Good morning Chairman McLeroy, Ladies and Gentlemen,

I am Monica Hodges, a Literacy Coach from the Houston area.  I am speaking on behalf of the elementary Language Arts teachers and students that I am privileged to work beside on a daily basis.  

While there are numerous concerns over the process of the revisions as well as the product that has come out of that process, I will focus my concerns on the elementary portion of the revisions.  As an elementary teacher who spends much time teaching children to read, one of the questions that I ask students often is “Does it make sense?”.  In other words, as you are reading, does what you are reading make sense?  Consequently, when I am reading I ask myself the same question, “Does this make sense?”.   While reading the proposed revisions I found myself asking that question frequently.   
· Does it make sense that the number of items pertaining to phonics far outweighs the number of items pertaining to the understanding of the very words that students are expected to decode?  At each of the primary grade levels there is much more emphasis given to decoding than to comprehension.  To narrow the focus of primary language arts to decoding is to handicap each of those young students and to deny them the opportunity to spend large quantities of time engaged with high quality texts.  Decoding is an integral part of reading, but it is not the whole.  It doesn’t matter how accurately or fluently a reader is reading if they do not understand what they are reading.  In order to build readers who are able to read critically and intelligently, a more balanced focus is an absolute necessity.
· Does it make sense that in the writing strand there is much more emphasis on the mechanics of writing than on the content?  I submit to you that if a student can write a composition in which the letters are formed perfectly, words are spelled accurately, and the rules of capitalization and punctuation are followed but the ideas in those sentences don’t relate to each other and the composition as whole doesn’t make sense, then that student’s effort has been in vain.  
In closing, Chairman McLeroy and Board Members, I implore you to ask yourselves if the revisions in place make sense.    The revisions aren’t balanced in their approach to teaching Language Arts and aren’t reflective of current best practices.  As far as the alternative document that has resurfaced from more than a decade ago, ask yourselves if it makes sense to revert to a document that was, for all intents and purposes, buried long ago.  So, what is the solution to all of this that just doesn’t make sense for our teachers and our students?  It is to commit yourselves to continuing to revise these standards so that they insure balance and rigor.  It is to commit to making the process of creating those standards transparent making sure that those standards will raise up generations of readers and writers that are able to read critically and to write in a compelling manner, readers and writers that have more than just basic perfunctory skills, and readers and writers that are able to not only keep up with the world around them, but change the world around them.  The current proposed standards, nor the alternative document that was rejected more than a decade ago, will give teachers the necessary framework to accomplish the goal of building those kinds of readers and writers.
