of this document allows great freedom in curricular planning and to instruction, it invites varied interpretation among users of this document. 
Response in Relation to Mathematics

Consider the following suggestions for improved clarity and ease of understanding specific to the Mathematics Common Core Standards:

· Make sure the order of the Standards is consistent. For example, in grades K, 2, 3 and 5, Standard 2 is Base 10 Computation; however, in grades 1 and 4, it is Standard 3. Similarly, in Kindergarten, Standard 5 is Shapes, while in grades 1 and 2, it is Standard 4; in grade 4, Standard 5 is Shapes and in grade 3, Shapes does not appear at all. 
· Consider a consistent set of core standard domains in each of grades K through 8 with the current standards embedded in them. The following is an example of this clustering: 
· Standard 1 – Number Sense and Computation (Counting and Cardinality; Base 10 Computation; Early Relations and Operations; Operations and Problem-Solving; Fractions; Ratio and Proportional Reasoning; Number Systems)
· Standard 2 – Algebra and Functions (Expressions and Equations; Functions and Modeling; and some added work in algebraic thinking or algebra readiness)
· Standard 3 – Geometry and Measurement (Shapes; Quantity and Measurement; Coordinate Geometry; Geometry)
· Standard 4 – Data and Probability (Statistics; Probability)
· Highlight the Mathematical Practice section to emphasize its importance.
	Question 2
Does the document present a rigorous, yet reasonable continuum of expectations for student learning in each discipline?


Indiana’s Response
Overall Response

By and large, the Common Core Standards present a rigorous, yet reasonable, continuum of expectations for student performance. Although, specific suggestions to improve the rigor and continuum are offered within each content response, consider the following overarching suggestions:
· Show users the continuum in an alternate format. Consider various models for scope and sequence that could help users grasp the continuum visually and in practice.
· Consider providing sample student work to exemplify the expectations for student learning. Student samples could help regulate what it means to be “proficient” (or not) in these expectations for student learning. (Look at Wyoming’s “Traffic Signal Instructional Suggestions” for ideas to build on.) 

Response in Relation to English Language Arts

On the whole, the Common Core Standards present a rigorous and reasonable continuum of expectations for student performance in English Language Arts. However, Indiana provides the following suggestions, by grade bands, in an effort to further strengthen these efforts:

· Grades K-5

· Review the scaffolding / learning progressions to ensure some skills that are not present are left out because the Common Core “subsumes” them in some way, leaving them ripe for curricular and instructional decisions, rather than them being overlooked or deliberately excluded. Decisions based on the former could be worked out if a companion piece is offered with the Common Core Standards to show how some skills are part of these bigger ideas. 
· Reconsider the importance of the following areas, which are not covered or are covered minimally: handwriting, making predictions, sequence, alphabetical order, writing process, writing stories with pictures, parts of speech/grammar skills, sentence and paragraph expectations, speaking and listening. Similar to the previous bullet, it could be that some of these skills are subsumed by the larger concepts, but a companion piece articulating that would help in such cases.
· Consider identifying a set of Kindergarten Readiness Standards. Although there are differing opinions about KR Standards, it would be helpful to identify some standards that are necessary pre-requisites to Kindergarten. It is critical that precursor skills, the critical foundations on which the standards rest, are clearly articulated.
· Grades 6-8

· Reconsider the importance of the following areas, which are not covered or are covered minimally: narration/speaker, writing process, punctuation/capitalization, use of rhetorical devices in speaking and listening, analysis of popular media/propaganda and workplace documents. As is previously noted, it could be that some of these skills are subsumed by the larger concepts, but a companion piece articulating that would help in such cases.

· Review the continuum of reading comprehension expectations from the K-5 grade band to the 6-8 grade band. Increased rigor was noted in grades 6-8 (and later in 9-CCR), but seemed more inconsistent within the K-5 grade band.

· Consider moving Vocabulary into Reading Comprehension.

· Grades 9-CCR
· Reconsider the importance of the following areas, which are not covered or are covered minimally: writing process, reflective writing and responses to literature (are not continued at grades 11-12), workplace documents and writing (are not covered at grades 11-12), analysis of speeches and popular media, study of historical context in literature. As is previously noted, it could be that some of these skills are subsumed by the larger concepts, but a companion piece articulating that would help.
Response in Relation to Mathematics

On the whole, the Common Core Standards present a rigorous and reasonable continuum of expectations for student performance in Mathematics. However, Indiana provides the following suggestions, by grade bands, in an effort to further strengthen these efforts:

· Grades K-5

· Review the scaffolding / learning progressions to ensure some skills that are not present are left out because the Common Core “subsumes” them in some way, leaving them ripe for curricular and instructional decisions, rather than them being overlooked or deliberately excluded. Decisions based on the former could be worked out if a companion piece is offered with the Common Core Standards to show how some skills are part of these bigger ideas. 

· Reconsider the importance of the following areas, which are not covered or are covered minimally: time and money, place value, probability, writing and evaluating algebraic expressions, creating/extending/giving a rule for number patterns, and geometry: lines, line segments, parallel and perpendicular lines. Similar to the previous bullet, it could be that some of these skills are subsumed by the larger concepts, but a companion piece articulating that would help in such cases.

· Consider identifying a set of Kindergarten Readiness Standards. Although there are differing opinions about KR Standards, it would be helpful to identify some standards that are necessary pre-requisites to Kindergarten. It is critical that precursor skills, the critical foundations on which the standards rest, are clearly articulated.
· Review vertical articulation of skills with decimals, multiplication and division. 

· Grades 6-8

· Reconsider the importance of the following areas, which are not covered or are covered minimally: representing data using different displays and scientific notation. As is previously noted, it could be that some of these skills are subsumed by the larger concepts, but a companion piece articulating that would help in such cases.
· High School
· Consider having “Modeling” cut across the other areas, rather than being a heading itself. 
· Review the overall content of the high school curriculum in an effort to more specifically note the relative importance of each core standard. 
	Question 3
Is the language in this draft clear, concise, and precise? Will teachers be able to identify the standards within the document?


Indiana’s Response
Overall Response

In general, the language of this document is too academic and this will be a barrier to some of its users. The language and organization have the potential to affect one’s ability to identify the standards.  At times, the language is uneven in quality in terms of clarity, conciseness and precision. Indiana’s suggestion would be to simplify the language used within the entire document as not to isolate users. Although the glossary is helpful, those individuals outside of education, and even some within education, need simplified language or a more thorough companion piece to help them understand the intent of the Standards.
There is concern surrounding the numbering, lettering and bulleting technique, affecting how core standards and related parts are identified and labeled. This impacts one’s ability to identify the standards within the document. 

Response in Relation to English Language Arts

A couple of suggestions specific to English Language Arts are as follows:
· Review the topics in the gray bar headings in relation to the core standards and related parts that follow to make sure they are the best “fit.” For example, some information listed under the “Observing Craft and Structure” gray bar fits as well, or better, under “Grasping Specific Details.” 
· Try to land on the most common verbiage. For example, is “linguistic awareness” being used in place of “phonemic awareness”?

· Make sure that core standards and related parts are not becoming vague at the cost of conciseness. 
Response in Relation to Mathematics

A couple of suggestions specific to Mathematics are as follows: 
· Review language as not to be vague while also being too specific. For example, in grade 1, Base Ten Computation letter “c,” Students can and do…easily write numerals to 20; write numerals to 100. Consider what the evidence would be for “easily write” and how that is distinguished from simply “writing”. 

· Review technical level of language. For an example of technical, please see grade 1, Early Operations, letter “g.”
	Question 4
One of our stated goals for the common core state standards is that they are fewer, clearer and higher. Do these standards meet those criteria? Please be specific in areas where we can be more concise. 


Indiana’s Response
Overall Response
Without a clearer numbering/lettering/bulleting system, it is difficult to tell if there are actually fewer standards in this document. Regarding clarity and higher expectations, in relation to Indiana’s Academic Standards, the findings are that in some cases Indiana appears to have clearer wording and likewise, cases exist in relation to higher expectations. 
Response in Relation to English Language Arts

In addition to suggesting review of areas noted previously that are not covered or are covered minimally to potentially increase rigor, Indiana provides the following suggestions, by grade bands, in an effort to further strengthen these criteria in English Language Arts:

· Grades K-5

· Consider how mirroring expectations from one grade level to the next impacts higher expectations. 

· Grades 6-8

· Consider how the great detail given to discussing in speaking and listening could carry over into writing (writing process) to reinforce rigor.
· Grades 9-CCR

· Consider how adding literary response and reflective writing into grades 11-CCR could maintain and reinforce rigor. 
Response in Relation to Mathematics

In addition to suggesting review of areas noted previously that are not covered or are covered minimally to potentially increase rigor, Indiana suggests placing greater emphasis on the Mathematical Practice Standards to raise expectations. Also, Indiana suggests expanding on the high school standards to make them clearer and providing recommendations for clustering the high school standards into logical units in order to make them clearer and full of higher expectations. 
	Question 5
Please provide any other general feedback about the draft standards. 


Indiana’s Response
Overall Response

The draft standards offer great insight as to how useful the Common Core Standards can and will be to supporting all students as they vie for the same futures nationwide. In developing its feedback, Indiana generated targeted responses; however, as a part of our review we also completed side-by-side charts comparing Indiana’s Academic Standards to the Common Core Standards, which are not included. If this type of information is useful, please let us know as we would welcome sharing the in depth work completed by our staff.
Although the following suggestions appear throughout the document, they encompass Indiana’s most critical guidance for improving the Common Core Standards:

· Simplify the language used within the Common Core Standards document to make it user-friendly and accessible to a broader audience. 

· Modify the ordering convention to potentially create unique identifiers for core standards and related parts. As is, the numbering/lettering/bulleting/gray headers format is confusing even with the supporting front matter.

· Reconsider the English Language Arts grade bands for grades 4-5, 6-8, 9-10, and 11-12. Grade bands pose problems for understanding the differentiation of expectations from grade-to-grade (unless a companion document is provided) as well as presenting significant challenges for assessment construction and measurement of growth.
· Create Kindergarten Readiness Standards to help users at large understand what the expectation is upon entering Kindergarten. It is critical that precursor skills, the critical foundations on which the standards rest, are clearly articulated.
· Build an alternate display of the expectations so that users can more easily and readily see the grade level learning progressions / vertical articulation. 

· Consider a companion piece that would line up the core standards and related parts, explanation/articulation on curricular and instructional support, and sample student work. This would help users understand how standards, curriculum, instruction, and assessment are parts of a whole. 
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