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4: Exceeds the criteria; 3: Adheres to the criteria 2: Sometimes adheres to the criteria 
1: Occasionally adheres to the criteria; 0: Rarely adheres to the criteria 

Oregon Instructional Materials Worksheet For Lessons & Units:  ALIGNMENT TO MATHEMATICAL CONTENT (K-8) 

Before evaluating lessons and units, be sure to Familiarize yourself with the Major Work of the grade being evaluated (see the Focus by Grade Level documents.)   
Additionally, familiarity with  K–8 Publishers' Criteria for the Common Core State Standards for Mathematics will help in this evaluation.   

Metric Questions to consider when finding evidence within lessons & units Additional considerations  Rating Evidence 

1. Focus: Addresses all grade-level 
CCSS Mathematics standards by 
including a clear and explicit 
purpose for instruction and 
prioritizing critical concepts for 
each grade level. 

 Is the lesson/unit designed to devote a large majority of time to the 
Major Work of the grade? 

 Is content from previous grades clearly identified within the 
lesson/unit in such way that teachers and students can understand on 
grade expectations? 

 When present, does the supporting content of the grade enhance 
learning and engage students in the major work of the grade? 

Does the lesson/unit support differentiated 
learning?   
 Would struggling students have opportunities 

to engage with grade-level problems?  
 Are there opportunities to learn current 

grade-level content in greater depth? 

  

2. Coherence: Materials are 
consistent with the learning 
progressions in the Standards 
based on previous 
understandings. 

 Are the learning objectives visibly shaped by CCSSM cluster and 
domains within the lesson/unit?   

 Does the lesson/unit connect on-grade-level concepts explicitly to 
prior knowledge from earlier grades? 

 Does the lesson/unit include problems and activities that serve to 
connect two or more content expectations within in a grade, in cases 
where these connections are natural and important? 

Is the lesson/unit based on the grade-by-grade 
content progressions in the Standards?  
 Is there evidence that content from previous 

or future grades interferes or displace on-
grade-level content? 

 Are there any noticeable discrepancies in 
content progressions that unduly interfere 
with or displace grade-level content? 

 

 

3. Rigor (Application): Provides 
opportunities for students to 
independently apply 
mathematical concepts in real-
world situations. 

 

 Are there examples of engaging application problems within the 
lesson/unit that engage students in the Major Work of the Grade? 

 Are there are single- and multi-step contextual problems, including 
non-routine problems, that develop the mathematics of the grade? 

 Do application opportunities support students to engage in authentic 
problem solving, and/or apply mathematical concepts in real-world 
situations? 

Some examples of clusters or standards that call 
for application include:   K.OA.A.2, 1.OA.A, 
2.OA.A, 3.OA.A.3, 3.OA.D.8, 4.OA.A.3, 4.NF.B.3d, 
4.NF.B.4c, 5.NF.B.6, 5.NF.B.7c, 6.RP.A.3, 6.NS.A.1, 
6.EE.B.7, 6.EE.C.9, 7.RP.A, 7.NS.A.3, 7.EE.B.3, 
8.EE.C.8c, 8.F.B 

  

4. Rigor (Conceptual 
Understanding): Develops 
understanding through conceptual 
problems and questions, multiple 
representations and opportunities 
for students to write and speak 
mathematically. 

 

 Does the lesson/unit support the development of students’ 
conceptual understanding of key mathematical concepts, especially 
where called for in specific content standards? 

 Does the lesson/unit feature high-quality conceptual problems and 
discussion questions written at a variety of cognitive rigor levels? 

 Does the lesson/unit feature opportunities to identify 
correspondences across mathematical representations? 

Some examples of clusters or standards that call 
for conceptual understanding include:  K.OA.A.1, 
(1.NBT.B, 1.NBT.C), (2.NBT.A, 2.NBT.B), 
(3.OA.A.1, 3.OA.A.2), 4.NF.A, (4.NBT.A, 4.NBT.B), 
5.NF.B, (5.NBT.A, 5.NBT.B), 6.RP.A, 6.EE.A.3, 
7.NS.A, 7.EE.A, 8.EE.B, 8.F.A, 8.G.A [Note: Clusters 

or standards grouped by parentheses are closely 
connected and could be analyzed together.] 

  

5. Rigor (Procedural Skill and 
Fluency):  Expects, supports and 
provides guidelines for procedural 
skill and fluency with core 
calculations and mathematical 
procedures (when called for in the 
standards for the grade) to be 
performed quickly and accurately.   

 Is the lesson/unit designed so that students attain the fluencies and 
procedural skills required by the Standards? 

 Does the lesson/unit interweave fluency and procedural skills with 
students’ conceptual understanding of the operations in question? 

 Does the lesson/unit include more than purely procedural problems 
and exercises?  

 Does the lesson/unit include opportunistic strategies and/or generic 
cases that require efficient algorithms? 

Some examples of standards that call for 
procedural skill and fluency include: K.OA.A.5, 
1.OA.C.6, 2.OA.B.2, 2.NBT.B.5, 3.OA.C.7, 
3.NBT.A.2, 4.NBT.B.4, 5.NBT.B.5, 6.NS.B.2, and 
6.NS.B.3, 6.EE.A, 7.NS.A, 7.EE.A.1,7.EE.B.4a, 
8.EE.C.7, 8.EE.C.8b   

  

  

http://www.ode.state.or.us/teachlearn/instructionalmaterials/1_14-math-adopted-criteria-pm.pdf
http://www.achieve.org/files/EQuIPmathrubric-06-17-13.pdf
http://achievethecore.org/page/783/instructional-materials-evaluation-tool-imet
http://achievethecore.org/page/774/focus-by-grade-level
http://achievethecore.org/page/266/k-8-publishers-criteria-for-the-common-core-state-standards-for-mathematics-detail-pg
http://ime.math.arizona.edu/progressions/
http://static.pdesas.org/content/documents/M2-Activity_2_Handout.pdf
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4: Exceeds the criteria; 3: Adheres to the criteria 2: Sometimes adheres to the criteria 

1: Occasionally adheres to the criteria; 0: Rarely adheres to the criteria 

Oregon Instructional Materials Worksheet For Lessons & Units:  ALIGNMENT TO MATHEMATICAL CONTENT (High School) 

Before evaluating lessons and units, be sure to Familiarize yourself with CCSSM Widely Applicable as Prerequisites for a Range of College Majors, Postsecondary Programs and Careers.  
Additionally, familiarity with  High School Publishers' Criteria for the Common Core State Standards for Mathematics will help in this evaluation.   

Metric Questions to consider when finding evidence within lessons & units Additional considerations  Rating Evidence 

1. Focus: Addresses all grade-level 
CCSS Mathematics standards by 
including a clear and explicit 
purpose for instruction and 
prioritizing critical concepts for 
each grade level. 

 Is the lesson/unit designed to devote a large majority of time to the on 
Widely Applicable Prerequisites? 

 Is content from previous grades clearly identified within the 
lesson/unit in such way that teachers and students can understand on 
grade course expectations? 

 When present, does the supporting content of the course enhance 
learning and engage students in the Widely Applicable Prerequisites? 

Does the lesson/unit support differentiated 
learning?   
 Would struggling students have opportunities 

to engage with grade-level problems?  
 Are there opportunities to learn current 

grade-level content in greater depth? 

  

2. Coherence: Materials are 
consistent with the learning 
progressions in the Standards 
based on previous 
understandings. 

 Are the learning objectives visibly shaped by CCSSM cluster and 
domains within the lesson/unit?   

 Does the lesson/unit connect on-course-level concepts explicitly to 
prior knowledge from earlier grades or courses? 

 Does the lesson/unit include problems and activities that serve to 
connect two or more content expectations within in a course, in cases 
where these connections are natural and important? 

Is the lesson/unit based on the grade-by-grade 
content progressions in the Standards?  
 Is there evidence that content from previous 

or future courses interferes or displace on-
grade-level content? 

 Are there any noticeable discrepancies in 
content progressions that unduly interfere 
with or displace course-level content? 

 

 

3. Rigor (Application): Provides 
opportunities for students to 
independently apply 
mathematical concepts in real-
world situations. 

 

 Does the lesson/unit appropriately support modeling expectations, 
with applications that are relatively simple in earlier courses and when 
students are encountering new content?  

 Are elements of the modeling cycle present in the lesson/unit using 
more authentic applications in higher level courses? 

 Are there are single- and multi-step contextual problems, including 
non-routine problems, that develop the mathematics of the grade? 

Some examples of clusters or standards that call 
for application include:    
N-Q.A, A-SSE.B.3, A-REI.D.11, F-IF.B, F-IF.C.7,  
F-BF.A.1, G-SRT.C.8, S-ID.A.2, , S-IC.A.1 

  

4. Rigor (Conceptual 
Understanding): Develops 
understanding through conceptual 
problems and questions, multiple 
representations and opportunities 
for students to write and speak 
mathematically. 

 

 Does the lesson/unit support the development of students’ 
conceptual understanding of key mathematical concepts, especially 
where called for in specific content standards? 

 Does the lesson/unit feature high-quality conceptual problems and 
discussion questions written at a variety of cognitive rigor levels? 

 Does the lesson/unit feature opportunities to identify 
correspondences across mathematical representations? 

Some examples of clusters or standards that call 
for conceptual understanding include:  . 
N-RN.A.1, A-APR.B, A-REI.A.1, A-REI.D.10, 
A.REI.D.11, F.IF.A.1, , F-LE.A.1,  G.SRT.A.2,  
G-SRT.C.6, S-ID.C.7 

  

5. Rigor (Procedural Skill and 
Fluency):  Expects, supports and 
provides guidelines for procedural 
skill and fluency with core 
calculations and mathematical 
procedures (when called for in the 
standards for the grade) to be 
performed quickly and accurately.   

 Is the lesson/unit designed so that students attain the fluencies and 
procedural skills required by the Standards? 

 Does the lesson/unit interweave fluency and procedural skills with 
students’ conceptual understanding of the operations in question? 

 Does the lesson/unit include more than purely procedural problems 
and exercises?  Are there examples of opportunistic strategies  and/or 
generic cases that require efficient algorithms? 

Some examples of standards that call for 
procedural skill and fluency include:  
A-SSE.A.1b, A-SSE.2, A-APR.A.1, A-APR.C.6,  
F-BF.B.3, G-GPE.B.4, G-GPE.B.5, G-GPE.B.7,   
G-CO.A.1 , G-SRT.B.5   

  

 

http://www.ode.state.or.us/teachlearn/instructionalmaterials/1_14-math-adopted-criteria-pm.pdf
http://www.achieve.org/files/EQuIPmathrubric-06-17-13.pdf
http://achievethecore.org/page/783/instructional-materials-evaluation-tool-imet
http://achievethecore.org/content/upload/Widely%20Applicable%20Prerequisites.pdf
http://achievethecore.org/page/267/high-school-publishers-criteria-for-the-common-core-state-standards-for-mathematics-detail-pg
http://ime.math.arizona.edu/progressions/
http://static.pdesas.org/content/documents/M2-Activity_2_Handout.pdf

