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From May 14 to May 16, 2009, a Standard Setting Session was held in Phoenix with 37 Arizona educators to: (1) establish 
achievement levels for students with disabilities, in Grades 3 through 8 and 10, who participated in the Arizona Alternate Assessment 
(Arizona’s Instrument to Measure Standards Alternate, AIMS A) and (2) refine the performance level descriptors for each grade level 
and content area assessed. The session was led by Stephen N. Elliott from Vanderbilt University with assistance from Arizona 
Department of Education (ADE) personnel Roberta Alley, Dr. Leila Williams, Danielle Gordon, Melanie Mosiman, Dr. Charles 
Bruen, Marilee Beach, and Forster Okoli. A copy of the agenda for this meeting is provided as Appendix A.  The results from this 
Standard Setting Session are summarized in this document and are offered as recommendations to guide Arizona educational leaders’ 
decisions for determining achievement levels on AIMS A in Reading, Mathematics, and Science for over 6,400 students with 
significant disabilities.  
 
Overview of Standard Setting 
 
Standard Setting is the process of determining appropriate achievement levels that correspond to a specified level of proficiency. The 
purpose is to establish achievement levels that are based on what students in each achievement level should know and be able to 
perform. For example, if a student obtained or exceeded the achievement level corresponding to the “Meets” level, then that student 
should have demonstrated knowledge, skills, and competencies sufficient to be called “proficient” for AYP purposes.  This requires 
the participant to first specify what a proficient student should be expected to understand and perform, and then to determine the 
achievement levels that correspond to those expectations.  
 
Besides deriving achievement levels for each content area, this process yields descriptions of what students who achieve the various 
achievement levels typically know and are able to perform. By examining the description of students’ typical performances in a given 
achievement level, one gains an understanding of the knowledge, skills, and abilities typically held by students in that level and 
identify skills that a given student is not yet able to perform consistently. This type of information helps teachers communicate with 
others about a student’s progress, next year’s instructional goals, and the status of the student relative to the state’s learning standards. 
 
There is a good deal of judgment involved in Standard Setting and a need to establish a high level of confidence in these judgments. 
Thus, it is important to have a representative group of educators familiar with the curricular and instructional needs of students with 
significant disabilities and also knowledgeable of the current alternate assessment to participate on a Standard Setting Panel. It is also 
typical to have several general educators knowledgeable of the state's academic standards and curriculum, and a few parents of 
students with significant disabilities on the committee. 
 
AIMS A includes Reading, Mathematics, and Science tests. At each grade level, 3-8 and 10, there are 20 Reading items and 22 
Mathematics items, respectively. The Science test, which is administered at grades 4, 8, and 10, also has 20 items. Each item on each 
test at every grade level is worth 4 points. Thus, scores on the Reading and Science tests range from 0 to 80, while scores on the 
Mathematics test range from 0 to 88. The primary objective of the Standard Setting Panel was to determine where along the score 
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continuums in each content area, the score or cut point would be for a marginally proficient student. In other words, the panel's main 
job was to determine "how many score points was enough" to be deemed to "meet the standard" in reading, mathematics and science 
in each tested grade.  Once the “Meets” cut point was established for a grade level test, the panel determined the cut points for the 
“Approaches” and “Exceeds” achievement levels at that same grade level. 
 
The Bookmark Procedure 
 
Several different approaches to establishing achievement standards exist. An item mapping method referred to as the Bookmark 
Procedure was utilized to establish the achievement (performance) standards for AIMS A for students with significant disabilities.  
The Bookmark Procedure (Lewis, Mitzel, & Green, 1996) was developed by researchers at CTB/McGraw-Hill and has been used to 
establish the achievement standards for many states’ regular achievement tests and several states’ alternate assessments over the past 
decade. This procedure is recognized as a scientifically defensible procedure by the USDE.  Standard Setting using this procedure 
involves presenting experienced educators a booklet with a set of test items ordered from easiest to most difficult. A separate test 
booklet of items is presented for each content area (i.e., reading, mathematics, and science) and an item map with item difficulty data 
accompanies the test item booklet. After carefully studying the ordered-items in a booklet, a unique achievement level for a given 
achievement (performance) level is identified. The participants determine the achievement level by placing a bookmark at the location 
in the booklet where they think a student who is functioning at a given level will likely respond successfully to items preceding the 
bookmark. Items preceding the bookmark represent content that all proficient students should likely know and perform. The final 
achievement level is computed as the median of the number of items immediately before and after the bookmark.  Although this 
sounds quite simple, in fact, committee members often expend considerable effort in reaching their final decisions about the 
knowledge, skills, and competencies needed to be considered “proficient.”  
 
A general description of the steps involved in the Bookmark Procedure for each of the content areas in AIMS A follows: 

 Introduction to Standard Setting  
 Review all Items on the assessment  
 Review and discuss the current Performance Level Descriptors for each achievement level 
 Reach Consensus on the definition of “Meets the Standard” as measured by AIMS A 
 Round 1: Individuals independently place marks in test booklets to indicate “Meets the Standard” achievement level 
 Post-Round 1: Individuals at each table discuss their placements of marks for the “Meets the Standard” achievement level 
 Round 2: Teams at each table make a consensus decision about marks for the “Meets the Standard” achievement level 
 Post-Round 2: Feedback is provided about the median achievement levels and the likely distribution of students at each level, then the 

group can discuss rationale for their ratings 
 Round 3: Teams collectively make final decisions about marks for each of four levels of Achievement 
 Post-Round 3: Feedback is provided about the Committee’s Median Achievement levels and likely impact on student distributions 
 Review and discuss the trends across grade levels for a given content area and examine any significant outliers  
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 Review and revise, if necessary, the descriptions associated with each of the four levels of achievement 
The three-round  Bookmarking procedure was followed for each content area assessed by AIMS A for Grades 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 10 
in Reading, Mathematics, and Science. The outcome of this Bookmark procedure resulted in identified achievement levels for each of 
the grade-level content areas on AIMS A. The detailed result of what constitutes a “proficient performance” on AIMS A contributes 
information that can be integrated with other students’ results on AIMS to be used for school accountability. Together the results from 
AIMS A and AIMS provide assessment data for all students in Arizona Public Education Associations (PEAs) for the federally 
required adequate yearly progress (AYP) calculation and report.  
 
Participants and Group Assignments 
 
The 37 participants in the Standard Setting Session represented educators from school districts and educational agencies from across 
the state. All the participants were familiar with, or had experience administering, AIMS A. The participants and their professional 
affiliations are listed in Appendix B. These participants formed nine teams representing elementary, middle and high schools who 
worked together for the entire 3-day session. Five teams had four members (three special educators and a regular educator or dual 
certified educator) and four teams had five members (four special educators and a regular educator or dual certified educator). This 
team structure was designed to enhance the developmental sensitivity and representativeness of the team’s decisions. Three groups of 
participants – elementary, middle school, and high school – were created to determine cut scores for each grade and content area. To 
improve consistency and achieve equity in the recommended cut scores across the 3-8 and 10 grade-spans, a cross-lag design with 
different groups of teachers was used to ensure independent replications of Reading and Mathematics cut scores in grades 5 and 7, and 
for Science in all grades 4, 8, and 10. A visual of the three groups and their various grade and content assignments is provided as 
Figure 1. 

Figure 1. Overview of the AIMS A Standard Setting Session and Grade-Level Teams 
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Overview of the Students of Interest 
 
The sample of students in the AIMS A database at each grade level averaged 870 per grade with a range from 798 (6th grade) to 1368 
(high school) students in prescribed assessment years and is representative of the state’s school age population. Students eligible to 
take AIMS A were all identified with approved criteria that included having a significant disability and functioning several grade 
levels below their age mate peers with milder disabilities. The majority of the students qualifying to take AIMS A has been receiving 
special education services since entering school and has been classified as moderate or severely mentally retarded, or autistic. These 
students have been receiving instruction based on the Arizona Alternate Academic Standards and have been determined to need 
significantly more accommodations than allowed to take AIMS.  
 
Definition of Proficient (Meets the Standard) 
 
One of the most important steps in Standard Setting is to achieve a consensus definition of what it means to be “proficient.” Once a 
consensus definition of proficient is determined, it provides a foundation for making decisions about the knowledge and skills that a 
student should be able to demonstrate if they are to be considered proficient.  The participants in the Standard Setting Session spent 
considerable time discussing what it means for a student to be proficient or in the terms of the Arizona Achievement Standards to meet 
the standard. To facilitate their thinking about this definition, they were provided the performance level descriptors approved by the 
Arizona State Board of Education, a copy of the state's content standards for students with significant disabilities, and a copy of AIMS 
A items. The state's four achievement levels for each of the content areas assessed by AIMS A are documented in Appendix C. These 
achievement levels were a centerpiece of the Standard Setting Training Session (see Appendix D for training slides).  
 
Materials and Decisions about Achievement levels 
 
The key materials used to conduct the Standard Setting were ordered item test booklets, item maps with AIMS A items from each 
content area rank ordered by difficulty from easiest to hardest (see Appendix E), and item graphs (see Appendix F) and item tables 
(see Appendix G) portraying the total score distributions of students who were administered AIMS A in spring 2009. An example of 
the item map for AIMS A Reading is displayed in Appendix E. Figures 2, 3, and 4 provide score distributions for the 4th, 8th, and 
10th grade AIMS A Reading test.  These distributions are illustrative of those in Mathematics and Science at the same grades and 
indicate AIMS A overall is a difficult test for about 15% of eligible students. Some students, however, also do very well on the tests. 
 

AIMS A Standard Setting / Final Summary Report / May 2009 5



 
                                     Figure 2.Grade 4 Reading            Figure 3. Grade 8 Reading 
                                                                                                                      

                                                             
 

Figure 4. High School Reading 
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To facilitate communication and decision-making about AIMS A Standard Setting outcomes, the following assumptions were stated 
and agreed upon by all participants at the outset of the process: 
 

 Arizona’s academic achievement levels are Falls Far Below, Approaches, Meets, and Exceeds the Standard. 
 

 The 4 levels of achievement for a given content area need not be equal in nature; that is, they need not cover the same number 
of items or possible points, nor do they necessarily need to represent an equal proportion of students.  

 

 There are likely developmental differences that should be considered when setting performance standards. 
 

 Given the need to yield overall decisions of “proficient” or “not proficient yet” for AYP, a single number for a achievement 
level must be determined even though we know that all scores have some error and it is best professional practice to provide a 
confidence band around a score. To off-set concerns about error in a single score, it is recommended that important decisions 
be based on more than one test score. 
 

 Different people reviewing the same items and same impact data might reasonably derive somewhat different achievement 
levels in the three content areas. Therefore, to establish confidence in the recommended cut scores a replication method was 
employed at a subset of grades (i.e., 5 and 7 for Reading and Math, and 4, 8, and 10 for Science) whereby "second" teams of 
educators independently set cut scores.  
 

 The results of the Standard Setting Process would be presented to the Arizona State Board of Education as recommendations to 
follow when determining whether or not a student meets the standard (e.g., is proficient) on AIMS A.  Thus, the participants’ 
recommendations are advisory. 

 

After reading the consensus definition of meets the standard, participants used the rank-ordered item tables to record their decisions 
about what alternate knowledge and skills it took to be considered proficient. Participants first made independent decisions about the 
number of items it would take to meet the standard, then worked with their tablemates to reach a consensus on the number of items 
that it would take to meet the standard. Once all the table leaders reported a consensus number of items for the meets the standards 
level, the median number of items needed to meets the standard as defined by all tables was determined. Once this achievement level 
was determined, it served as the “Meets the Standard” achievement level for the content area, and then impact data were provided via 
the cumulative score distribution figures. To operationalize impact, all participants were provided a cumulative frequency distribution 
with the percentage of students likely to be considered as meeting the standard in a content area. In some cases, participants requested 
comparison data for students on AIMS. The consensus achievement level and impact data collectively were discussed among the 
entire group of participants and a final decision was made about an achievement level at each grade level for a given content area.   
 
After reaching a final decision about the meets the standard achievement level for each area, teams were asked to determine the 
achievement levels differentiating AIMS A performances at the Falls Far Below level from the Approaches level, and the Meets level 
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from the Exceeds level of achievement.  For these decisions, an abbreviated version of Bookmarking featuring only the table 
consensus decisions with impact data as feedback was used to determine median cut points.  
 
Finally, after all cut point recommendations for each content area in each grade were completed, an integrated review of the suggested 
cut points and related impact data across all grades was presented to the participants by the session leader.  This review focused on 
consistency across grades for a given content area. Given that the numbers of possible score points were the same across grades within 
content areas, it was easy to identify outliers by looking at both the recommended cut scores and the likely percentage of students 
"passing" rates.  Using this approach, the cut score for the meets the standard level for Reading at grades 3 and 10 were considered 
relatively low and the cut score for Mathematics at grade 5 was considered relatively high. The respective teams that set the original 
cut scores agreed to review their recommendations. The outcomes of these reviews were adjustments that resulted in cut scores that 
were more consistent with those for the same content area at other grades.  
  
Standard Setting Results 
 
The results of the 2009 AIMS A Standard Setting Session are summarized in a series of tables (1, 2, and 3) and figures (5 through 10) 
that follow. The initial table for each content area provides the recommended raw cut scores for at each grade level for the four 
achievement levels. These tables also provide impact data in the form of the number and percentage of students that would be at each 
achievement level in each grade in 2009, if these cut scores were adopted. The accompanying figures simply provide a visual 
depiction of the same data for each content area. Finally, an integrated summary table is provided of the raw score ranges for each 
achievement levels in a given content area. Please note that AIMS A tests have different items and different performance level 
descriptors (PLDs) for each grade level.  
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Table 1. AIMS A Reading 
Recommended Cut Score 

Grade 3 4 5 6 7 8  10 

Far Below 
 

0 - 20 0 - 16 0 - 12 0 - 12 0 - 15 0 - 16  0 - 12 

Approaches 
 

21 - 40 17 - 44 13 - 42 13 - 40 16 - 39 17 - 40  13 - 40 

Meets 
 

41 - 64 45 - 70 43 - 68 41 - 66 40 - 67 41 - 70  41 - 72 

Exceeds 
 

65 - 80 71- 80 69 - 80 67 - 80 68 - 80 71 - 80  73 - 80 
Number of Students 

Grade 3 4 5 6 7 8  10 

Far Below 
 

141 125 89 104 112 100  130 

Approaches 
 

156 200 209 193 141 134  244 

Meets 
 

384 391 334 335 346 451  683 

Exceeds 
 

196 182 175 166 205 175  311 

    Total 
 

877 898 807 798 804 860  1368 
Percentage of Students 

Grade 3 4 5 6 7 8  10 

Far Below 
 

16.08 13.9 11.02 13.04 13.91 11.63  9.5 

Approaches 
 

17.78 22.27 23.92 24.2 17.55 15.6  17.8 

Meets 
 

43.76 43.53 43.37 41.96 43.04 52.46  49.91 

Exceeds 
 

22.33 20.26 21.69 20.8 25.5 20.34  22.73 
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      Figure 5. Reading Recommended Cut Scores                                        Figure 6. Percentage of Students at Each Reading 
                          Across the Grades                                                                                    Achievement Level 
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Table 2. AIMS A Mathematics 
Recommended Cut Score 

 
Grade 3 4 5 6 7 8  10 

Far Below 
 

0 - 20 
 

0 - 20 
 

0 - 20 0 - 16 0 - 12 0 - 16  0 - 16 

Approaches 
 

21 - 40 
 

21 - 40 
 

21 - 40 17 - 44 13 - 40 17 - 40  17 - 40 

Meets 
 

41 - 72 
 

41 - 72 
 

41 - 72 45 - 72 41 - 72 41 - 68  41 - 76 

Exceeds 
 

73 - 88 
 

73 - 88 
 

73 - 88 73 - 88 73 - 88 69 - 88  77 - 88 
Number of Students 

Grade 3 4 5 6 7 8  10 

Far Below 
 

130 168 146 106 92 115  192 

Approaches 
 

142 140 149 202 166 185  293 

Meets 
 

388 358 399 366 387 360  728 

Exceeds 
 

217 232 113 124 159 200  155 

    Total 
 

877 898 807 798 804 860  1368 
Percentage of Students 

Grade 3 4 5 6 7 8  10 

Far Below 
 

14.8 18.7 18.08 13.33 11.44 13.4  14.03 

Approaches 
 

16.17 15.59 18.48 25.34 20.64 21.51  21.42 

Meets 
 

44.22 39.85 49.46 45.89 48.15 41.85  53.23 

Exceeds 
 

24.74 25.82 14.00 15.55 19.79 23.26  11.33 
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 Figure 7.  Mathematics Recommended Cut Scores                        Figure 8. Percentage of Students at Each Mathematics 
                               Across the Grades                                                                Achievement Level 
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Table 3. AIMS A Science 
Recommended Cut Score 

 
Grade 3 4 5 6 7 8  10 

Far Below  
 

0 - 14    0 - 16  0 - 12 

Approaches  
 

15 - 44    17 - 45  13 - 42 

Meets  
 

45 - 72    46 - 74  43 - 70 

Exceeds  
 

73 - 80    75 - 80  71 - 80 
Number of Students 

Grade 3 4 5 6 7 8  10 

Far Below  
 

119    85  80 

Approaches  
 

181    141  156 

Meets  
 

388    393  378 

Exceeds  
 

209    241  207 

    Total  
 

897    860  821 
Percentage of Students 

Grade 3 4 5 6 7 8  10 

Far Below  
 

13.24    9.91  9.73 

Approaches  
 

20.15    16.41  19.01 

Meets  
 

43.25    45.72  46.04 

Exceeds  
 

23.3    28.01  25.2 
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 Figure 9.  Science Recommended Cut Scores                                     Figure 10. Percentage of Students at Each Science 
                      Across the Grades                                                                                Achievement Level 
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The following principles guided the development of final cut scores for AIMS A achievement levels for each content area: 
 

 Creditable assessment systems for interpreting student achievement should reflect general developmental trends and 
instructional expectations whereby older or more advanced students, on average, consistently exhibit more knowledge and 
skills in a given content area. Given the design of AIMS A where there are an equal number of items on each test and these 
items are based on grade-sequenced extended content standards, it was expected that cut scores across grades for the same 
content would be very similar.  

 

 The recommended cut scores can be conceptualized with a confidence band of + 5 raw score points based on what is known 
about the standard error of measurement for the tests. Given it is an accepted scientific practice to use confidence or error 
bands around scores when making important decisions, the panel supported the application of such a band for the purposes of 
making final adjustments to cut scores. However, this adjustment procedure was not necessary because the recommended cut 
scores were quite uniform and conformed to the expected developmental trends. 

 

The recommended achievement levels for AIMS A Reading, Mathematics, and Science followed these guidelines and are intended to 
be of use to educators, parents, and other educational stakeholders interested in the achievement of students with significant 
disabilities. At the conclusion of the Standard Setting Session, the data featured in Tables 1, 2, and 3 were presented and discussed 
among all three grade-level groups of panelists. The result was that panel members unanimously endorsed the cut scores documented 
in this report. 

 
Following the endorsement of the cut scores, panelists revisited the Performance Level Descriptors for each content area and grade 
level with the purpose of documenting ways to improve them as communication tools. After the Arizona State Board of Education 
approval of the final cut scores, further refinements to the PLDs become possible by using the item maps to identify discriminating 
items just beyond cut scores. These items can then be added to the PLDs to provide a comprehensive description of what it means to 
meet the standard for students with significant cognitive disabilities in Arizona.   
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Standard Setting Workshop  
Arizona Alternate Assessment – AIMS A 

May 14 - 16, 2009 
 

Leaders: Stephen Elliott, Vanderbilt University Location: Sheraton Crescent 
  Roberta Alley, ADE 2620 W. Dunlap Avenue 
  Charles Bruen, ADE  Phoenix, AZ 
  Danielle Gordon, ADE  
  Leila Williams, ADE                                   
   
 
Thursday, May 14 
 
8:30 a.m. Welcome/Introductions 
 
8:45 a.m. Non-Disclosure and Travel Procedures  
 
9:00 a.m. – 12:00 p.m.  Workshop  
 

  Workshop Goals and Role of Participants 
Goal #1 Review the AIMS A items and the related statistics for science, 
  reading, and mathematics  items for grades 3 through 8 and 10 and 
  impact data based on 2009 results. 
 
Goal #2 Establish recommended proficiency cut-scores for AIMS A science, 
  reading, and mathematics assessments  for students with significant 
  disabilities in grades 3 through 8 and 10. 

 
 Background of Arizona’s Statewide Assessment & Accountability System 

  
 Introduction to Standard Setting: Rationale and the Bookmarking Procedure 

o Activity: Connecting PLDs to Item Maps 
o Defining the Marginally Proficient Student 

 
 Major Steps in a Modified Bookmark Procedure 
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Review and complete all AIMS-A Multiple Choice and Rating Scale Items 
Review and Discuss current Performance Level Descriptors for each achievement level  
Reach Consensus on the definition of “Meets the Standard”  
Round 1: Individual Proficiency Cut-Point Determination 
Post-Round #1 Discussion 
Round 2: Team Consensus for Proficiency Cut-Point 
Post-Round #2 Discussions with Feedback on Impact 
Round 3: Teams Final Decisions 
Post Round #3: Feedback & likely impact on student distributions 
Review and Revise Proficiency Level Descriptors 
Committee Recommendations to the State Board of Education for approval and adoption 
 

 Table Assignments & Decision Making Guidelines 
 
Thursday, May 14  (1:00 a.m. – 5:00 p.m.) 
 

 Review Standard Setting Procedures and Discuss Issues 
 

 Review the AIMS-A Reading Items grades 3, 4 & 5 and Conduct Standard Setting 
 

 Review the AIMS-A Reading Items grades 5, 6 & 7 and Conduct Standard Setting 
 

 Review the AIMS-A Reading Items for  7, 8, & High School and Conduct Standard Setting 
 
 
Friday, May 15  (8:00 a.m. – 5:00 p.m.) 
 

 Review Standard Setting Procedures and Discuss Issues 
 

 Complete Review of AIMS A  Reading Items 
 

 Review the AIMS-A Mathematics Items grades 3, 4 & 5 and Conduct Standard Setting 
 

AIMS A Standard Setting / Final Summary Report / May 2009 19



 Review the AIMS-A Mathematics Items grades 5, 6 & 7 and Conduct Standard Setting 
 

 Review the AIMS-A Mathematics Items for grades 7, 8, & High School and Conduct Standard Setting 
 
Saturday, May 16  (8:00 a.m. – 5:00 p.m) 
 

 Review Standard Setting Procedures and Discuss Issues 
 

 Complete Review of AIMS A  Mathematics Items 
 

 Review the AIMS-A Science grade 4 & 8 and Conduct Standard Setting  
 

 Review the AIMS-A Science grades 8 & 10 Conduct Standard Setting  
 

 Review the AIMS-A Science for grades10 & 4  Conduct Standard Setting  
 

 Suggestions for Refining AIMS-A Performance Level Descriptors 
 

 Review Results of Standard Setting Workshop 
 

 Participant Evaluations 
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Appendix B 
 
 

Participants in the 2009 Standard Setting for AIMS A 
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Last First Race Sex Title or Occupation Certification District 

Adams-Brown Susan B F Resource Teacher Middle School; 7 & 
8 Social Studies; Language Arts, 
Math 

Elementary/Spec Cross Cat Cartwright Elementary 
District 

Andersen Tamara B F Special Education K-5, Self 
Contained 

Special Education MIMR K-12 Tolleson Elementary 
District 

Apuna Sandra W F District Language Arts Coordinator Elementary/Junior High School /  
Special Education 

Gilbert Unified District 

Barsevich Valerie W F Sixth Grade - Mathematics Elem & Spec Ed Mentally Hand 
Certif./Principalship 

Tucson Unified School 
District 

Bates Heather W F Freshman English Teacher and Junior 
English Teacher 

Secondary, English and Special 
Education,CCS 

Tucson Unified School 
District 

Bonney-Clay Mepet W F High School Self Contained Spec 
Education Teacher age (14-21) 

Cross Categorical Special Education Parker Unified School 
District 

Cassidy Kay A F Retired Secondary (blank) 
Cox Rebecca W F Primary Special Education/ 

Supervision of RTI Program Grades 
K-3 

Elementary/Special Education Flagstaff Unified District

Csurka Lucy  W F Jr High Art and Reading /7th Grade 
Reading 

Secondary 7-12; Art K12, Spec Educ 
K12, LD/MR/SelfContained 

Theodore Roosevelt 
School 

D'Antonio-Schleich Peggy W F Special Education Teacher Special education-Cross Categorical Phoenix Union High 
School District 

Dumas Donna W F Retired BS Elementary, K-8th, Special Educ., 
MA Administration 

(blank) 

Duncan Elizabeth W F Int. MOMR, Self Contained Teacher Special Ed, Elementary Roosevelt Elementary 
District 

Faiveley Patricia W F 4th Grade all subjects Elementary, Special Education. Scottsdale Unified 
District 

Fetter Kathy W F Spec Educ Cross Categorical Spec 
Class K-2 Teacher__ 

Standard Spec Educ LD K-12; Stand 
Spec Educ MR K-12; Provisional 
Struct English Imm Endorsement K-
12 

Amphitheater Unified 
District 

Fortier Jacqueline H F Teacher of Moderately Cognitively 
Impaired 9-12 

Secondary Certification, Special 
education. 

Tucson Unified School 
District 
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Franklin Rebecca W F Teacher 9-12+ Grade Self-Contained 
Life Skills Prgm, MIMR,MOMR, 

Special Education - Arizona Kingman Unified School 
District 

Fritsche Janice W F High School Special Services Cross Cat K-12, severely profound k-
12,  ,OTR 

Douglas Unified School 
District 

Geiger Vicki W F Education Prgm Specialist- Special 
Education @ State Hospital & Adult 
Educational services through Rio 
Salado 

Reg Education K-8, Special Educ K-
12 ED and LD 

Arizona State Hospital 

Hammond Mary Jo W F K-5 Language Arts resource room Elementary/Special Education Kingman Unified School 
District 

Hart Holly W F 5/6th Grade Cross Categorical Self 
Contained 

Special Education Washington Elementary 
District 

Hebein Jenna W F self contained 3rd grade cross 
categorical developmental class 
(MIMR-MOMR) 

Elementary, cross cat. Special 
Education, severe/profound special ed

Washington Elementary 
District 

Hellerud Linda W F H.S. Special Education -MIMR, 
Resource Room 

Spec Ed, Mental Retardation, 
Learning Disabilities 

Colorado River Union 
High School District 

Johnson Jennifer W F Special Education Facilitator Elem, Secondary, Sp Ed: Cross-
Categorical K-12, Severe & Profound 
Disabilities, English, History 

Amphitheater Unified 
District 

Morrow Karin W F Self-Contained  MI/MO High School Cross-Cat Sped K-12, Elem. Ed. K-8 Dysart Unified District 
Mosiman Michael W M Resource and Self-Contained 

ED/MIMR 
Special Education K-12 Tempe Elementary 

District 
Peaslee Kimberly W F High School Instructional Specialist 

9-12 
Special Education / Principal Phoenix Union High 

School District 
Pyle David W M Teacher, Self-contained 5-8, Reading, 

Math and Written Expression 
Special Education K-12, Principal 

Roth Natalie W F Reading and Math; Gifted 3-6 
Teacher 

K-12; Drama & Speech; Principal Deer Valley Unified 
District 

Sholl Shyla H F Self-Contained, Cross-Categorical 
Special Education Teacher 3-5 

Elementary K-8 and Spec Education, 
Cross-Categorical K-12 
 

Amphitheater Unified 
District 

Sims Kimberly H F Working on doctoral studies 
Educational Leadership & Teacher 
Innovation 

Spec Education K-12, LD, ED, MR Student-doctoral degree 
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Stair Carin W F K-5 resource teacher Stand SpEd Learning Disabilities k-
12; Mental Retardation; 
Administrative Certificate/Principal 
SEI 

Tucson Unified School 
District 

Swartz Najah NA F Hearing Impaired Itinerant Teacher 
K-12 

Hearing Impaired k-12 Special 
Education 

Tucson Unified School 
District 

Thompson Loriann  W F H.S. Severe Autism Program SpEd ED, LD, OHI, SMR, MR Tempe Union High 
School District 

Tiernan Maureen W F 9th – 12th grade Medical Fragile K-12  Special Education Phoenix Union High 
School District 

Walch Betty W F Retired Special Ed. Secondary, 
Administrative. 

(blank) 

Whitaker Johanna B F 3-7 cross-categorical moderate-
severe/behavioral 

Cross Categorical K-12 Washington Elementary 
District 

Williams Christina W F Inclusion Specialist Spec. Ed. K-12,  Severe/ Profound Vail Unified School 
District 
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Example Performance Level Descriptors 
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Arizona Alternate Standard Performance Level Descriptors 
Grade 4 Reading 

Exceeds the Standard – Students with significant cognitive disabilities who score in this level can typically function independently or with minimal cueing to 
demonstrate mastery of subject matter as reflected by the alternate reading standard.  
 
Meets the Standard – Students with significant cognitive disabilities who score in this level can typically function with moderate support through the use of 
visual representations, manipulatives, and objects to demonstrate a solid understanding of subject matter as reflected by the alternate reading standard.  
 
Approaches the Standard – Students with significant cognitive disabilities who score in this level can typically function with extensive support through the use 
of visual representations, manipulatives, and objects to demonstrate partial understanding of subject matter as reflected by the alternate reading standard. 
 
Falls Far Below the Standard – Students with significant cognitive disabilities who score in this level may have significant gaps and limited knowledge and 
skills that are necessary to satisfactorily meet the state’s alternate reading standard.  Students will typically require a considerable amount of additional 
instruction and intervention in order to achieve a satisfactory level of understanding. 
 

Students at the “Exceeds the Standard” level 
generally know the skills required at the “Meets” and 
“Approaches” levels and are able to: 

Students at the “Meets the Standard” level generally 
know the skills required at the “Approaches” level and 
are able to: 

Students at the “Approaches the Standard” level 
generally know and are able to: 

 
• Follow a set of multi-step directions in order. 
• Identify specific facts in text.  
• Select a synonym, antonym, and homonym.  
• Make a prediction. 

 
• Locate information from functional text. 
• Determine meaning of a simple or environmental 

word. 
• Identify the conflict or problem.  
 

  
 

 
• Identify cause and effect. 
• Find a solution to a problem.  
• Identify one aspect of the setting. 
• Describe a character’s trait. 
 

80----------------------------------------------- 71 70--------------------------------------------- 45 44---------------------------------------------- 17 

 
These descriptors do not include all the skills and knowledge as contained in the Alternate Reading Standard.  
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Arizona Alternate Standard Performance Level Descriptors 
Grade 4 Mathematics 

 
Exceeds the Standard – Students with significant cognitive disabilities who score in this level can typically function independently or with minimal cueing to 
demonstrate mastery of subject matter as reflected by the alternate mathematics standard.  
 
Meets the Standard – Students with significant cognitive disabilities who score in this level can typically function with moderate support through the use of 
visual representations, manipulatives, and calculators to demonstrate a solid understanding of subject matter as reflected by the alternate mathematics standard.  
 
Approaches the Standard – Students with significant cognitive disabilities who score in this level can typically function with extensive support through the use 
of visual representations, manipulatives, and calculators to demonstrate partial understanding of subject matter as reflected by the alternate mathematics standard. 
 
Falls Far Below the Standard – Students with significant cognitive disabilities who score in this level may have significant gaps and limited knowledge and 
skills that are necessary to satisfactorily meet the state’s alternate mathematics standard.  Students will typically require a considerable amount of additional 
instruction and intervention in order to achieve a satisfactory level of understanding. 
 

Students at the “Exceeds the Standard” level generally 
know the skills required at the “Meets” and 
“Approaches” levels and are able to: 

Students at the “Meets the Standard” level generally 
know the skills required at the “Approaches” level and 
are able to: 

Students at the “Approaches the Standard” level 
generally know and are able to: 

 

• Subtract whole numbers. 
• Add whole numbers. 
• Tell time to the hour/half/quarter hour. 
• Draw a conclusion from bar graph, line graph, or 

pie chart. 
 

 

• Complete a simple pattern.  
• Order three whole numbers (through 50). 
• Identify line graphs and a pie chart. 
 

 

• Identify shapes. 
• Select the appropriate measuring tool.  
• Compare two whole numbers (10 or greater). 
• Identify simple valid arguments using 

if…..then statements. 
• Demonstrate number concepts using 

manipulatives, symbols, objects, or pictures.  
• Match numerals in contextual situations. 
• Identify/match whole numbers in contextual 

situations. 
 

 
 

88 --------------------------------------------------  73 72 -------------------------------------------------  41 40 ---------------------------------------------------- 21   

 
These descriptors do not include all the skills and knowledge as contained in the Alternate Mathematics Standard. 
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Arizona Alternate Standard Performance Level Descriptors 
Grade 4 Science 

 
Exceeds the Standard – Students with significant cognitive disabilities who score in this level can typically function independently or with minimal cueing to 
demonstrate mastery of subject matter as reflected by the alternate science standard.  
 
Meets the Standard – Students with significant cognitive disabilities who score in this level can typically function with moderate support through the use of 
visual representations, manipulatives, and objects to demonstrate a solid understanding of subject matter as reflected by the alternate science standard.  
 
Approaches the Standard – Students with significant cognitive disabilities who score in this level can typically function with extensive support through the use 
of visual representations, manipulatives, and objects to demonstrate partial understanding of subject matter as reflected by the alternate science standard. 
 
Falls Far Below the Standard – Students with significant cognitive disabilities who score in this level may have significant gaps and limited knowledge and 
skills that are necessary to satisfactorily meet the state’s alternate science standard.  Students will typically require a considerable amount of additional 
instruction and intervention in order to achieve a satisfactory level of understanding. 
 

Students at the “Exceeds the Standard” level 
generally know the skills required at the “Meets” and 
“Approaches” levels and are able to: 

Students at the “Meets the Standard” level generally 
know the skills required at the “Approaches” level 
and are able to: 

Students at the “Approaches the Standard” level 
generally know and are able to: 

 
• Identify seasons. 
• Use magnets with a variety of objects. 
• Identify a characteristic of an animal that helps it 

to survive.   

 
• Select a resource that could be used in an 

investigation. 
• Communicate an observation. 
• Select technology that improves lives. 

 
 

 
 
 
 

 
• Identify the sources of water.  
• Identify characteristic of an animal. 
• Identify science related career using 

pictures/manipulatives. 
• Demonstrate safe behavior when conducting an 

experiment. 
• Identify parts of a plant or animal. 
• Demonstrate how components of a system work. 

 

80 --------------------------------------------- 73   72---------------------------------------------  45 44-------------------------------------------------- 15 

 
These descriptors do not include all the skills and knowledge as contained in the Alternate Science Standard.  
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Standard Setting Training Slides 
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Appendix E 
 
 

Sample Item Map 
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Appendix F 
 
 

Sample Item Distribution Graph 
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Appendix G 
 

Sample Cumulative Score Distribution for Impact Analysis 
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