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! e Role of the Digital Age in 
the Deployment of State Standards 
!"#$%"&'%()*)"+,%-*'.%/0"%1&2%!$%32)4*%()*)"+,5
!  ese days, much attention is focused on common 
national standards, with a concerted e" ort toward 
fewer, clearer, and higher standards for all children. 
!  e current administration is endeavoring to reverse 
what has been characterized as Òthe race to the 
bottom,Ó wherein states are portrayed as lowering 
their standards in order to appear to meet or exceed 
them. Naturally, the common national standards 
initiative has focused on the quality of the actual 
standards. And the quality of the standards on 
which our childrenÕs education is based certainly is 
of paramount importance.

Studies focused on the quality of existing state 
standards are conducted by organizations like 
the American Federation of Teachers (AFT), the 
!  omas Fordham Foundation, Achieve, ! e College 
Board, and many other reputable organizations. 
Important and well-intentioned conversations 

among these organizations are taking place in todayÕs 
political landscape. ! ey help fuel the hope and 
promise for real improvement of K-12 education in 
the United States.

In the meantime, the content of academic standards 
continues to rest in the hands of the states. But 
what if a state writes the nationÕs best standards, 
but fails to deploy them properly so that they are 
readily available to the education stakeholders? 
How important is the deployment of standards to 
successful outcomes in education? Can we a" ord to 
publish our standards in PDF # les and still claim a 
leadership position in this digital age?

!  ese are questions that we at Academic 
Benchmarks have been asking. So we decided to 
# nd the answers and share them with our K-12 
education stakeholders.

1&6%!$%()*)"+,%!7829"+4"5
Digital deployment of state standards to K-12 
education stakeholders is essential to our countryÕs 
education system. ! e thought and expertise that 
go into writing standards are lost when they are not 
incorporated into the classroom in a timely manner.

Standards published on paper, or published via 
PDF or word processing documents, are useful 
but can lead to signi# cant lapses in time between 
publication and incorporation into the classroom 

1&+"%:+4%1'%(2%"2%;',8%<"+='&2,>'9$%

)4%?&)$%()*)"+,%-*'5
Academic Benchmarks believes that everyone Ð 
stakeholders, policy makers, educators, students 
Ð bene# ts from digital deployment of standards. 
So we took the initiative to communicate with 
the states about the manner in which they publish 
their standards, as well as the manner in which 
they notify stakeholders of published standards. 
We believe it is important to share this information 
with all who have a stake in K-12 education in 
the United States. Speci# cally, we believe a clear 
understanding of best practices in the digital 

materials. In addition, stakeholders are often 
unaware of when standards have been revised. 
Standards published digitally, however, can be easily 
incorporated into classroom materials. Furthermore, 
an electronic noti# cation system essentially ensures 
that all stakeholders are made aware of any revisions 
to the state standards, as soon as the information 
becomes available.

deployment of standards will help in the following 
ways, to name a few:

¥  K-12 stakeholders will be able to comply 
with the standards more easily and in a timely 
manner.

¥  States will more e" ectively aid the development 
of learning and assessment tools and services.

¥  Each child will have a greater opportunity to 
learn successfully and to thrive in his or her 
educational environment.
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! e Standards Digital Deployment Report
1&+"%!$%"&'%<"+4>+9>$%()*)"+,%('8,267'4"%@'829"5%
!  e Standards Digital Deployment Report is an 
unbiased third-party assessment of each stateÕs 
deployment of their standards. ! e report focuses 
on the following three areas:

AccessibilityÑ!  e degree to which a state supports 
or provides access to its standards to various 
stakeholders (teachers, parents, technology vendors, 
publishers, etc.) in various formats (PDF, Excel, 
XML, etc).

UsabilityÑ!  e level of guidance a state provides 
for interpreting and referencing its standards for 
numerous uses (curriculum, assessment, etc.) by 
various stakeholders.

Revision PracticesÑHow well a state 
communicates initial, iterative, or complete overhaul 
of its standards.

!  is report is not an evaluation of the quality 
of state standards. ! e purpose of the report is 
intended as a baseline evaluation of each states 
digital deployment of their standards, including 
how and when standards are revised, and how 
stakeholders are noti# ed of the revisions.

1&6%!$%?&)$%@'829"%!7829"+4"5
!  e purpose of the Standards Digital Deployment 
Report is to o" er a comparative, state-by-state 
analysis of the digital deployment of standards. 
States may use this information to better understand 
how they can best serve all stakeholders in K-12 
education when standards are revised. Such e" orts 
can improve the K-12 educational process, aid the 
development of learning and assessment tools and 
services, integrate numerous technologies into a 
single classroom solution, and much more.

1&2%1),,%A92B)>'%+4>%?9+C=%"&'%@'829"5
Academic Benchmarks, the leading provider of 
state standards and alignment services to all of the 
stakeholders in K-12 education, will compile and 
maintain this report. As states revise their practices, 
the report will be updated.

!  e report also makes it easy to identify and 
improve the respective digital deployment of 
standards for each state. Such identi# cation 
and improvement will, in turn, help all K-12 
stakeholders better understand and comply with 
their standards.

3

('
8

,2
6

7
'4

#
!@

'8
2

9
#

!H
!(

'D
'7

/'9
!I

JJ
K



! e Research Process

1&+"%<"'8$%()>%1'%?+='5
We have made every e" ort to conduct this study 
objectively and without bias. A brief description of 
our process is provided below:

InvestigateÑStarting at each stateÕs department 
of education (DOE) home page, we searched for 
standards and related contact information.

InquireÑWe e-mailed or phoned a contact at 
each state DOE, requesting the following two 
pieces of information: (1) con# rmation of the 
correct contact person for standards, and (2) their 
willingness to # ll out a brief questionnaire.

RequestÑUsing the data we obtained from the 
Inquire step of the research process, we pre-# lled 
the questionnaire for each state, and sent it to the 
state contact, requesting a review and revision as 
appropriate.

ReportÑAs we received responses to our requests 
for information, we compiled this report, including 
the rubric statement for each facet of the report 
that explains our reasoning for the analysis and 
# ndings.

PursueÑStates were given the opportunity to 
respond to our questionnaire over # ve months.  
We contacted them by phone, e-mail and/or fax 
a minimum of six times, but in most cases ten 
requests were made to the state to complete our 
questionnaire.  ! e # nal attempt indicated we 
would publish the data in the questionnaire as 
completed by our o$  ce and attached to the e-mail 
or fax.

1&+"%()>%1'%<''=%"2%D)4>5
Essentially, we sought the answers to three main 
questions:

 ¥  How accessible are the standards to 
stakeholders?

 ¥ How usable are the standards for stakeholders?

 ¥ What is the stateÕs revision practice?

We separated our questionnaire into three major 
sections, re% ecting these important facets of the 
study. In addition to a short series of questions in 
each section, we also recorded the timeliness of the 
statesÕ responses to our inquiries. ! e following 
descriptions explain in more detail what information 
we sought:

  Accessibility was determined by asking a series of 
questions to determine how easily and quickly a 
stakeholder is able to # nd information pertaining 
to the standards. Our rubric places the most 
importance on whether the state provides a 
machine-readable version of its standards (i.e., 
this aspect is considered most important to the 
study of accessibility in a digital age).

  Usability was determined by understanding 
how clearly a state explains the best practices for 
their stakeholders to interpret and reference the 
standards to which they are held accountable. 
Our rubric places the most importance on 
whether the state provides a unique identi# cation 
number for each of its standards (i.e., the ability 
to reference a single standard is critical to accurate 
accountability reporting).

  Revision Practices were evaluated by how 
clearly a state informs its stakeholders of current, 
obsolete, and upcoming standards revisions. Our 
rubric places the most importance on whether the 
state clearly delineates what is new from what has 
changed when revisions inevitably are made (i.e., 
the time savings a" orded to stakeholders who 
know just what parts of the curriculum might 
need to be revisited depend on this facet).

"4!29>'9!#2!892C)>'!#9+4%8+9'4D6!)4!209!9'%'+9D&!+4>!9'829#)4*!7'#&2>%.!A'!/',)'C'!)#!)%!)7829#+4#!#2!%&+9'!
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How did we rate our " ndings?
?&'!#+/,'!/',2A!9'89'%'4#%!#&'!90/9)D!#&+#!A'!0%'>!)4!9+#)4*!#&'!9'%0,#%!2G!209!M0'%#)244+)9'L!?&'!/2,>!#'N#!
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Table 1: !;2A!>)>!A'!9+#'!209!G)4>)4*%5

Rating

A

B

Accessibility Usability Revision Practices

!  e standards home page is easily 

accessible directly from the DOE 

home page. Contact information 

is listed on the standards home 

page. ! e Standards Contact 

or an alternate DOE employee 

responded to our e-mails 

promptly. Standards documents 
are available in a machine-
readable format. !

!  e standards home page is not a 

direct link from the DOE home 

page but can be determined 

easily. Contact information 

can be found in a directory 

linked to the standards home 

page. ! e Standards Contact 

or an alternate DOE employee 

responded to our e-mails 

within 1 week. ! e state values 

providing machine-readable 

formats but may not have 

the budget to develop them. 

An online search option is 
available for the standards.   !

!  e state provides a clear 

indication of which document 

format is the truest re% ection 

of the standards. Stakeholders 

are instructed on the intent, 

interpretation, and integration 

of standards, either through 

the stateÕs website, or within 

the documents themselves. ! e 
state provides numbers that are 
unique across the country to 
each standard.

!  e state indicated in our 

questionnaire that the PDF 

version is the de# nitive 

document for standards, but they 

do not post this information 

on their website. Stakeholders 

can attend regularly scheduled 

training sessions to learn the 

intent, interpretation, and 

integration of standards. ! e 
state provides numbers that 
are unique across their state 
documents for each standard, 
or they see a value in providing 
unique numbers.

A schedule of standards revisions 

is posted on the stateÕs website, 

in a newsletter, and/or electronic 

news feed. Each document is 

given a revision number, date 

and time that is published within 

the document. A crosswalk 
document between the old and 
new standards is available and 
contains references to the old 
and new numbers. !

A noti# cation is posted on 

the state website when a new 

standard takes e" ect. ! e state 

may have laws governing the 

frequency of the standards 

revisions. ! e documents are 

named in a way that indicates 

the revision number and/or 

date and time. Stakeholders can 

subscribe to a newsletter or RSS 

feed to be noti# ed of changes. 

A document highlighting the 
changes may be available. !
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Table 1: !;2A!>)>!A'!9+#'!209!G)4>)4*%5!EC24"FG

Rating

C

D

F

Accessibility Usability Revision Practices

!  e standards home page is 

reached in 4 clicks or fewer from 

the DOE home page. Contact 

information is included in a 

directory on the DOE website. 

!  e Standards Contact or 

an alternate DOE employee 

responded to our e-mails after 

more than a week or upon 

a second request. ! ey are 

unsure of the value in providing 

machine-readable formats. ! e 
state provides their standards 
documents in a PDF, rtf, csv, 
Excel or HTML format.

!  e standards home page is 

reached in 5 clicks or fewer 

from the DOE home page. 

Contact information is found by 

searching the DOE website. ! e 

Standards Contact responded 

to our requests for information 

after multiple weeks and/or 

multiple requests. ! ey do not 

value providing machine-readable 

formats. ! e state provides their 
standards documents only in 
Word or paper format.  

!  e standards home page is 

more than 5 clicks from the 

DOE home page. Stakeholders 

must call the DOE to obtain 

the contact information for 

standards questions. We were 

not able to obtain a response 

from the Standards Contact. 

!  ey do not feel it is the 

stateÕs responsibility to provide 

machine-readable formats. 

! e state may provide their 
standards document only in 
paper form.  

!  e state indicated in our 

questionnaire to call the 

DOA to receive clari# cation 

on the de# nitive document 

for standards. A paper copy 

of the standards document is 

mailed to each stakeholder and 

the stakeholder can receive 

instruction on the intent, 

interpretation, and integration 

of the standards by calling 

the DOE. ! e state provides 
a unique number to each 
standard within a document.

!  e state was unable to specify 

which document format is 

considered the de# nitive 

document. A stakeholder 

may call the DOE to request 

instructions for intent, 

interpretation, and integration 

of standards. ! e state’s 
numbering of standards is 
inconsistent.

!  e state does not understand 

the importance of specifying 

a document that is a true 

re% ection of the standards. 

!  e state does not provide 

any instruction for intent, 

interpretation, and integration 

of standards. ! e state places 
no value on providing 
numbers for the standards. 

Stakeholders can view a complete 

standards document, including 

the changes at the time the new 

standards are implemented. ! e 

updated standards replace the old 

standards on the website. Minor 
changes (punctuation, spelling, 
grammar) are not considered to 
be a revision and therefore are 
not indicated. !

!  e state does not publish 

or notify stakeholders when 

standards are reviewed or have 

changed. To obtain information 
regarding revisions to 
standards, stakeholders must 
call or e-mail the DOE.

!  e state does not follow 

any procedures for standards 

revisions. ! e documents are 
simply replaced on the DOE 
website with no noti" cation or 
indication of changes.
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Results. What are the " ndings?
?&'!#+/,'!/',2A!)4D,0>'%!+!%077+96!9+#)4*!)4!'+D&!2G!#&'!#&9''!9'829#!+9'+%.!>'9)C'>!/6!+88,6)4*!209!90/9)D!#2!#&'!

%#+#'$%!+4%A'9%!24!#&'!M0'%#)244+)9'.!+,24*!A)#&!+!D070,+#)C'!9+#)4*!#&+#!)%!+!%)78,'!+C'9+*'!2G!#&'!#&9''!9+#)4*%L!!

<)4D'!209!90/9)D!'78&+%)S'%!#&'!72%#!%#9)4*'4#!9'M0)9'7'4#%!G29!#90'!>)*)#+,!>'8,267'4#!2G!%#+4>+9>%.!72%#!9+#)4*%!

+9'!)4!#&'!7)>>,'!2G!#&'!%D+,'L!!<)4D'!209!*2+,!)%!#2!'4D209+*'!>)%D0%%)24!#&+#!*0)>'%!/'%#!89+D#)D'%!)4!>)*)#+,!

>'8,267'4#!2G!%#+4>+9>%.!A'!G'',!#&)%!9'829#!G+)9,6!D&+9+D#'9)S'%!#&'!D099'4#!D24>)#)24%!)4!#&'!7+9='#!+4>!2GG'9%!

)4%)*&#%!+4>!+!A'+,#&!2G!28829#04)#)'%!#2!)7892C'L

State Cumulative Accessibility Usability Revision Practices

Alabama C C B- C

Alaska B- C+ B– A–

Arizona C CÐ D+ B

Arkansas C+ C B C

California C+ C– B C+

Colorado B– C C A+

Connecticut C C– B– C

Delaware C+ C C+ B–

District of Columbia CÐ CÐ D+ C

Florida B- B– B+ C+

Georgia B- B– B B-
Hawaii BÐ B B C+

Idaho B– C– B+ B-
Illinois CÐ CÐ D+ C+

Indiana B– B C+ C+

Iowa CÐ CÐ C C

Kansas B– C– B B
Kentucky C+ C+ C+ B–

Louisiana B– C+ C+ B
Maine C C– C- A-
Maryland B A B– C+

Massachusetts C CÐ BÐ C

Michigan B– C+ B+ B
Minnesota B– C+ B B
Mississippi C+ C B B–
Missouri C C– B– C–

Table 2: !<#+4>+9>%!()*)#+,!('8,267'4#!@'829#!

T'6U!!!V,+D=!R!@'%0,#%!/+%'>!24!%#+#'HD278,'#'>!W0'%#)244+)9'
V,0'!R!@'%0,#%!/+%'>!24!9'C)'A!2G!A'/H%)#'L!<#+#'!>)>!42#!D278,'#'>!M0'%#)244+)9'
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State Cumulative Accessibility Usability Revision Practices

Montana C+ B– B– C

Nebraska B- C B+ B+

Nevada C C+ D+ C+

New Hampshire B– C– B+ B–

New Jersey C CÐ C+ C+

New Mexico B– B– B+ C

New York B– A C+ C+

North Carolina B– C+ B C+

North Dakota B– C- B B+

Ohio B+ A– B- A+

Oklahoma CÐ CÐ C CÐ

Oregon B+ C+ B+ A+

Pennsylvania C+ C+ B– C+

Rhode Island B– C B C+

South Carolina C+ C– B+ C
South Dakota B- CÐ B+ B+

Tennessee C C– B- C+

Texas C C+ D– A-
Utah C C– B- C
Vermont C CÐ BÐ C+

Virginia C CÐ C BÐ

Washington B- B– B- C+

West Virginia C+ B– B+ D
Wisconsin B– C+ B- C+
Wyoming B– C B+ C

Table 2: !<#+4>+9>%!()*)#+,!('8,267'4#!@'829#!EC24"FG!

T'6U!!!V,+D=!R!@'%0,#%!/+%'>!24!%#+#'HD278,'#'>!W0'%#)244+)9'
V,0'!R!@'%0,#%!/+%'>!24!9'C)'A!2G!A'/H%)#'L!<#+#'!>)>!42#!6'#!D278,'#'>!M0'%#)244+)9'
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!  e following are some generalizations we can make 

from the details in this study:

Accessibility

 ¥  Standards Formats: All states provide standards 

in PDF form on the state DOE website.  Ohio, 

Maryland, and New York are the only states 

that provide standards in XML format (XML 

is purposely designed for a machine to read), 

receiving a grade of A.  It is surprising that this 

number is so low when 18% of responding 

states indicate that they place a value on 

machine-readable formats for their standards.  

However, the fact that 30% of states did not 

understand the meaning of Òmachine-readableÓ 

could explain why 40 states received a C grade 

in this area.  In the digital age in which we live, 

we would expect more states to understand 

the use and importance of machine-readable 

documents.

Usability

 ¥  Document Accuracy: 41% of states consider 

their PDF version to be the most accurate 

interpretation of the standards.  43% of those 

responding claim there are no discrepancies 

between their formats (i.e., when one format is 

changed, all formats are changed at the same 

time).   As a result, 35 states received a B grade 

in the area of Usability.  We were surprised to 

# nd that a few states do not specify or do not 

understand the importance of knowing which is 

the de# nitive document.

 ¥  Unique Numbering: 24% of states provide 

a unique number to each standard within a 

document. 39% assign a unique number within 

the subject, and 27% assign a number that is 

unique for each standard within the state. No 

states provide numbers designed to be unique 

across the United States. However, 85% of the 

responding states see a value in providing such 

a unique number. 

Revision Practices

 ¥  Revisions: !  is is the area in which there is 

the greatest variance among states.  Ohio 

and Colorado most consistently notify their 

stakeholders about what has changed in their 

standards.  Surprisingly, only 24% of states 

indicate in some manner what has changed 

within their standards document. 32% of 

responding states indicated that state laws 

govern when their standards change and 39% 

post a schedule for revisions on their website 

or in a newsletter. 43% publish a noti# cation 

once the standards have changed.  71% of the 

states replace the old version of the standards 

document with the new version when the 

standards are changed. 

;2H%"2%)4"'989'"%"&'$'%9+")4*$5

Ratings for this Standards Digital Deployment 

Report are derived from a response rate of 78% for 

our questionnaire about each stateÕs digitization 

of their academic standards. A copy of the 

questionnaire is included in this report. Ratings for 

the remaining 22% of states were determined from 

information obtained from the state DOE websites 

and compiled by Academic Benchmarks. Each 

state was given several opportunities to respond 

to the questionnaire over a period of # ve months. 

40% of the states responded to our # rst request for 

participation.



39+>'$%<077+96

!  e average overall grade for the 50 states including 

Washington, D.C., is C+. ! is results from an 

overall Accessibility grade of C, a Usability grade 

of B- and a Revision Practice grade of B-.  ! e area 

of Usability had the highest number of states that 

earned a grade of B, but no states with a grade of A, 

and also the highest number of states with a grade of 

D.  So, while some states are on the right track, they 

all have room for improvement in interpreting and 

referencing their standards for various stakeholders.

!  e area of Accessibility provides the greatest need 

for improvement.  With eight states not responding 

to any of our attempts at communication and 

an additional three responding, but not by 

completing the questionnaire, it is clear that the 

idea of providing access to the standards by various 

stakeholders is one that not all states take seriously.

;2H%(2%<"+='&2,>'9$%3'"%I29'%!4J297+")245

For more details regarding the content of this  

report, please contact Matt Doherty, VP of Business 

Development, at mdoherty@academicbenchmarks.

com.
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Implications of ! is Study
With the debate on common national standards 

raging in Washington, DC and around the country, 

can we truly claim success as a country if these 

e" orts result in yet another PDF document of 

standards?  It is not our mission to create the 

standards for our childrenÑplenty of quali# ed 

individuals and organizations are accomplishing that 

mission alreadyÑbut to help guide the deployment 

of all standards in this digital age using cost-saving 

21st century technologies and tools for the ultimate 

bene# t of our children.

With the best minds in this country producing 

world-class standards, we feel that technology can 

expedite the day when these standards impact our 

lives.  ! is starts with awareness and an honest 

assessment of the issues we face.  ! is report is the 

# rst step toward such awareness.  Our technology 

model has been adopted by the private business 

community, and we feel compelled to take 

responsibility for expanding our solution to the 

public sector.

Whether or not common national standards become 

a reality, states adopt 50 varieties of common 

standards (as some predict), or some alternate 

outcome, the issue of digital deployment of standards 

will remain.  If our e" orts, during this time of 

national focus on standards, can in% uence states to 

consider a common digital deployment strategy, we 

will have succeeded beyond our wildest dreams

11

('
8

,2
6

7
'4

#
!@

'8
2

9
#

!H
!(

'D
'7

/'9
!I

JJ
K



!"#"$%
!
!
!$&"'()%*+%,&&$--'.'/'"0 %
"#$%!&'(&!)*!+,(%-$).$./!&00'(%%(%!-#(!0(/'((!-)!1#$2#!&!%-&-(!%,33)'-%!)'!3')4$0(%!&22(%%!
-)!$-%!%-&.0&'0%!*)'!4&'$),%!%-&5(#)60('%!7-(&2#('%8!3&'(.-%8!-(2#.)6)/9!4(.0)'%8!3,:6$%#('%8!
(-2;<;!
!
!"#$%&'()*&$
*1%23#"%'-%"3$%4$5#6"7$)"%(8%9:;&#"'()<-%=$.-'"$%3(7$%#::6$--%>'1$1?%4@9%A(7$%B#C$DE%

!
!
F1%23#"%'-%"3$%4@9%!"#"$%!"#):#6:-%=$.%5#C$%>'1$1?%!"#):#6:-%A(7$%B#C$DE%

!

G1%A(=%7#)0%&/'&H-%:($-%'"%"#H$%"(%)#I'C#"$%86(7%"3$%4@9%A(7$%B#C$%"(%"3$%!"#):#6:-%A(7$%B#C$E%
!"#$%&'()$'(*+,()'+#-+'.(/+'-%%01-+$23'4$/%1,5$/'3(01'/,+$6/')-7,8-+,()9:'

! "#(!=-&.0&'0%!>)?(!@&/(!$%!&!0$'(2-!6$.5!*')?!-#(!ABC!>)?(!@&/(;!

! "#(!=-&.0&'0%!>)?(!@&/(!$%!&!0$'(2-!6$.5!*')?!&!0(3&'-?(.-!3&/(!7(;/;!DEFG!C0,2&-$).!@&/(<;!

! "#(!=-&.0&'0%!>)?(!@&/(!$%!&22(%%(0!1$-#$.!H!26$25%!*')?!-#(!ABC!>)?(!@&/(;!

! "#(!=-&.0&'0%!>)?(!@&/(!$%!&22(%%(0!1$-#$.!I!26$25%!*')?!-#(!ABC!>)?(!@&/(;!

! "#(!=-&.0&'0%!>)?(!@&/(!$%!&22(%%(0!1$-#$.!J%26$25%!*')?!-#(!ABC!>)?(!@&/(;!

! "#(!=-&.0&'0%!>)?(!@&/(!$%!&22(%%(0!1$-#!?)'(!-#&.!J!26$25%!*')?!-#(!ABC!>)?(!@&/(;!

! "#(!ABC!0)(%!.)-!#&4(!&!=-&.0&'0%!>)?(!@&/(;!

;2$-/$')(+$'+#$'4,1$%+,()/'<(1'-%%$//,)8'3(01'=+-)4-14/'>(.$';-8$',<'(01'/$2$%+,()'-5(7$',/',)%(11$%+9'

!
!
!

What Is Included in the Questionnaire?

We have pre-# lled the questionnaire to the best of our knowledge. Please review the answers we have provided 
and correct them where necessary. Additionally, please complete any questions that we have left blank

?&+4=!620!G29!6209!8+9#)D)8+#)24!)4!#&)%!M0'%#)244+)9'L!1'!+9'!D24>0D#)4*!+!%#0>6!24!#&'!>)*)#+,!>'8,267'4#!2G!%#+#'!

%#+4>+9>%!+4>!6209!8+9#)D)8+#)24!)%!D90D)+,!#2!#&'!C+,)>)#6!2G!209!>+#+L!X09!%#0>6!)4C2,C'%!Y!+9'+%U!+DD'%%)/),)#6.!

0%+/),)#6.!+4>!9'C)%)24!89+D#)D'%L!?&'%'!M0'%#)24%!+9'!>'%)*4'>!#2!'N8,29'!A&'4.!A&'9'.!+4>!&2A!%#+4>+9>%!+9'!

89270,*+#'>!/6!%#+#'!>'8+9#7'4#%L!?&'!M0'%#)244+)9'!)%!42#!>'%)*4'>!#2!+%%'%%!#&'!M0+,)#6!2G!#&'!%#+4>+9>%!

A&+#%2'C'9L
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!"#$%&$'(#)"*+%$,"#'
4. Whom is the contact person for questions regarding standards? 

!"#$%&$'$()%*+',-.&'&$/,.0*'.1',-$2$'.&'302$',-%*'0*$'/0*,%/,45'

!"#$% %

&'()$% %

*+,-$%!.#/$0% %

$1#"')% %

!
5. How does a stakeholder discover the contact information for state standards questions? 

!6-$/7'%##',-%,'%))#845'

% &+'2%'-3,0#"(',-%'2%'-4).5$5%,-%(+$%6("-5"052%7,#$%*"8$%9)'2($5%'-%:.$2(',-%;<=%

% &+'2%'-3,0#"(',-%'2%'-4).5$5%'-%"%5'0$4(,0>%)'2('-8%)'-?$5%(,%(+$%6("-5"052%7,#$%*"8$=%

% &+'2%'-3,0#"(',-%'2%'-4).5$5%'-%"%5'0$4(,0>%)'2('-8%2,#$@+$0$%,-%(+$%ABC%2'($=%

% &+'2%'-3,0#"(',-%4"-%/$%3,.-5%/>%"55'(',-")%ABC%2$"04+%#$"2.0$2=%

% &+'2%'-3,0#"(',-%'2%"D"')"/)$%,-)>%/>%4"))'-8%(+$%ABC=%

% B(+$0=%*)$"2$%2E$4'3>F%GGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGG%

!
-./,0.*1'")'2$%$.34*"0,5.5'-"&6+.#$7''
6. In which of the following digital formats does your state provide its standards (directly or through an 

authorized distribution channel)?  
!6-$/7'%##',-%,'%))#845'

% *AH%

% I,05%

% CJ4$)%

% K&H%

% 7&LM%

% NLM%

% O6P%

% B-)'-$%6$"04+=%*)$"2$%2E$4'3>%@$/%"550$22F%GGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGG%
6$"04+"/)$%/>F%!/-$/7'%##',-%,'%))#845%%
!
GG%Q$>@,05%
GG%R0"5$%
GG%6./S$4(%
GG%6(0"-5%
GG%Q-,@)$58$T6?'))%
GG%O,8-'('D$%M$D$)%
!
U55'(',-")%2$"04+%40'($0'"%2.EE,0($5F%GGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGG%
%

% B(+$0%9E)$"2$%2E$4'3><GGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGG%
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!"#$%&'(%&#)*+,#-.'/.#01#2.%#103452&#53%#(%&'67%(#20#8%#45/.'7%93%5(58:%;##
!"#$%&'())'*#(*'(++),-.'

! "#$!

! %&'(!

! )*+,-!

! ./$!

! 0/12!

! 345!

! 67-87,!9,:'+;!

! %;:<!89!=,:7<!>?!@=:+;87,!',:(:>-,AB!

! 6<;,'C!"-,:9,!9D,+8E?F!GGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGG!

!
"#$%&'(#)*!
<"#=.0#'&#3%&>07&'8:%#103#(%>:0?4%72#01#2.%#&257(53(&#'720#2.%#/:5&&3004;#
!"#$%&'())'*#(*'(++),-.'

! /;,!9<:<,!#6)!

! /;,!9+;&&-!(89<'8+<!

! /;,!87(8H8(I:-!9+;&&-!

! /;,!87(8H8(I:-!<,:+;,'!

! %;:<!89!=,:7<!>?!@(,D-&?=,7<AB!

! 6<;,'C!"-,:9,!9D,+8E?F!GGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGG!

!
+$,),&)!
@"#A0-#4B/.#C5:B%#(0%&#?0B3#&252%#/3%('2#20#>30C'('76#'2&#&257(53(&#'7#45/.'7%93%5(58:%#103452;##
!"#$%&'/0$'/+*1/0'2$)/3'*#(*'4/5*'(%%67(*$),'8$5%712$5',/67'5*(*$95':()6$5-.'

! )*<',=,-?!5:-I:>-,C!

! 5:-I:>-,J!>I<!7&!>I(K,<C!

! 18K;<!>,!H:-I:>-,L!M,!M&I-(!-8N,!<&!-,:'7!=&',C!

! %;:<!89!=,:7<!>?!@=:+;87,!',:(:>-,AB!

! /;89!89!7&<!<;,!9<:<,O9!',9D&798>8-8<?C!

! 6<;,'C!"-,:9,!9D,+8E?F!GGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGGG!
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!"#$%&'()*(+,-.%/%$0(
This area of questioning addresses how much guidance a state provides for interpreting and 
referencing its standards by various stakeholders. 
(
!"#$%"&'()*'+#,-.*"(/01'#"'$)%,)'(#'2#,-0'
12(34(0&56(7&#58"'$,(-6"(-9-%/-./"(%'(,"9"6-/(4&68-$,(:,""(;5",$%&'(<=>(?@%#@(4&68-$(%,(#&',%7"6"7($@"(
7"4%'%$%9"(9"6,%&'(:%'($@"("9"'$(&4(7%,#6"A-'#%",(."$?""'(4&68-$,=B(
!"#$%&'()$'(*+,()'-$.(/'+#0+'1(2+'0%%340+$.5'6$2%4,-$2'+#$'6$7,),+,8$'6(%31$)+9:'

! We never have discrepancies because all of our formats are updated at the same time. 

! There is a clear indication of the definitive version posted on the website. 

! The PDF version is the most accurate reflection of the author's true intent. 

! Stakeholders must call the DOE to determine the definitive document. 

! We do not specify a definitive document. 

! What is meant by “definitive document”? 

! Other. Please specify: ___________________________________________________ 

!
'
3-.4*5%"&'670(*.'
;.$02$'4$8,$/'+#$'7(..(/,)<'$=01*.$2'(7'2+0)60462')31-$4,)<>'+#$)'0)2/$4'+#$'?3$2+,()2'+#0+'7(..(/9'
 
CD-8A/"(E*(F-?(G58."6%'H(
 Strand @31-$4'A$)2$  1(
  Standard 1(
(((((((((((Objective 1(
 Strand B*$40+,()2  )(
 
CD-8A/"(I*(J'"8&'%#>(K-,#-7%'H(G58."6%'H(
 Strand @31-$4'A$)2$  G!(
  Standard 1: G!21(
   Objective 1: G!2121(
 Strand B*$40+,()2(LM(
  Standard 1: LM21(
 
CD-8A/"(K*(M6"4%D"7>(K-,#-7%'H(G58."6%'H(
 Strand @31-$4'A$)2$  JE2N21 !;4$7,=C'A3-D$%+E89 >'F406$E! :'
  Standard 1: JE2N2121(
   Objective1: JE2N212121(
 Strand B*$40+,()2  JE2N2)(
  Standard 1: JE2N2)21(

15



16

!"#$%&'%#()*+,-(#+./0#'-./(-1#2(,2(/(30/#0%(#4*1#1.52#/0*36*26/#*2(#35+7(2(68#
!"#$%&'()$'(*+,()'-$.(/'+#0+'1(2+'0%%340+$.5'6$2%4,-$2'5(34')31-$4,)7'252+$189'

! !"#$%&'()(

! !"#$%&'(*(

! !"#$%&'(+(

! +#,-#./012(345(065('"#-5&7(&/8'(#07('"#$%&'9(:&'#,'(,%'-/;7<(
===========================(
===========================(
===========================(
===========================(
===========================(

! :>';/"'.2(37(?>#.'(345(065(@43A'-5(

! :>';/"'.2(65B'>9(:&'#,'(,%'-/;7C(
===========================(
===========================(
===========================(
===========================(
===========================(

! D5B'>9(:&'#,'(,%'-/;7<(
===========================(
===========================(
===========================(
===========================(
===========================(

#
9"#$%&'%#.:#0%(#:.--.4&3;#/0*0(+(30/#+./0#*''52*0(-1#2(:-('0/#0%(#&30(30&.3#.:#1.52#35+7(2&3;#/1/0(+8#
!"#$%&'()$'(*+,()'-$.(/'+#0+'1(2+'0%%340+$.5'6$2%4,-$2'+#$',)+$)+'(:'5(34'252+$189'

! !#-B(,5#0.#>.(/,(#,,/10'.(#(40/E4'(04$3'>(F/5B/0(#0(/0./G/.4#&(.6-4$'059(

! !#-B(,5#0.#>.(/,(#,,/10'.(#(40/E4'(04$3'>(F/5B/0(#(,43A'-59(

! !#-B(,5#0.#>.(/,(#,,/10'.(#(40/E4'(04$3'>(F/5B/0(64>(,5#5'9(

! !#-B(,5#0.#>.(/,(#,,/10'.(#(04$3'>(5B#5(/,(40/E4'(#->6,,(5B'(-6405>79(

! D4>(04$3'>,(#>'(065(.',/10'.(56(3'(40/E4'9(

! D5B'>9(:&'#,'(,%'-/;7<(==============================================(

!
"#$%$&%!
<"#=.#1.5#/((#*#>*-5(#&3#,2.>&6&3;#*#53&?5(#35+7(2#:.2#(*'%#/0*36*268#
!"#$%&'()$'(*+,()'-$.(/'+#0+'1(2+'0%%340+$.5'6$2%4,-$2'+#$';0.3$'(:'3),<3$')31-$4,)7'+('5(34'=>?89'

( !"5>'$'&7(H#&4#3&'(

( H#&4#3&'(

( I#73'9(J'(F64&.(&/8'(56(&'#>0($6>'9(

( KB'>'(/,(&/55&'(G#&4'(/0(%>6G/./01(#(40/E4'(04$3'>9(

( KB/,(/,(065(5B'(,5#5'L,(>',%60,/3/&/579(

( JB#5(/,($'#05(37(#(M40/E4'(04$3'>NO(

( D5B'>9(:&'#,'(,%'-/;7<===========================(



!"#$%"$&'%()*)(%$+%,'-,)-+$
!"#$%&#'()#*'()+,-.#,)'/0)(-.#*1234-0)(-.#'+5#%,0)(#-,'6)0%35)(-#4+7%(8)5#%7#,0)#4+,)+,.#4+,)(*(),',4%+.#
'+5#4+,)9(',4%+#%7#:%1(#-,'+5'(5-#4+,%#,0)4(#*'(,#%7#,0)#)51/',4%+#*(%/)--;##
!"#$%&'())'*#(*'(++),-.'

! "#$!%&'&$!%&'()'*)%!'*$!%$+,-$./+'('&0*12!'(!$./+'('&30(!$.3%&!43&#3(!&#$!)0567$(&%8!

! 9(!$./+'('&30(!$.3%&%!0(!&#$!:;<!4$=%3&$>!'))*$%%$)!&0!$'5#!'//*0/*3'&$!%&'?$#0+)$*8!

! @$!/*0A3)$!*$B6+'*+1-%5#$)6+$)!&*'3(3(B!%$%%30(%!,0*!%&'?$#0+)$*%8!

! @$!'*$!#'//1!&0!'55$/&!$-7'3+!7$%%'B$%!'()C0*!5'++%!0(!'!5'%$-=1-5'%$!='%3%8!

! 9!/'/$*!50/1!0,!&#$!'//*0/*3'&$!)0567$(&!3%!7'3+$)!&0!%&'?$#0+)$*%8!

! ;&#$*8!D+$'%$!%/$53,1E!FFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFF!!

! !
! !
<)/,4%+#=>#?)@4-4%+#A('/,4/)-#
"#3%!'*$'!0,!G6$%&30(3(B!'))*$%%$%!&#$!)$B*$$!&0!4#35#!'!%&'&$!50776(35'&$%!3(3&3'+>!3&$*'&3A$>!
0*!'!507/+$&$!*$A3%30(!0,!3&%!%&'()'*)%8!
#
./,'0($1"%&2&3,%&"'$
B"#$%&#'()#-,'6)0%35)(-#+%,474)5#,0',#-,'+5'(5-#'()#2)4+9#()@4)&)5.#0'@)#/0'+9)5.#%(#'()#74+'34C)5;#
!"#$%&'())'*#(*'(++),-.'

! @$!/0%&!'!%5#$)6+$!0,!%&'()'*)%!*$A3%30(%!A3'!06*!4$=%3&$>!($4%+$&&$*>!'()C0*!$+$5&*0(35!($4%!,$$)8!

! ;6*!%&'&$!+'4!37/0%$%!'!%5#$)6+$!,0*!%&'()'*)%!*$A3%30(%!&#'&!4$!,0++048!

! @$!/6=+3%#!'!%$/'*'&$!5#'(B$!(0&3,35'&30(!)0567$(&!'&!&#$!'//*0/*3'&$!&37$!3(!&#$!/*05$%%8!

! @$!/6=+3%#!'!507/+$&$!%&'()'*)%!)0567$(&>!3(5+6)3(B!5#'(B$%>!'(!&#$!'//*0/*3'&$!&37$8!

! @$!#3B#+3B#&!&#$!5#'(B$%!3(!%07$!7'(($*!H$8B8>!=0+)>!I&'+35%>!%&*3?$-&#*06B#>!$&5J8!

! @$!/*0A3)$!'!5*0%%4'+?!)0567$(&!=$&4$$(!0+)!'()!($4!%&'()'*)%!'%!'//*0/*3'&$8!

! @$!/0%&!'!(0&3,35'&30(!4#$(!($4!%&'()'*)%!&'?$!$,,$5&!'()!4#$(!0+)!%&'()'*)%!'*$!0=%0+$&$8!

! ;&#$*8!D+$'%$!%/$53,1E!FFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFF!
! !
!
D"#$%&#&%135#:%1#5)-/(42)#,0)#()@4-4%+#/%+,(%3#*('/,4/)-#:%1#1-)#&0)+#*1234-04+9#-,'+5'(5-;#
!"#$%&'())'*#(*'(++),-.'

! <'5#!)0567$(&!4$!/6=+3%#!#'%!'!*$A3%30(!(67=$*>!)'&$>!'()!&37$>!/6=+3%#$)!43&#3(!&#$!)0567$(&8!

! <'5#!)0567$(&!#'%!'!*$A3%30(!(67=$*>!)'&$>!'()!&37$>!'+&#06B#!4$!)0(K&!/6=+3%#!&#3%!3(,0*7'&30(8!

! @$!$7/+01!'!,3+$!('73(B!50(A$(&30(!&#'&!*$,+$5&%!'!)0567$(&K%!*$A3%30(!(67=$*!'()C0*!)'&$!'()!&37$8!

! @$!?$$/!&#$!+'&$%&!507/+$&$!%&'()'*)%!)0567$(&!*$B6+'*+1!6/)'&$)!0(!06*!4$=%3&$8!L#$5?!&#$*$8!

! @$!)0(M&!50(%3)$*!73(0*!5#'(B$%!H$8B8>!/6(5&6'&30(>!%/$++3(B>!B*'77'*J!&0!=$!'!*$A3%30(8!

! N06!76%&!5'++!0*!$-7'3+!&#$!:;<!&0!0=&'3(!3(,0*7'&30(!*$B'*)3(B!*$A3%30(%!&0!%&'()'*)%8!

! @$!%37/+1!*$/+'5$!&#$!0+)!)0567$(&!43&#!&#$!($4!)0567$(&!0(!&#$!4$=%3&$!H38$8>!3(-+3($!*$/+'5$7$(&J8!

! @#'&!3%!7$'(&!=1!O*$A3%30(!50(&*0+!/*'5&35$%PQ!

! ;&#$*8!D+$'%$!%/$53,1E!FFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFF!
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3. Of the mechanisms used for communicating standards revisions, which are machine-
readable? 

!"#$%&'())'*#(*'(++),-.'

! "#$!%&'(!$%)*+*#,-!.%!/012*+(!&,!344!53%&226!4*7/2%!46,8*'&9*#,:!,%.+!;%%8<!

! "#$!'$#++.&2=!8#'07%,9+-!.%!*,'208%!$%;%$%,'%+!9#!#28!&,8!,%.!0,*>0%!,071%$+<!

! ?(%!+9&=%(#28%$+!'&,!+01+'$*1%!9#!&,!%@7&*2!,%.+2%99%$!,#9*;6*,A!9(%7!#;!'(&,A%+<!

! B,!/&$&22%2!.*9(!#9(%$!7%'(&,*+7+-!.%!/$#)*8%!&!2*,=!9#!CDE-!F4G-!#$!#9(%$!8#.,2#&8!#/9*#,+<!

! H(&9!*+!7%&,9!16!I7&'(*,%!$%&8&12%JK!

! L9(%$<!M2%&+%!+/%'*;6N!
OOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOO!

! !
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