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Problem
• Standards aligned 

to the NAEP 
Frameworks?

• If no alignment 
was found at 
grades 4 and 8 
then where?

Research 
Questions

1)Which NAEP Framework 
Objectives are exact 
matches, partial matches, or 
not covered by the Arizona 
Standard Performance 
Objectives?

2)In which grade(s) are the 
NAEP Framework objectives 
taught in the Arizona 
Standard?
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Goal

• Deliver results to the 
Arizona Standards Revision 
Committee prior to revision 
of our standards:

Revision Schedule
Mathematics Summer, 2007
Reading Fall, 2008
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Alignment Models

Standard Standard

Assessment Standard
SEC

Webb Model

HumRRO – Kentucky Dept. of Education

Achieve, Inc. – Michigan Dept. of Education
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Arizona 
Standard 
Alignment 
Model
(SAM)

• Consists of two parts
• Compared newest 

NAEP Framework to 
current AZ Standard 
(prior to AZ revision)

• 13 Raters - Math
10 Raters - Reading

• Two Observers
• Four support staff

Overview
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Raters
Rater Selection Criteria
• Highly qualified teachers with at least 3-5 

years of teaching experience in Arizona
• Needed solid knowledge of current AZ 

Standards

Team Formation
• Two teams were formed

– AZ Grades 1-4 to NAEP Grade 4 
– AZ Grades 5-8 to NAEP Grade 8

• Gave them ground rules to follow during 
each of the three days together

• Gave them a timeline

Model Training

Inter-Rater Agreement Measures
• To see what kind of agreement they had 

as a group
• Check comfort level of raters with the 

model
• Get a picture of the group dynamics

Arizona 
Standard 
Alignment 
Model
(SAM)
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Worksheets were provided 
that listed one NAEP 
Framework Objective 

per page.

Methodology –Part I

• Codes were created for NAEP & Arizona 
Objectives

• The raters were to list which AZ 
Performance Objective(s) were a full 
match or a partial match.

• Comments were added when the rater felt 
it necessary.

• Raters started by working individually and 
then holding a group discussion

• Provided an overall picture of alignment (or 
lack thereof)

• Provided comments on every NAEP 
Framework Objectives

Arizona 
Standard 
Alignment 
Model
(SAM)
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Arizona 
Standard 
Alignment 
Model
(SAM)

Methodology –Part I
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Worksheets were 
provided that listed 

Arizona Performance 
Objectives.

Methodology –Part II

• Same codes were used from Worksheet #1

• The raters were to list which NAEP 
Framework Objective(s) were a full match 
or a partial match.

• Comments were added when the rater felt 
it necessary.

• Raters were to work individually

• Provided comments on every AZ 
Performance Objective

• Provided a list of AZ Performance 
Objectives that are not assessed by NAEP

Arizona 
Standard 
Alignment 
Model
(SAM)
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Arizona 
Standard 
Alignment 
Model
(SAM)

Methodology –Part II
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Both Worksheets: 
• Answered RQ 1 and RQ 2
• Provided a “checks and 

balances” between both 
worksheets

• Provided (by omission) what 
was missing from the AZ 
Standard that was preventing a 
full match from a partial match

Worksheet #1 ensured that every 
NAEP Objective was covered

Worksheet #2 provided us with the 
knowledge of how many AZ 
Performance Objectives were 
not covered by NAEP

MethodologyArizona 
Standard 
Alignment 
Model
(SAM)
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Evaluation of SAM

June 2007
N = 13

Some of the suggestions from the raters 
were incorporated into the February 2008 

Reading Alignment study
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Evaluation of SAM                   N=13

1) Was the quality of training sufficient to carry out 
the task?                                         Y(11)   N(1)
1a. If not, what would you suggest is done differently?
– More feedback on papers first done [Interrater Agreement] 

and more training for aligning NAEP to ADE [Wrksht #2]
– Maybe give groups time to read NAEP over for a bit –

since it was new to many.

2) Did you feel you had enough time to discuss the 
objectives with your group during the alignment 
sessions?                                        Y(10)  N(2)
2a. If not, what would you suggest is done differently?
– No – at middle school we have so many objectives
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3) Do you feel the alignment model (process) used 
was appropriate for the purpose of this study?        

Y(10)  N(2)
3a. If not, what would you suggest is done differently?
– I think step 2 was easier and would have made step 1 easier
– It would have been beneficial to go over worksheet 1 again 

after worksheet 2. After the second [worksheet] I had a better 
understanding of the NAEP objectives.

4) Any additional comments?
– The language differences between AZ & NAEP and within 

NAEP led to interpretation struggles.
– Thanks for the opportunity. Super experience!!

Evaluation of SAM                   N=13



06/16/08 16

Results Alignment of AZ Standard and 
NAEP Framework

Mathematics Elementary Intermediate

42% No match 36% No match

40% Partial 52% Partial

Arizona 
Alignment to 
NAEP

18% Exact 12% Exact

11% AZ POs not 
assessed by NAEP

25% AZ POs not 
assessed by NAEP

NAEP 
Alignment to 
Arizona
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Outcome Alignment of AZ Standard to 
NAEP Framework

• 100% alignment between the 2008 Arizona 
Mathematics Standard and the 2005 NAEP 
Mathematics Framework

• New AZ Mathematics Standard will be 
implemented in 2008-2009 and tested in 
2009-2010 using the Arizona’s Instrument 
to Measure Standards (AIMS)

Looking forward to the 2011 NAEP 
Mathematics results for Arizona
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Results
Alignment of AZ Standard to 
NAEP Framework

NAEP 
Alignment to 
Arizona

45% AZ POs not 
assessed by NAEP

13% AZ POs not 
assessed by NAEP

Reading Elementary Intermediate

43% No match 65% No match

34% Partial 30% Partial

Arizona 
Alignment to 
NAEP

23% Exact 5% Exact
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Outcome

Arizona Standards Revision 
Committee will meet this fall to 

revise the Reading Standard
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Thank you

Contact Information:
Carrie L. Giovannone
AZ NAEP Coordinator

Carrie.Giovannone@azed.gov
602-364-1583
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