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Executive Summary 

Federal legislation requires that all students participate in state accountability systems. Most 
students with disabilities participate in the regular assessment, with or without accommodations. 
Students with more significant cognitive disabilities participate in the Alternate Assessment based 
on Alternate Achievement Standards (AA-AAS). A few states also have an Alternate Assess-
ment Based on Grade-level Achievement Standards (AA-GLAS) for students with disabilities 
who need testing formats or procedures that are not included in the regular assessment and are 
not addressed with the use of accommodations. In April 2007, federal regulations offered states 
the flexibility to develop an Alternate Assessment based on Modified Academic Achievement 
Standards (AA-MAS). States are not required to provide this assessment option.

Since 2007, the National Center on Educational Outcomes (NCEO) has annually compiled, 
analyzed, and summarized states’ participation guidelines for the AA-MAS. The purpose of 
this report is to update the information gathered from previous reports. As of November 2010, 
17 states—California, Connecticut, Georgia, Indiana, Kansas, Louisiana, Maryland, Michigan, 
Minnesota, North Carolina, North Dakota, Ohio, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, Tennessee, Texas, 
and Virginia—had publicly available participation guidelines for an assessment the state con-
sidered to be an AA-MAS. As of February 2011, four states—Kansas, Louisiana, North Caro-
lina, and Texas—had successfully completed the U.S. Department of Education’s peer review 
process that determines whether the assessment fulfills the necessary requirements for the state 
to receive federal funds. 

The current study suggests that states are continuing to develop or update participation guide-
lines for the AA-MAS. All states included text-based description of guidelines; some states 
included flow charts or decision trees, as well as checklists. Other documents were also found, 
including glossaries and student case scenarios. Over half of the states in the current study 
required parent notification and implications for high school graduation be included as part of 
the decision-making process. 

All states required that the student have a current IEP and that the student not be progress-
ing at the rate expected for grade-level proficiency within the school year covered by the IEP. 
Over two-thirds of states included the following criteria: learning grade-level content, previous 
performance on multiple measures, IEP includes goals based on grade-level content standards, 
receives specialized/individualized instruction, and previous performance on state assessment. 
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Overview 

All students, including students with disabilities, participate in statewide assessments. Annual 
testing ensures that schools, districts, and states are held accountable for students’ educational 
achievement. Most students participate in the regular state assessment with or without accom-
modations. A few students with the most significant cognitive disabilities take an Alternate 
Assessment based on Alternate Achievement standards (AA-AAS). A few states also have an 
Alternate Assessment Based on Grade-level Achievement Standards (AA-GLAS) for students 
with disabilities who need testing formats or procedures that are not included in the regular as-
sessment and are not addressed with the use of accommodations. In April 2007, federal regula-
tions offered states the flexibility to offer another assessment option—an Alternate Assessment 
based on Modified Academic Achievement Standards (AA-MAS). States may count up to two 
percent of students participating in an AA-MAS for annual yearly progress (AYP). States are 
not required to offer this assessment option.

According to the regulations, students eligible for an AA-MAS must have an Individualized 
Educational Program (IEP). In addition, the IEP must be standards-based and include annual 
goals based on grade-level academic content standards. Students who take the AA-MAS must 
have access to grade-level curriculum. IEP teams are required to gather objective and valid evi-
dence from multiple sources (e.g., previous state assessments, formative assessments, classroom 
assessments, etc.) to demonstrate the student will not achieve grade-level proficiency in the 
particular content area because of his or her disability. Moreover, IEP teams must demonstrate 
that, even if the student is provided with appropriate instruction designed for the student’s in-
dividual needs, he or she is unlikely to achieve grade-level proficiency within the year covered 
by the student’s IEP (U.S. Department of Education, 2007).  

States must develop a set of criteria for determining which students are eligible to participate 
in different assessment options. This report refers to these criteria as participation guidelines. 
IEP teams use participation guidelines to determine whether the student will participate in the 
AA-AAS, AA-MAS, AA-GLAS, or in the regular assessment with or without accommodations 
(U.S. Department of Education, 2007). Although some states have an assessment they consider 
to be an AA-MAS, as of February 2011, only four states—Kansas, Louisiana, North Carolina, 
and Texas—had successfully completed the U.S. Department of Education peer review process 
that determines whether the assessment fulfills the necessary requirements. 

This is the fourth time the National Center on Educational Outcomes (NCEO) has tracked 
states’ participation guidelines for the AA-MAS. Each time NCEO has analyzed the guidelines 
(Lazarus, Hodgson, & Thurlow, 2010; Lazarus, Rogers, Cormier, & Thurlow, 2008; Lazarus, 
Thurlow, Christensen, & Cormier, 2007) there have been considerable changes. Please refer to 
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the NCEO web site at http://www.nceo.info for more information and relevant research about 
the AA-MAS. 

Need to Update and Analyze

The most recent NCEO report tracking states’ participation guidelines for the AA-MAS identi-
fied states that had an assessment they considered to be an AA-MAS and provided each states’ 
participation guidelines (Lazarus et al., 2010). As of 2010 the federal regulations offering states 
the option to develop an AA-MAS have now been in place for more than three years. In 2007 
when we first tracked participation guidelines for an AA-MAS, only a few states had publicly 
available guidelines. In each of the following two years more states had either developed or were 
in the process of developing an AA-MAS and had publicly available guidelines. Continuing 
the trend, we hypothesized that there would be more states that had either developed or were in 
the process of developing an AA-MAS, and that there was a need to update the report in 2010.  

Similar to the previous report (Lazarus et al., 2010), the specific questions that we sought to 
answer in this study were:

1.	 As of November 2010, which states had publicly available guidelines for students with 
disabilities to participate in an AA-MAS?

2.	 What were the characteristics of these guidelines?

Process Used to Find Information about States’ AA-MAS

Procedures used in the current study were similar to those used in the 2009 update (Lazarus 
et al., 2010). Information concerning states’ participation guidelines for the AA-MAS was 
gathered from state Web sites in September through November of 2010. NCEO compiled and 
analyzed the data. Profiles were developed for each state to document the data collected based 
upon the participation criteria information found. The profiles were electronically sent to state 
department of education contacts in assessment or testing for verification. States were asked 
to verify that we had found the most current criteria. If a state identified additional criteria, we 
required evidence of a written document before accepting the change. No attempt was made to 
determine whether participation guidelines met the federal requirements. 

Through collecting information from state Web sites, we found that some states provided train-
ing materials on participation guidelines. Nine states had posted additional training materials. 
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Some of the training materials included electronic “PDF” manuals or PowerPoint presentations. 
One state (Pennsylvania) posted a video accompaniment to the state’s participation guidelines. 

We analyzed the participation guidelines for Reading/ELA and Mathematics. In most states 
the guidelines were inclusive of all content area tests within the states’ AA-MAS. A few states, 
however, developed guidelines for another content area (e.g., Science). We did not analyze 
states’ participation guidelines for additional content areas.

Participation criteria are included in this report when they are mentioned in the policies of at 
least three states. If the criterion was not common to at least three states, it was included in the 
“other” category. In 2010, we included three new guidelines by name: “receives or has received 
research-based interventions,” “receives high-quality instruction,” and “not determined admin-
istratively.” One criterion identified by name in previous reports, “performance multiple years 
behind grade-level expectations,” was moved to the other category in the current report because 
too few states (i.e., less than three) included this criterion in their 2010 participation guidelines. 

Figures summarizing the results of this analysis are presented in the Results section of this report. 
Comparisons were also made between findings in the current update and the 2009 report (Lazarus 
et al., 2010).  More complete information can be found in tables presented in Appendix A. The 
titles and locations of all state documents referenced in the report can be found in Appendix B. 
Appendix C contains a compilation of states’ 2010 participation guidelines documents. 

Results 

As of November 2010, 17 states—California, Connecticut, Georgia, Indiana, Kansas, Louisiana, 
Maryland, Michigan, Minnesota, North Carolina, North Dakota, Ohio, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, 
Tennessee, Texas, and Virginia—had publicly available participation guidelines for an assess-
ment the state considered to be an AA-MAS. The 2009 report (Lazarus et al., 2010) found 14 
states—Arizona, California, Connecticut, Indiana, Kansas, Louisiana, Maryland, Michigan, 
North Carolina, North Dakota, Ohio, Oklahoma, Tennessee, and Texas—with publicly available 
participation guidelines for an AA-MAS. Four additional states had guidelines in 2010 (Georgia, 
Indiana, Ohio, Pennsylvania). Additionally, several states included in the previous report revised 
their participation guidelines for 2010, and one state included in the previous report (Arizona) 
no longer had publicly available guidelines. Table 1 provides the state, the name of the state’s 
AA-MAS, as well as the content area and grade. 
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Table 1. AA-MAS Name, Content Area, and Grade Described by State

State Assessment Name Content Areas/Grades

California California Modified Assessment (CMA) Math (3-7); ELA (3-11); Writing (4 and 7); 
Science (5, 8); Algebra I; Geometry; Life 
Science (10)

Connecticut Connecticut Mastery Test Modified Assessment 
System (CMT MAS) and Connecticut Academic 
Performance Test Modified Assessment System 
(CAPT MAS)

Math and Reading  (3-8, 101)

Georgia Georgia Criterion-Referenced Competency Tests 
– Modified (CRCT-M)

Math (3-8); Reading (3-8); English Lan-
guage Arts (3-8)

Indiana Indiana Modified Achievement Standards Test 
(IMAST)

Math (3-8); ELA (3-8); Science (4, 6); So-
cial Studies (5, 7)

Kansas2 Kansas Assessment of Modified Measures 
(KAMM)

Math and Reading (3-8, HS); Science (4, 
7)

Louisiana Louisiana Educational Assessment Program 
(LEAP) Alternate Assessment, Level 2

Math and ELA (4-8, 10-11); Science (4, 8, 
11); Social Studies (4, 8, 11) 

Maryland Maryland Modified High School Assessment 
(Mod-HSA); Maryland Modified School Assess-
ment (Mod-MSA)

Math and Reading (3-8); Algebra, Biology, 
English, and Government (HS)

Michigan Michigan Educational Assessment Program 
(MEAP) Access

Math and Reading (3-8); Writing (4, 7)

Minnesota Minnesota Comprehensive Assessment (MCA) 
Modified

Math (5-8, 11); Reading (5-8, 10)

North  
Carolina3

NCEXTEND2 Alternate Assessment Math (3-8, HS); Reading (3-8, HS);  
Science (5, 8, HS)

North  
Dakota

North Dakota Alternate Assessment 2 (NDAA2) Math (3-8, 11); Reading/Language Arts 
(3-8, 11); Science (4, 8, 11)

Ohio Ohio’s Alternate Assessment based on Modified 
Achievement Standards (AA-MAS)

Math (5-8, 10); Reading (5-8, 10)

Oklahoma Oklahoma Modified Alternate Assessment Pro-
gram (OMAAP)

Math (3-8); Reading (3-8); Science (5, 8); 
End-of-Instruction Tests; Algebra I, Biology 
I, English II, and U.S. History (HS)

Pennsylvania Pennsylvania System of School Assessment-
Modified (PSSA-M)

Math (4-8, 11); Reading (4-8, 11); Science 
(8, 11)

Tennessee Tennessee Comprehensive Assessment Pro-
gram (TCAP) Modified Academic Achievement 
Standards (MAAS)

Math (3-8); Reading/Language Arts (3-8); 
Science (3-8); Social Studies (3-8)

Texas Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills 
Modified (TAKS-M)

Math (3-11); Reading (3-9); English Lan-
guage Arts (10-11); Writing (4, 7) Science 
(5, 8, 10-11); Social Studies (8, 10, 11)

Virginia Virginia Modified Achievement Standards Test 
(VMAST) 

Math (3-8, Algebra 1); Reading (3-8)

1 The high school CAPT MAS is available as a live test for identified grade 10 students and as a retest for indi-
vidual students in grade 11 and 12. 



5NCEO

2 In addition to tests for accountability, Kansas offers KAMM Opportunity to Learn (OTL) assessments for grades 
9-12 in Math, Reading, and Science. The OTL assessments are designed to give students the opportunity 
to learn the content standards prior to participation. This assessment option “provides Kansas High Schools 
with flexibility in determining when to assess students” (p. 66; see 2009-2010 Kansas Assessment Examiner’s 
Manual).  
3 In 2010 North Carolina discontinued the NCEXTEND2 OCS for Occupational English I, Occupational Mathemat-
ics I, and Life Skills Science I and II. 

 

Format

The participation guidelines of all 17 states included text-based description of the guidelines. The 
guidelines of seven states also included a flow chart or decision tree, and seven states included 
a checklist in addition to text (see Figure 1). 

Figure 1. Format of Participation Guidelines Documents for AA-MAS 
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Five states offered other formats for participation guidelines. Two states provided a glossary to 
define terms within the text-based participation guidelines. Two states provided cases studies or 
student scenarios to help determine which assessment option is appropriate for a student. For 
example, Texas provided a table for student scenarios that gave a student description and as-
sessment decision or rationale. The student description included information about the student’s 
grade-level, special education status, skill level, instruction types, classroom accommodations, 
and other relevant information. The assessment decision or rationale offered a description of 
what assessment option was best for the student case. One state offered an electronic version of 
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the flow chart with interactive comments, which could be accessed by selecting the flow chart 
for more information.

See Tables A-1 and A-2 in Appendix A for additional information on participation guidelines 
formats. Also, see Appendix B for a list of relevant documents states posted on their Web sites. 
Some states posted more documents than others related to student participation decisions for 
the AA-MAS. Four states posted one document containing participation guidelines and seven 
states posted three or more documents containing participation guidelines. A few states included 
participation guidelines within their yearly manual for state testing. For example, both North 
Dakota and Texas offered participation guidelines in separate documents as well as in their state 
manuals. Appendix C contains a compilation of states’ 2010 guidelines.

Changes Since 2009

Similar to the previous report (Lazarus et al., 2010), all states in the current analysis used text-
based descriptions of criteria in their participation guidelines. Seven states of the seventeen states 
(41%) in 2010 had flow charts or decision trees which is a small decrease compared to seven 
out of fourteen states (50%) in 2009. Seven of the seventeen states (41%) had checklists in 2010 
as compared to six states out of fourteen (43%) in 2009. The use of case studies or scenarios 
to help determine the best assessment option increased to two states from one in 2009. For the 
first time, one state had an interactive format for its flow chart in 2010. 

Combination Participation

Most of the states in the current report allowed combination participation, which means stu-
dents may take different assessments across content areas (see Figure 2). For example, a student 
may participate in the regular assessment for Mathematics, but participate in the AA-MAS for 
English Language Arts. Only one state did not offer specifications for combination participa-
tion within its participation guidelines. Two states allowed combination participation with no 
specifications for how the assessments may be combined. Three states allowed combination 
participation across the regular assessment, AA-MAS, and AA-AAS. 

A majority (12 states) allowed combination participation across only the regular assessment 
and AA-MAS. These states often specified that a student must take the regular assessment for a 
content area unless he or she qualifies for the AA-MAS. For example, Georgia specified that “if 
the answer to any of the criteria is “ ‘NO,’ the student is not eligible to participate in the CRCT-
M in that content area and must participate in the general CRCT.” Pennsylvania indicated that 
“IEP teams might decide that a student take the PSSA-M Math test and the PSSA-M Science 
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test with or without accommodations but the student will take the standard PSSA Reading test 
(with or without accommodations).” Table A-3 in Appendix A provides additional information 
on combination participation. 

Figure 2. Combination Participation.
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Changes Since 2009

More states in 2010 only allowed combination participation across the AA-MAS and regular 
assessment than in 2009. Twelve states in 2010 (71%) allowed this type of combination par-
ticipation compared to nine states in 2009 (64%). Three states allowed participation across the 
regular assessment, AA-MAS, and AA-AAS in both 2010 and 2009. States allowing combina-
tion participation without further specification increased in 2010 to two states compared to one 
in 2009. 

Parent Notification and Graduation Considerations

The participation guidelines of nine states required parent notification prior to student participa-
tion in the AA-MAS (see Figure 3). The states acknowledged that parents, as members of the 
child’s IEP team, must be informed of their child’s participation in an AA-MAS and that their 
child’s achievement will be measured based on modified academic achievement standards.
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Figure 3. Parent Notification and Graduation Considerations Information
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The participation guidelines of 12 states required implications for high school graduation to be 
considered prior to participation. As indicated in Table A-4 in Appendix A, seven of the twelve 
states specified that participation in an AA-MAS would not preclude students from attempting 
to complete requirements for a regular high school diploma. 

Many of the guidelines differed across states. For example, as indicated in Appendix Table A-4, 
Virginia stated an “eligibility decision may not result primarily from the belief that the student 
does not need this assessment to be promoted to the next grade or to graduate with a diploma.” 
Louisiana required parents or guardians to initial that they understood four statements regard-
ing graduation implications. Each statement could be understood from the perspective of the 
parent or child. For example: 

I am aware that testing in LAA 2 means my child (I) is (am) having significant academic 
difficulties in Reading, language arts and/or Mathematics. It is an IEP team decision, based 
on the needs of my child (my needs), for my child (me) to participate in LAA 2.

Pennsylvania shared its graduation implications in terms of  “no consequences with respect to high 
school graduation.” Minnesota included different information regarding graduation and stated:

If a student meets or exceeds the standards on the MCA or MCA-Modified, then the stu-
dent has met the state graduation requirement for the subject. Unlike the MCA, the MCA-
Modified has no GRAD items embedded in it. Students who are not proficient on the high 
school Reading or Mathematics MCA-Modified can take the GRAD retest. If a student 
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with an IEP does not fulfill the Reading or Mathematics graduation requirement by being 
proficient on the MCA-Modified or by achieving a scale score of 50 on the GRAD retest, 
the IEP team can establish an individual passing score. The IEP team can set the individual 
passing score on the initial administration of the MCA-Modified or on a GRAD retest.

Table A-4 in Appendix A provides additional information on parent notification and graduation 
considerations.

Changes Since 2009

In 2010, a smaller percentage of states documented the need for parent notification prior to 
participation in an AA-MAS. Nine out of seventeen states (53%) in 2010 required notification, 
while nine of the fourteen states (64%) required notification in 2009. A greater percentage of 
states required consideration of graduation implications in 2010 than in 2009. In 2010, 12 out 
of 17 (71%) states required graduate implications to be considered while 8 of 14 states (57%) 
required implications to be considered in 2009. Overall, this showed an increasing trend of states 
that required graduation implications each year since 2008.

Participation Criteria 

Participation criteria for an AA-MAS varied across states. Some participation criteria were com-
mon to all states while other criteria were mentioned in only a few state participation guidelines 
(see Figure 4). Details on the criteria of the specific states are provided in Tables A-5 and A-6 
in Appendix A. 

Has IEP.  All states (n = 17) required that students have a current IEP to participate in the 
AA-MAS. Students must be eligible for and receiving special education services prior to par-
ticipation. For example, Minnesota and Ohio both begin their flow charts by asking, “Does the 
student have an IEP?”

Not Progressing at Rate Expected to Reach Grade-level Proficiency Within School Year 
Covered by IEP. All of the states (n = 17) in the current report indicated that even with the 
provision of appropriate instruction designed for the student’s needs, the student is not likely to 
achieve grade-level proficiency within the year covered by his or her IEP. For example, North 
Dakota’s guidelines said, “Does the student have persistent learning difficulties that prohibited 
him/her from making grade-level achievement in one year?”
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Learning Grade-Level Content. Most states (n = 16) required that eligible students must have 
access to grade-level instruction. For example, Virginia specified that students participating in 
the Virginia AA-MAS are expected to learn grade-level content but may need more time and a
variety of instructional and assessment supports. Pennsylvania required evidence document-
ing an opportunity to learn grade-level academic content (i.e., attendance data, grade-level 
standards-aligned IEP goals, instructional accommodations and/or modifications, or intensive 
research-based interventions).

Previous Performance on Multiple Measures. Most states (n = 16) required that a student’s 
performance on multiple, valid measures over a period of time be taken into consideration. 
Typical measures used in state guidelines were district-wide assessments, state assessments, 
formative assessments, and classroom assessments or progress monitoring. Some states were less 
specific than other states. For example, Indiana’s guidelines said that evidence about a disability 
preventing a student from achieving proficiency is measured by “previous ISTEP+ attempts or 
through other assessments that validly document grade-level academic achievement.”

IEP Includes Goals Based on Grade-Level Content Standards. Almost 90% of the states 
in the current report (n = 15) indicated that student’s IEP goals must be based on grade-level 
content standards. For example, North Carolina’s guidelines specified that “the student’s IEP 
must include goals that are based on grade-level content standards and provide for monitoring 
of student’s progress in achieving those goals.” Moreover, some states specified that a student 
must have a standards-based IEP. For example, Tennessee’s guidelines said:

The IEP must document annual goals that address the skills specified in the content standards 
for the grade in which the student is enrolled. These are also known as standards-based 
IEPs, in which the IEP goals are aligned to the state content standards; the IEP reflects cur-
riculum and daily instruction that focuses on standards-based goals in the content area(s) 
in which the MAAS will be taken.

Receives Specialized/Individualized Instruction.  More than three-quarters of the states (n = 
13) stipulated that eligible students must receive specialized or individualized classroom instruc-
tion. Some states specified that individualized instruction must include special education and 
related services to meet a student’s needs. For example, Connecticut’s guidelines said:

The IEP team must be reasonably certain that while the student may make significant 
progress and is receiving appropriate instruction, including special education and related 
services that are specifically designed to address the student’s individual needs, he/she is 
not likely to achieve grade-level proficiency in the year covered by the IEP. 

Other states were more specific. Kansas’s guidelines said, “the student needs significant changes 
in the complexity and scope of the general standards to show progress in the curriculum.” Kansas 
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Figure 4. AA-MAS Participation Criteria
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also required intensive specially designed instruction, intensive individualized supports, and 
extensive instruction. 

Previous Performance on State Assessment. More than two-thirds of the states (n = 12) in-
cluded information about previous student performance on the state assessment within the state 
participation guidelines. Furthermore, many states identified the level at which students should 
test on the regular assessment before they were considered eligible for the AA-MAS. A few 
states identified students who had taken the alternate assessment who may be eligible based 
upon a specific performance level. For example, California’s guidelines said:

The student shall have taken the California Standards Test (CST) in a previous year and 
scored Below Basic or Far Below Basic in the subject area being assessed by the CMA 
and may have taken the CST with modifications. Previous participation in the California 
Alternate Performance Assessment (CAPA) shall not preclude a student from participation 
in the CMA. The student shall have taken the CAPA Level 2-5 in two previous years and 
received a performance level of either Proficient or Advanced. 

Not Based on Disability Category Label. Almost two-thirds of the states (n = 11) indicated 
that eligibility for the AA-MAS must not be dependent on disability category label. For example, 
Georgia’s guidelines specified that “the decision to participate in the CRCT-M is not based on 
a specific eligibility or combination of disabilities (i.e., deafness/blindness, visual, auditory, 
and/or motor disabilities), but rather the student’s inability to appropriately demonstrate their 
knowledge of the Georgia Performance Standards.” 

Not Due to Excessive Absences, Social, Cultural, Language, Economic, or Environmental 
Factors. Almost two-thirds of the states (n = 11) did not allow students to be identified for the 
AA-MAS based on one or more of the following factors: excessive absences, social, cultural, 
language, economic, or environmental factors. All 11 states provided factors not affecting eli-
gibility that approximated, but were not identical to, the above factors. For example, Georgia’s 
guidelines required that the decision to participate in an AA-MAS may not be based on “ex-
cessive or extended absences” or “language, cultural, or economic differences.”  Other states 
included additional details about what could not be used to determine student’s eligibility for 
an AA-MAS. Virginia indicated that “VMAST eligibility decision may not result primarily 
from any specific categorical label (e.g., disability, ethnicity, gender, social, cultural, economic 
status, ESL),” or “excessive or extended absence.”

Receives Accommodations During Classroom Instruction. Over half of the states (n = 9) 
required that students receive accommodations during classroom instruction. For example, 
Louisiana’s guidelines said, “The student requires supports to access the general education cur-
riculum and may require accommodations during classroom instruction and tests.” Some states 
also provided examples of appropriate accommodations used across instructional and assess-
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ment settings. For example, Virginia included “instructional strategies and resources, frequent 
and structured prompting and cueing, and assistive technology” in its participation guidelines.

Not Receiving Instruction Based on Extended or Alternate Standards or Not Eligible to 
Take AA-AAS. Eight states indicated that students must not receive instruction based on ex-
tended or alternate standards to participate in an AA-MAS. For example, Michigan’s guidelines 
said, “The student has IEP goals based on grade-level content standards, not extended standards, 
for the grade in which the student is enrolled.” Kansas’ guidelines indicated that the “student 
is not eligible for the alternate assessment in the content area being considered.” A few states 
included both aspects of the criterion. Pennsylvania’s guidelines said “students considered for 
the PSSA-M do not have significant cognitive disabilities and should not be held to alternate 
achievement standards.”  

Does Not Have a Significant Cognitive Disability. Eight states stipulated that eligible students 
may not have a significant cognitive disability. Often states included this guideline as an item 
on their flow chart or checklist (i.e., Does the student have a significant cognitive disability?). 
If the answer to the question was “yes,” the student was not eligible to take the AA-MAS. 

Cannot Demonstrate Knowledge on Regular Assessment even with Provision of Accommo-
dations. About 40% of the states in the current report (n = 7) said that students must be unable 
to demonstrate knowledge on the regular assessment even with appropriate accommodations. 
For example, Ohio’s guidelines said, “IEP teams shall clearly establish that, even with allow-
able and appropriate accommodations on the general assessment, students cannot demonstrate 
their achievement on the full range of the academic content standards.”

Not Based on Placement Setting. Six states specified that eligibility to participate in the state 
AA-MAS could not be based on placement setting. Texas’ guidelines said that the decision 
to administer the TAKS-M is not based solely on placement setting, but is determined by the 
Admission, Review and Dismissal committee (ARD). Oklahoma’s guidelines said, “it shall not 
be based on the location of service delivery.”

Receives or Has Received Research-based Interventions. Some states (n = 5) specified that 
for a student to participate in the AA-MAS, he or she must have received or is currently receiv-
ing research-based interventions. For example, Maryland’s guidelines indicated that a list must 
be made to record what specific research-based Reading or Mathematics interventions are used 
that are individualized for the student.

Not Determined Administratively. Four states indicated that eligibility to participate in the 
AA-MAS should not be determined administratively. For example, Georgia’s guidelines speci-
fied that “the decision to participate in the CRCT-M is NOT based on an administrative decision 
made outside of the IEP team’s discussion of these participation criteria.” 
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Receives High-Quality Instruction. A few states (n = 3) specified the need for a student to 
receive high-quality instruction. Two of the states specified that instruction must be given by 
high-quality teachers. For example, Michigan’s guidelines stated, “instruction must be provided 
by a highly qualified teacher” and “instruction may be provided by a general education or a 
special education teacher as long as the teacher is highly qualified in the academic subject be-
ing taught.”

Changes Since 2009

States’ AA-MAS participation criteria have changed since the previous update in 2009 (Laza-
rus et al., 2010).  In 2010 more states were including many of the participation criteria tracked 
in previous reports (see Table A-5 in Appendix A). Other substantive changes in participation 
criteria included: 

•	 The number of states including the criterion that eligible students are “not progressing at rate 
expected to reach grade-level proficiency within school year covered by IEP” continued to 
increase substantially to 17 of 17 states (100%) in 2010, from 11 of 14 states (79%) in 2009. 

•	 The number of states using the criterion, “learning grade-level content” increased to 16 of 
17 (94%) states in 2010 from 11 of 14 states (79%) in 2009.

•	 The number of states using the criterion of previous performance on multiple measures 
increased to 16 of 17 states (94%) in 2010 from 12 of 14 states (85%) in 2009. 

•	 States including the criterion, “IEP includes goals based on grade-level content standards” 
increased to 15 of 17 states (88%) in 2010 from 9 of 14 states (64%) in 2009. 

•	 The number of states including the criterion, “receives specialized/individualized instruc-
tion,” increased to 13 of 17 states (76%) in 2010 from 7 of 14 states (50%) in 2009.

•	 States including “previous performance on state assessment” as a criterion increased to 12 
of 17 states (71%) in 2010 from 6 of 14 states (41%) in 2009.

•	 The number of states requiring the criterion “cannot demonstrate knowledge on regular 
assessment even with provision of accommodations” decreased to 7 of 17 states (41%) in 
2010 from 8 of 14 states (57%) in 2009.
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Discussion 

Seventeen states had publicly available participation guidelines for an assessment they consid-
ered to be an AA-MAS in November 2010, although as of February 2011, only four states had 
successfully completed the U.S. Department of Education’s peer review process. 

Key findings from NCEO’s analysis of 2010 AA-MAS participation guidelines included:

•	 Seventeen states had publicly available participation guidelines in 2010. This was an in-
crease of three states from 2009 (i.e., four new states had guidelines this year—and one 
state dropped plans to develop an AA-MAS).

•	 All 17 states had text-based descriptions of participation guidelines. Some states included 
flow charts or check lists in addition to written description. One state posted an interactive 
flowchart, which was not identified in the previous report (Lazarus et al., 2010). 

•	 More than half of the states allowed combination participation across the regular assess-
ment and AA-MAS. Fewer states allowed combination participation without specification, 
or allowed combination participation across all three assessments (AA-AAS, AA-MAS, 
regular assessment).

•	 All states required that the student have a current IEP, and that the student must not be 
progressing at the rate expected to reach grade-level proficiency within the school year.

•	 Over two-thirds of states included the following criteria: learning grade-level content, pre-
vious performance on multiple measures, IEP includes goals based on grade-level content 
standards, receives specialized/individualized instruction, and previous performance on 
state assessment.

•	 States were also more likely to require IEP teams to consider a student’s previous perfor-
mance on state assessments. Seventy one percent of the states included this criterion in 
2010, while less than half of all states (41%) included it in 2009. Another criterion, “receives 
specialized/individualized instruction,” increased to 76% in 2010 from 50% in 2009. 

This year states were more likely to provide other formats for participation guidelines. For ex-
ample, more states provided case studies to help IEP teams make appropriate decisions about 
student eligibility for this assessment option. New also this year was the inclusion of glossaries, 
which defined key terms within participation guidelines of several states. However, the propor-
tion of states providing flow charts (41%) and check lists (41%) was similar to the previous 
report (50% and 43%, respectively; Lazarus et al., 2010). 
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Although we did not include the training materials as a data source in our analyses, in the process 
of compiling data we found numerous training materials related to AA-MAS on state Web sites. 
A few states’ training materials even included videos. Videos and other training materials may 
help IEP team members better understand and use AA-MAS participation guidelines. However, 
we noticed that information about the participation guidelines in the training materials differed 
from what was in the actual guidelines in several states. In developing training materials, states 
need to ensure that the information presented is consistent with state policy. 

According to the federal regulations, students who participate in a AA-MAS may not be prevented 
from attempting to complete the requirements for a regular high school diploma (U.S. Depart-
ment of Education, 2007).  In 2010 more states required IEP teams to consider implications 
for graduation in determining eligibility. The percentage of states requiring this consideration 
increased to 71% in 2010 from 57% in 2009. Because more states are requiring IEP teams to 
consider implications for graduation, states’ guidelines may be more consistent with the federal 
guidelines than in the past.    

The current study did not attempt to determine the extent to which state policies complied with 
federal requirements under ESEA or IDEA. Those determinations would need to be made by 
the appropriate federal authorities. However, the number of states that have successfully com-
pleted the federal peer review process has increased since the publication of the previous update 
(Lazarus et al., 2010). In 2009-2010, only Texas had completed the process, whereas Kansas, 
Louisiana, North Carolina and Texas had successfully completed the process by February 2011. 
It is likely that states’ AA-MAS participation guidelines will continue to change as states make 
decisions regarding AA-MAS. 

We contacted all states—including states that we believed did not have an AA-MAS—during 
the verification process, to help ensure the compiled data were accurate and that we had not 
missed any states. Through the process of verification of data with states, we learned that some 
states had no plans to develop an AA-MAS either now or in the future. One state indicated that 
test development had been postponed due to cost issues, as well as unexpected results from a 
preliminary focus group study with students which indicated that from the students’ perspective 
modified items did not make a difference for them because they had not been exposed to that 
type of problem during instruction.

It is expected that both the number of states developing an AA-MAS and the characteristics of 
AA-MAS participation guidelines will change as states determine how to best proceed. NCEO 
will track these changes as they develop.
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Appendix A 

Participation Guidelines Characteristics by State 

Table A-1. Format of Participation Guidelines for AA-MAS, November 2010

State
Criteria

Description of 
criteria (e.g., text-
based elaboration/

description)

Flow chart/
decision tree

Check list Other

California* X X

Connecticut* X X X X

Georgia X X

Indiana X

Kansas X X

Louisiana X X

Maryland X X

Michigan* X X X

Minnesota* X X X

North Carolina X

North Dakota X X X

Ohio X X

Oklahoma X X

Pennsylvania X X

Tennessee X X

Texas* X X

Virginia X

Number of 
States

17 7 7 5

*See Table A-2 for additional information.



20 NCEO

Table A-2. Other Formats for Participation Guidelines

State Description

California A glossary is given that provides definitions of terms within the text-based partici-
pation guidelines.

Connecticut The electronic version of the flow chart includes interactive comments that can be 
clicked on for information about the criteria for many of the flowchart boxes.

Michigan Provides five student case studies to help determine which assessment is appro-
priate for a student.

Minnesota A glossary is given that provides definitions of terms within the text-based and 
flowchart participation guidelines.

Texas The ARD Committee Decision-Making Process for the Texas Assessment Program: 
Revised Reference Manual for the 2010-2011 Testing Year provides student sce-
narios to help determine which assessment is appropriate for a student.

Table A-3. Combination Participation

State

Combination 
Participation 
Allowed (No 

Specification)

Regular 
Assessment 
+ AA-MAS + 

AA-AAS

Regular 
Assessment 
+ AA-MAS 

only Specifications and Descriptions

California

X

The student shall not be allowed to take both the 
CAPA [California Alternate Performance Assess-
ment] and CMA [California Modified Assessment]. 
Students shall take either: CAPA in all subject ar-
eas, CST [California Standards Test] in all subject 
areas, CMA in all subject areas, or a combination 
of CST and CMA in the subject areas being as-
sessed.  

Connecticut
X

Students may be assessed with the CMT MAS or 
CAPT MAS in Reading and/or Mathematics.

Georgia

X

If the answer to any of the criteria is “NO,” the 
student is not eligible to participate in the CRCT-
M in that content area and must participate in the 
general CRCT. All students must participate in the 
general CRCT in Science and Social Studies.

Indiana

Kansas
X

Eligibility must be determined for each content 
area separately.
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Table A-3. Combination Participation, continued

State

Combination 
Participation 
Allowed (No 

Specification)

Regular 
Assessment 
+ AA-MAS + 

AA-AAS

Regular 
Assessment 
+ AA-MAS 

only Specifications and Descriptions

Louisiana

X

A student is eligible to take parts of LAA 2 as-
sessment and the regular assessment (LEAPS or 
GEE). The content areas for which the student will 
be taking LAA 2 must be identified on the student’s 
IEP. If a student is in grade 5, 6, 7, or 9 and is 
participating in LAA 2, the student is only required 
to take ELA and Math. The content areas in which 
the student will be taking the LAA 2 must be identi-
fied on the student’s IEP. The student must take 
all content areas assigned for grades 4 and 8 and 
the content areas assigned to the specific grade 
for grades 9-11. If the student scored Approach-
ing Basic or higher in a content area, the IEP 
team may decide that student can take parts of 
both LAA 2 and the regular assessment (LEAP or 
GEE).

Maryland X

Michigan1

X X

Regular Assessment + AA-MAS + AA-AAS: 
Prior to implementation of MEAP-Access, the IEP 
team could determine that a student would take 
the MEAP for one or more content areas and 
MI-Access Functional Independence (FI) for the 
remaining content area(s). For example, a student 
could take MEAP Mathematics and FI in English 
Language Arts (ELA). With the addition of MEAP-
Access, the IEP team has the flexibility to have a 
student participate in MEAP, MEAP-Access, or FI.
Regular Assessment + AA-MAS only: As in the 
past, if an IEP team determines that a student will 
participate in MI-Access Supported Independence 
or Participation, he or she must take the same 
assessment for all content areas (e.g., Supported 
Independence ELA and Mathematics or Participa-
tion ELA and Mathematics).

Minnesota

X

The participation decision should be made sepa-
rately for Mathematics, Reading and Science; 
eligibility for the Reading and Mathematics MCA-
Modified is determined for each subject separately.
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Table A-3. Combination Participation, continued

State

Combination 
Participation 
Allowed (No 

Specification)

Regular 
Assessment 
+ AA-MAS + 

AA-AAS

Regular 
Assessment 
+ AA-MAS 

only Specifications and Descriptions

North Carolina

X

The IEP team may determine that a student is to 
be assessed with modified academic achievement 
standards (NCEXTEND2) in one or more subjects 
for which the assessments are administered; if 
the IEP team determines, based on participation 
guidelines below, that the NCEXTEND1 is the 
most appropriate assessment for a student, then 
that student must be assessed with the NCEX-
TEND1 in all subjects assessed at that grade-level.

North Dakota

X

Any combination of the above [ND State As-
sessment with no accommodations; ND State 
Assessment with assessment accommodations 
documented in the student’s IEP, LEP, or 504 Plan 
(these must be allowable accommodations); the 
ND Alternate Assessment 1 (NDAA 1) for students 
with severe cognitive disabilities served under 
IDEA; the ND Alternate Assessment 2 (NDAA 2) 
for students with persistent learning difficulties 
served under IDEA; or a combination of the above 
in different content areas]. It is unlikely that stu-
dents with significant cognitive disabilities will par-
ticipate in NDAA2, but there may be a rare circum-
stance where the IEP team deems it appropriate.

Ohio
X

Eligibility for participation in the AA-MAS is deter-
mined on a subject-by-subject basis by the IEP 
teams.

Oklahoma

X

This form is intended to assist Individualized 
Education Program (IEP) teams in determining 
whether a student should participate in the OCCT, 
with or without accommodations, or in an alternate 
assessment based on modified achievement of the 
standards (OMAAP) with or without accommoda-
tions, a combination of OCCT and OMAAP with 
or without accommodations, or an alternate as-
sessment based on alternate achievement of the 
standards (OAAP) Portfolio; the student qualifies 
for the OAAP Portfolio in all subjects assessed.
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Table A-3. Combination Participation, continued

State

Combination 
Participation 
Allowed (No 

Specification)

Regular 
Assessment 
+ AA-MAS + 

AA-AAS

Regular 
Assessment 
+ AA-MAS 

only Specifications and Descriptions

Pennsylvania

X

Unlike assignment to the Pennsylvania Alternate 
System of Assessment (PASA), which requires 
students to take the PASA version of all subject 
area tests, assignment to the Pennsylvania Sys-
tem of School Assessment-Modified (PSSA-M) 
is subject specific. For example, IEP teams might 
decide that a student takes the PSSA-M Math test 
and the PSSA-M Science test with or without ac-
commodations but the student will take the stan-
dard PSSA Reading test (with or without accom-
modations).

Tennessee X

Texas

X

Admission, review, and dismissal (ARD) commit-
tees may decide that a student’s knowledge and 
skills in one or more subject areas can best be 
assessed with TAKS–M if the student meets all 
of the following participation criteria; for students 
assessed with TAKS, TAKS (Accommodated), or 
TAKS–M, decisions about Reading, Mathematics, 
Writing, ELA, Science, and Social Studies must 
be considered separately. However, a student who 
meets the participation requirements for TAKS–Alt 
will take TAKS–Alt for all subjects assessed at the 
student’s enrolled grade; a significant cognitive dis-
ability is pervasive across all subjects; therefore, 
if TAKS–Alt is determined to be the appropriate 
assessment, the student will take TAKS–Alt for all 
subjects required for the student’s enrolled grade. 
In some rare instances a student with a significant 
cognitive disability may access the grade-level 
curriculum through modifications for some sub-
jects and through prerequisite skills linked to the 
grade-level TAKS for other subjects. When this 
occurs, the ARD committee must determine which 
assessment is best for this student overall, since a 
student cannot be assessed with TAKS–M in some 
subjects and TAKS–Alt in other subjects.

Virginia
X

Eligibility for VMAST must be determined sepa-
rately for Reading and Mathematics.

Total 2 3 12

1Michigan allows combination participation across the regular assessment, AA-MAS, and AA-AAS as well as 
across the regular assessment and AA-MAS only. Whether participation is combined across all three assessment 
types, or only two, depends on the type of AA-AAS considered. Michigan differentiates between three types of 
AA-AAS (Functional Independence, Supported Independence, and Participation). Students eligible for Functional 
Independence may combine participation across all three assessment types. If the student qualifies for Support-
ed Independence or Participation they must participate in the specified AA-AAS only.
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Table A-4. Parent Notification and Graduation Considerations Information Included in 
Participation Guidelines

State

Parent 
Notification 

Required

Implications 
for 

Graduation 
Must be 

Considered Specification/Description

California

X X

Parent Notification Required: Parents are in-
formed that their child’s achievement will be mea-
sured based on modified achievement standards. 

Implications for Graduation Must be Consid-
ered: Not precluded from attempting to complete 
requirements, as defined by the State, for a regular 
high school diploma. 

Connecticut

X X

Parent Notification Required: Since parents/
guardians are a part of the IEP team, they must be 
part of the decision-making process. Additionally, 
they must be fully informed that their child’s prog-
ress will be measured based on modified achieve-
ment standards and must be informed of any 
additional considerations or consequences related 
to this assessment. Documentation of prior writ-
ten notice, as well as the IEP page that addresses 
statewide assessments, support these require-
ments.

Implications for Graduation Must be Consid-
ered: Students who take the CMT/CAPT (MAS) 
are not precluded from attempting to complete the 
requirements for a regular high school diploma.

Georgia

Indiana

X

Implications for Graduation Must be Consid-
ered: The committee must be informed that the 
decision to participate in an alternate assessment 
does not preclude a student from attempting to 
complete the graduation requirements. However, 
demonstrating proficiency on the modified assess-
ment alone is insufficient evidence for graduation.

Kansas
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State

Parent 
Notification 

Required

Implications 
for 

Graduation 
Must be 

Considered Specification/Description

Louisiana

X X

Parent Notification Required and Implications 
for Graduation Must be Considered: If my child 
is eligible for and participates in LAA 2, my initials 
indicate I understand the statements below.
•	 I am aware that testing in LAA 2 means my child 

(I) is  (am) having significant academic difficulties 
in Reading, language arts and/or Mathematics. It 
is an IEP team decision, based on the needs of 
my child (my needs), for my child (me) to partici-
pate in LAA 2. 

•	 I am aware that my child (I) can participate in 
LAA 2 in one or more content areas and at the 
same time participate in the regular statewide 
assessment (LEAP or GEE) for the remaining 
content areas required at my child’s (my) en-
rolled grade.

•	 I am aware that if my child participates in LAA 
2 and meets graduation requirements, which 
include (1) earning required Carnegie units, 
(2) passing the required components of LAA 2 
(ELA, Math, and either Science or Social Stud-
ies) or passing by use of the LAA 2 waiver, and 
(3) meeting attendance requirements, my child 
will be eligible for a high school diploma. If my 
child does not meet the graduation requirements, 
however, my child may be eligible to exit high 
school with a Certificate of Achievement.   

•	 My child is eligible to participate in the Pre-GED/
Skills Option Program based on eligibility criteria.

Maryland

X X

Parent Notification Required: If the parent does 
not attend the meeting and sign this form, attach 
documentation of parent notification and informed 
consent for the meeting along with notification of 
the decisions of the IEP team that were provided to 
the parent, if submitting this form as part of a Mod-
MSA appeal.

Implications for Graduation Must be Consid-
ered: 
Students pursuing the Mod MSA/Mod HSA are not 
precluded from completing the requirements for the 
regular high school diploma.

Table A-4. Parent Notification and Graduation Considerations Information Included in 

Participation Guidelines, continued
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State

Parent 
Notification 

Required

Implications 
for 

Graduation 
Must be 

Considered Specification/Description

Michigan

X

Implications for Graduation Must be Consid-
ered: 
Students who participate in MEAP-Access should 
not be precluded from attempting to complete the 
requirements for a regular high school diploma; a 
divergent path at a young age may have conse-
quences later and may prevent the student from 
progressing on Michigan’s GLCEs as needed to 
meet the requirements of the Michigan Merit Cur-
riculum and earn a general high school diploma.

Minnesota

X

Implications for Graduation Must be Consid-
ered: The high school MCA and MCA-Modified 
serve as the accountability test for Title I ESEA 
and the graduation test for students. If a student 
meets or exceeds the standards on the MCA or 
MCA-Modified, then the student has met the state 
graduation requirement for the subject. Unlike 
the MCA, the MCA-Modified has no GRAD items 
embedded in it. Students who are not proficient 
on the high school Reading or Mathematics MCA-
Modified can take the GRAD retest. If a student with 
an IEP does not fulfill the Reading or Mathematics 
graduation requirement by being proficient on the 
MCA-Modified or by achieving a scale score of 50 
on the GRAD retest, the IEP team can establish an 
individual passing score. The IEP team can set the 
individual passing score on the initial administration 
of the MCA-Modified or on a GRAD retest.

North  
Carolina

X X

Parent Notification Required: Parents of these 
students, as part of the IEP team and as partici-
pants in the IEP process, are to be informed that 
their child’s achievement will be measured (specific 
subjects) based on modified academic achievement 
standards. 

Implications for Graduation Must be Consid-
ered: The decision to place a student in an assess-
ment based on modified achievement standards 
must not preclude a student from earning a regular 
high school diploma.

Table A-4. Parent Notification and Graduation Considerations Information Included in 
Participation Guidelines, continued
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Table A-4. Parent Notification and Graduation Considerations Information Included in 
Participation Guidelines, continued

State

Parent 
Notification 

Required

Implications 
for 

Graduation 
Must be 

Considered Specification/Description

North Dakota

X

Parent Notification Required: It is very important 
to keep parents informed. The Students with Dis-
abilities and the North Dakota State Assessments 
parent brochure should be handed out to parents 
and educators at every student’s annual IEP meet-
ing; the IEP team decides [how a student with dis-
abilities is involved in state assessments]; discus-
sion about state assessments must take place with 
the parent(s) present.

Ohio

X

Parent Notification Required: IEP teams including 
parents shall consider general education assess-
ment participation, with or without accommodations 
for students, before considering participation in the 
AA-MAS. 

Oklahoma

Pennsylvania

X X

Parent Notification Required: The LEA and 
parent discuss the eligibility information for par-
ticipation in the PSSA-M located in the document: 
Guidelines For IEP Teams: Assigning Students With 
IEPS To State Tests (ASIST); document the deci-
sion that the student will participate in the PSSA-M 
on the assessment page (Section IV of the IEP) for 
the appropriate subject area(s).

Implications for Graduation Must be Consid-
ered: There are no consequences for the student 
taking an alternate assessment: no consequences 
with respect to test score/performance level related 
to taking the test with allowable accommodations, 
no consequences with respect to high school grad-
uation, no consequences with respect to eligibility 
for post-secondary education, no consequences 
with respect to grade promotion/retention, no con-
sequences with respect to rewards for proficient or 
advanced performance on an alternate as opposed 
to the regular assessment.



28 NCEO

State

Parent 
Notification 

Required

Implications 
for 

Graduation 
Must be 

Considered Specification/Description

Tennessee

X X

Parent Notification Required: Participation in the 
Tennessee Comprehensive Assessment Program-
Modified Academic Achievement Standards (TCAP-
MAAS) must be an IEP team decision. Since 
parents are part of the team, they must be part 
of the decision making process. Additionally, they 
must be fully informed that their child’s progress will 
be measured on modified academic achievement 
standards. 

Implications for Graduation Must be Consid-
ered: Students who take the TCAP-MAAS are not 
precluded from attempting to complete the require-
ments for a regular high school diploma.

Texas

X

Implications for Graduation Must be Consid-
ered: Students who take at least one TAKS–M 
subject-area test in grade 11 graduate under the 
Minimum high school program according to TAC 
§89.1070(c); according to federal regulations re-
garding graduating high school students, students 
who take TAKS–M are not held to the same gradua-
tion requirements as students who take TAKS.

Virginia

X

Implications for Graduation Must be Consid-
ered: The VMAST eligibility may not result primar-
ily from: belief that the student does not need this 
assessment to be promoted to the next grade or to 
graduate with a diploma.

Total 9 12

Table A-4. Parent Notification and Graduation Considerations Information Included in 
Participation Guidelines, continued
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Table A-6. Specifications and Descriptions of Participation Criteria

State Specifications and Descriptions

California Receives specialized/individualized instruction: The student has received 
special education and related services to support access to and progress in the 
general curriculum in which the student is enrolled.

Previous performance on state assessment: The student shall have taken the 
California Standards Test (CST) in a previous year and scored Below Basic or 
Far Below Basic in the subject area being assessed by the CMA and may have 
taken the CST with modifications. Previous participation in the California Alternate 
Performance Assessment (CAPA) shall not preclude a student from participation in 
the CMA. The student shall have taken the CAPA Level 2-5 in two previous years 
and received a performance level of either Proficient or Advanced.

Not based on disability category label: The decision to participate in the CMA 
is not based solely on the student’s disability (i.e., deafness/blindness, visual, 
auditory and/or motor disabilities) but rather the student’s inability to appropriately 
demonstrate his or her knowledge on the California content standards through the 
CST. 

Not due to excessive absences, social, cultural, language, economic, or envi-
ronmental factors: The decision to participate in the CMA is not based on exces-
sive or extended absences; the decision to participate in the CMA is not based on 
language, culture, or economic differences. 

Other: The decision to participate is not based on the amount of time the student 
is receiving special education services; the student will not receive a proficient 
score on the CST (even with provision of accommodations) based on evidence 
from multiple, valid, and objective measures of student progress (or lack of prog-
ress).

Connecticut Not progressing at rate expected to reach grade-level proficiency within 
school year covered by IEP: The IEP team must be reasonably certain that while 
the student may make significant progress and is receiving appropriate instruction, 
including special education and related services that are specifically designed to 
address the student’s individual needs, he or she is not likely to achieve grade-
level proficiency in the year covered by the IEP; student’s disability precluded him/
her from achieving grade-level proficiency at the same rate as his/her non-disabled 
peers.

Learning grade-level content: The student’s IEP includes goals that are based 
on the academic content standards for the grade in which the student is enrolled 
and he or she is receiving instruction in grade-level content. (Math: Yes/No). (Read-
ing: Yes/No).
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State Specifications and Descriptions

Connecticut
(continued)

Previous performance on multiple measures: The IEP team must look at data 
from multiple, valid measures of the student’s progress over time. Such examples 
may include, but are not limited to, how a student scored on statewide assess-
ments in the past, as well as how he or she scored on district-, school-, or grade-
level assessments. 

IEP includes goals based on grade-level content standards: Students must 
have standards-based IEP goals in the subject in which they will be taking the 
MAS; the IEP reflects curriculum and daily instruction that focuses on standards-
based goals in the areas of math and/or language arts. The IEP must document 
goals that address the skills specified in the content standards for the grade in 
which the student is enrolled. These are also known as standards-based IEPs, in 
which the IEP goals are aligned to the state content standards; the IEP reflects 
how the student’s progress in achieving standards-based goals is to be document-
ed and monitored.

Not based on disability category label: Eligible students may have a disability 
in any disability category: autism, deaf-blindness, emotional disturbance, hearing 
impairment, specific learning disability, intellectual disability, multiple disabilities, 
orthopedic impairment, speech and language impairment, traumatic brain injury, 
visual impairment, or other health impairment.

Not due to excessive absences, social, cultural, language, economic, or en-
vironmental factors: The IEP team must be reasonably certain that the student’s 
difficulty with regular curriculum demands is primarily due to his or her disability 
and not due to excessive absences unrelated to the disability, or to social, cultural, 
environmental or economic factors; the student’s inability to reach proficiency is 
not due to excessive absences unrelated to his or her disability, or to social, cul-
tural, environmental, or economic factors. (Math: Yes/No). (Reading: Yes/No).

Receives accommodations during classroom instruction: Appropriate accom-
modations have been provided in the classroom and for state/district assessments 
or evidence is provided that the student would not make proficiency on the CMT or 
CAPT even with the provision of accommodations. (Math: Yes/No). (Reading: Yes/
No).

Cannot demonstrate knowledge on regular assessment even with provision 
of accommodations: The IEP team should first consider the student’s participa-
tion in the standard CMT/CAPT with appropriate accommodations. This expecta-
tion should include a thorough exploration into the variety of accommodations 
available, including assistive technology. When the IEP team is reasonably certain 
that all appropriate accommodations have been provided and the student is not 
likely to achieve grade-level proficiency, then the CMT/CAPT MAS may be consid-
ered.

Other: Student receives classroom modifications; student’s disability causes 
substantial academic difficulties; students who are not on an IEP are not eligible 
for the MAS, such as those only on a 504 plan or English language learners (ELL) 
who do not receive special education services; the disability category alone does 
not make a student eligible to take the CMT/CAPT (MAS).
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State Specifications and Descriptions

Georgia Learning grade-level content: For each content area under consideration, the 
student has access to and instruction in the GPS for the grade in which the stu-
dent is enrolled.

Previous performance on multiple measures: The determination of the stu-
dent’s progress has been based on multiple measurements (i.e., benchmarks, unit 
assessments, progress monitoring, etc.) that are valid for the content area under 
consideration and that have been collected over a period of time.

IEP includes goals based on grade-level content standards: The student’s 
IEP includes goals that: (1) are related to the content area under consideration, 
(2) support access to the grade-level content standards, and (3) are designed to 
promote the student’s progress in the content area GPS.

Receives specialized/individualized instruction: The student’s progress to date 
in response to appropriate instruction, including special education and related 
services designed to address the student’s individual needs, is such that, even if 
significant growth occurs, the IEP team is reasonably certain that the student will 
not achieve grade-level proficiency within the year covered by the student’s IEP.

Previous performance on state assessment: The student’s disability has pre-
cluded the student from achieving grade-level proficiency, as demonstrated by the 
student’s performance on the previous year’s state-mandated test (i.e., CRCT) in 
the content area under consideration or another state’s assessment, if appropriate; 
for each content area under consideration, in the previous year the student did not 
meet the standard for the state-mandated test (CRCT or was not proficient on an-
other state’s assessment) OR reached extending progress on the GAA OR did not 
achieve the advanced performance level on the Georgia CRCT-M (Not applicable 
for the 2010-2011 school year).

Not based on disability category label: The decision to participate in the CRCT-
M is NOT based on a specific eligibility or combination of disabilities (i.e., deaf-
ness/blindness, visual, auditory, and/or motor disabilities), but rather the student’s 
inability to appropriately demonstrate their knowledge of the Georgia Performance 
Standards.

Not due to excessive absences, social, cultural, language, economic, or en-
vironmental factors: The decision to participate in the CRCT-M is NOT based on 
excessive or extended absences, language, cultural, or economic differences.

Not determined administratively: The decision to participate in the CRCT-M is 
NOT based on an administrative decision made outside of the IEP team’s discus-
sion of these participation criteria.

Other: The decision to participate in the CRCT-M is NOT based on the amount of 
time the student has received special education services.
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State Specifications and Descriptions

Indiana Has IEP: The student receives special education services due to the presence of 
a disability.

Not progressing at rate expected to reach grade-level proficiency within 
school year covered by IEP: The student’s case conference committee agrees 
that, even with appropriate instruction and services designed to meet the student’s 
individual needs, the student is not likely to achieve grade-level proficiency within 
the same time frame as other students.

Learning grade-level content: The student is able to meaningfully access cur-
riculum for the grade in which the student is enrolled.

Previous performance on multiple measures: There must be evidence that the 
disability has prevented the student from achieving proficiency as measured by 
previous ISTEP+ attempts or through other assessments that validly document 
grade-level academic achievement.
 
IEP includes goals based on grade-level content standards: Therefore the 
goals listed in the student’s case conference committee report include content 
standards for the grade in which the student is enrolled. 

Not due to excessive absences, social, cultural, language, economic, or envi-
ronmental factors: The CCC’s determination that the student will be assessed on 
modified achievement standards cannot be based on factors such as: excessive or 
extensive absences, social, cultural, or economic differences.

Other: Therefore the goals listed in the student’s case conference committee 
report include content standards for the grade in which the student is enrolled; the 
CCC’s determination that the student will be assessed on modified achievement 
standards cannot be based on factors such as: the mere identification of a disabil-
ity; concern for AYP calculations.

Kansas Learning grade-level content: What should teachers be instructing students tak-
ing the KAMM? Teachers should teach grade-level indicators. 

IEP includes goals based on grade-level content standards: For any content 
area assessed using the KAMM, the student’s IEP must include goals based on 
grade-level content standards.  

Receives specialized/individualized instruction: Intensive individualized in-
struction; the student needs significant changes in the complexity and scope of the 
general standards to show progress in the curriculum; requires intensive specially 
designed instruction, intensive individually designed supports, and extensive 
instruction.

Not due to excessive absences, social, cultural, language, economic, or envi-
ronmental factors: The decision to determine a student’s eligibility to participate 
in the KAMM may not result primarily from: excessive or extended absence, any 
specific categorical label, or social, cultural, or economic differences.
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State Specifications and Descriptions

Kansas 
(continued)

Cannot demonstrate knowledge on regular assessment even with provision
of accommodations: Accommodations alone [on classroom assessments] do not 
allow the student to fully demonstrate knowledge.

Receives or has received research-based interventions: Despite the provision 
of research-based interventions, the student is not progressing at the rate expect-
ed for grade-level. 

Other: Student needs supports to significantly reduce the complexity or breadth 
of assessment items; requires differentiated content for classroom assessment; 
needs to show what they know differently; consistently requires instruction in 
pre-requisite skills to the grade-level indicators being assessed; student class-
room achievement and performance is significantly below grade-level peers; is the 
student multiple years behind grade-level expectations? (yes/no). 

Louisiana Learning grade-level content: The students must have access to a curriculum 
based on grade-level content standards and must be assessed with a measure 
that also is based on grade-level content standards.

Previous performance on multiple measures: IEP team members must use 
multiple sources of information to guide decision-making for statewide assess-
ment purposes. The IEP team must review evidence that includes current IEP 
goals and/or objectives as well as results from statewide assessments (LEAP, 
iLEAP, GEE, LAA 2 and LAA 1); and recent results from other tests to document 
significant academic difficulties; class performance records; and/or growth rates 
compared to grade-level national or local norms, including proficiency levels from 
prior years.

IEP includes goals based on grade-level content standards: The student has 
an IEP with goals based on academic content standards for the student’s enrolled 
grade and the student requires supports to access the general education cur-
riculum. The student has academic goals based on the content standards/GLEs 
for the student’s enrolled grade. At a minimum, a student’s IEP must have goals in 
ELA and/or Mathematics if the student is participating in LAA 2 in either content 
area. 

Receives specialized/individualized instruction: The student, even with direct, 
intensive, individualized instruction as indicated by the student’s IEP, is unable to 
demonstrate competence of grade-level skill within the year through the monitoring 
of the student’s progress in achieving those goals.

Previous performance on state assessment: The student scored at the Unsat-
isfactory level in English language arts and/or Mathematics on the previous year’s 
LEAP/iLEAP/GEE or participated in LAA 1 or LAA 2. The student scored unsatis-
factory on the regular assessment in English language arts and/or Mathematics 
the previous year or previously participated in LAA 1 or LAA 2. 
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State Specifications and Descriptions

Louisiana
(continued)

Not due to excessive absences, social, cultural, language, economic, or 
environmental factors: The decision to include the student in LAA 2 is not solely 
based on the following: the student’s placement; excessive or extended absences; 
disruptive behavior; English language proficiency; the student’s Reading level; the 
student’s disability according to Bulletin 1508; social, cultural, and/or economic 
differences; anticipated impact on school performance scores; administrative deci-
sion; the expectation that the student will not perform well on the regular assess-
ment (LEAP/iLEAP/GEE).

Receives accommodations during classroom instruction: The student re-
quires supports to access the general education curriculum and may require ac-
commodations during classroom instruction and tests.

Not determined administratively: The placement of a student in LAA 2 shall not 
be an administrative decision to bypass the high stakes testing policy. 

Other: There must be documentation on the IEP that the student has significant 
academic difficulties, at least in English Language Arts, Reading, and/or Math-
ematics based on class performance records and local and state assessments. 

Maryland Previous performance on multiple measures: The student must demonstrate 
that he or she cannot attain proficiency on the actual grade-level MSA (each of the 
subjects of the HSA series; end of course assessments) even with the provision 
of accommodations based on documented multiple valid and objective measures 
of student progress (or lack of progress). Examples include the end-of-course 
assessments, state assessments, district-wide assessments, data gathered from 
classroom assessments, and other formative assessments that can validate 
documented academic achievement in response to appropriate instruction. There 
must be enough time to document the progress (or lack of progress) in response 
to appropriate instruction.

Receives specialized/individualized instruction: The student has had con-
secutive years of individualized intensive academic instruction intervention in the 
relevant content area(s) consistent with his/her IEP, and although progress toward 
grade-level standards (course level for Mod-HSAs) was made, he or she is not 
making progress at grade-level (or course level for Mod-HSAs).

Previous performance on state assessment: For Mod-HSA, IEP Decision-mak-
ing Process Eligibility Tool asks for documentation of MSA and HSA performance.

Receives or has received research-based interventions: List the specific 
research-based Reading interventions that are individualized for the student; list 
the specific research-based Mathematics interventions that are individualized for 
the student. List the specific Reading and/or Mathematics research-based inter-
ventions that are individualized to the student, which have been used in Science 
instruction to support the student’s progress in the general curriculum.
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State Specifications and Descriptions

Maryland
(continued)

Other: The student requires and receives modified academic achievement stan-
dards aligned with the Maryland Academic Content Standards for the student’s 
grade-level during assessments and instruction. In addition, specific accommoda-
tions implemented in these instructional and assessment settings may include: 
test items are less complex, fewer and shorter Reading passages, shorter or less 
difficult questions, and test items with fewer answer choices; the instructional per-
formance in the relevant content area(s) is identified on the IEP [as measured by 
documented valid and objective measures of the student’s performance over time 
on a State’s general assessment and other assessments to include end-of-course 
assessments, State assessments, district-wide assessments, data gathered from 
classroom assessments or other formative assessments] is substantially below 
grade-level; the student has been provided with supplementary aids and services 
that are necessary for the student to advance towards attaining his/her annual 
goals, to be involved and make progress in the general curriculum.

Michigan Learning grade-level content: The student must have access to and instruction 
in grade-level content for the grade in which the student is enrolled. 

Previous performance on multiple measures: The student’s progress or lack of 
progress must be determined using multiple objectives and valid measures of the 
student’s academic achievement over time. There is no set length of time during 
which the data must be gathered, but there must be enough time to document the 
progress (or lack of progress) in response to appropriate instruction. Measures, 
such as the following, may be used: end-of-course assessments, district-wide 
assessments, classroom assessments, formative assessments, standardized 
achievement testing, State assessments (MEAP or MI-Access alone would not be 
sufficient documentation to show progress or lack of progress).

IEP includes goals based on grade-level content standards: The IEP must 
include goals that are based on Michigan’s grade-level content standards for the 
grade in which the student is enrolled. In Michigan, these standards are articulated 
in the GLCEs. The IEP goals should be attainable within the year covered by the 
IEP. Building blocks to attain the grade-level goals can start where the student 
is currently functioning. Short-term goals and objectives may incorporate below 
grade-level GLCEs needed as prerequisites in order to attain the grade-level goal.

Receives specialized/individualized instruction: In determining if the MEAP-
Access assessment is appropriate, the IEP Team needs to determine if the 
student’s progress to date in response to appropriate instruction, including special 
education and related services designed to address the student’s individual needs, 
is such that, even if significant growth occurs, the IEP Team is reasonably certain 
that the student will not achieve grade-level proficiency within the year covered by 
the student’s IEP.

Not based on disability category label: The IEP team must not base their 
decision to participate in the MEAP-Access assessments solely on the student’s 
special education category. 
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State Specifications and Descriptions

Michigan
(continued)

Not due to excessive absences, social, cultural, language, economic, or envi-
ronmental factors: The IEP team must not base their decision to participate in the 
MEAP-Access assessments solely on the student’s ethnicity or economic back-
ground; a student’s lack of progress cannot be solely due to excessive absences.

Not receiving instruction based on extended or alternate standards or not 
eligible to take AA-AAS: The student has IEP goals based on grade-level content 
standards, not extended standards, for the grade in which the student is enrolled.

Receives high-quality instruction: Instruction must be provided by a highly 
qualified teacher. Instruction may be provided by a general education or a special 
education teacher as long as the teacher is highly qualified in the academic sub-
ject being taught.

Other: Students with a Section 504 plan are not eligible for alternate assessments; 
the IEP goals should be attainable within the year covered by the IEP. Building 
blocks to attain the grade-level goals can start where the student is currently 
functioning; short-term goals and objectives may incorporate below grade-level 
GLCEs needed as prerequisites in order to attain the grade-level goal; there must 
be objective evidence demonstrating that the student’s disability has precluded the 
student from achieving the grade-level standards at the same level of rigor as the 
student’s peers; participation in state assessment decisions must be determined 
annually by the IEP team.

Minnesota Not progressing at rate expected to reach grade-level proficiency within 
school year covered by IEP: Has the IEP team documented its expectation that 
the student will not achieve grade-level proficiency within the year covered by the 
IEP? (Yes/No).

Learning grade-level content: The IEP team must ensure that the student has 
access to the general education curriculum, which means the student has oppor-
tunities to actively engage in learning the content and skills of the general educa-
tion curriculum; does the student have access to instruction on grade-level stan-
dards? (Yes/No); instruction must be adjusted to include grade-level content before 
student may participate in the MCA-Modified; until this condition is met; student 
participates in the general education assessment, with or without accommoda-
tions, or the MTAS. 

Previous performance on multiple measures: Objective and valid data from 
multiple measures should be collected over time to confirm that the student is 
not likely to achieve proficiency on grade-level content standards within the year. 
Examples of objective and valid measures include state assessments, district-
wide assessments, curriculum-based measures, and other repeated measures of 
progress over time. 

Receives specialized/individualized instruction: The IEP Team determines 
that the student is highly unlikely to achieve proficiency on the grade-level content 
standards within the year the test is administered, even with specially designed 
instruction. 
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Minnesota
(continued)

Previous performance on state assessment: The student demonstrates persis-
tent low performance as defined by performance at the lowest achievement level 
on the MCA (Does Not Meet the Standards) for the past 2 years; or the student 
meets or exceeds the standards on the MTAS and the IEP team determines that 
the student is most appropriately assessed with the MCA-Modified.

Not due to excessive absences, social, cultural, language, economic, or en-
vironmental factors: The careful use of this document will help IEP teams ensure 
that participation decisions are not made based on the following factors: language, 
social, cultural, or economic differences. 

Receives accommodations during classroom instruction: Appropriate accom-
modations, such as assistive technology, are provided as needed on evaluations 
of classroom performance, and the student’s accommodation needs are carefully 
considered before the IEP team makes a determination that the student is not 
likely to achieve proficiency on grade-level content standards. 

Not receiving instruction based on extended or alternate standards or not 
eligible to take AA-AAS: Does the student meet the participation criteria for the 
MTAS? (Yes/No). 

Cannot demonstrate knowledge on regular assessment even with provi-
sion of accommodations: If the IEP team establishes that the MCA is not an 
appropriate measure of the student’s knowledge and skills on grade-level content 
standards, even when the student is provided allowable and appropriate accom-
modations, the IEP team may consider the administration of the MCA-Modified or 
the MTAS. 

Other: IEP teams must first consider student participation in the MCA, with or 
without accommodations, before considering student participation in an alter-
nate assessment; glossary of frequently used terminology; accommodations; 
access; adequate yearly progress; appropriate instruction; assistive technology; 
curriculum-based measures; disability category; explicit and intensive instruction; 
extended standards; extensive supports; general education curriculum; grade-level 
content standards; multiple environments; persistently low performance; profi-
ciency; placement; significantly below age expectations; specialized curriculum;  
standards-based IEP; validity.
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North Carolina Not progressing at rate expected to reach grade-level proficiency within 
school year covered by IEP: The student’s progress in response to high-quality 
instruction is such that the student is not likely to achieve grade-level proficiency 
within the school year covered by the IEP.

Learning grade-level content: It is the expectation that all students who par-
ticipate in NCEXTEND2 EOGs are receiving instruction in the grade-level North 
Carolina Standard Course of Study (SCS) for the subject(s) in which the students 
are being assessed.

Previous performance on multiple measures: The student’s disability has 
precluded the student from achieving grade-level proficiency, as demonstrated by 
objective evidence, (e.g., results from standardized state tests, IQ tests, achieve-
ment tests, aptitude tests, and psychological evaluations. It is the expectation that 
more than one objective measure would be used to assist in the evaluation of a 
student’s assessment placement).

IEP includes goals based on grade-level content standards: The student’s IEP 
must include goals that are based on grade-level content standards and provide 
for monitoring of student’s progress in achieving those goals.

Other: The student does not have a current 504 plan; the student, if identified as 
limited English proficient (LEP), must also have a current IEP; the nature of the 
student’s disability may require assessments that are different in design; students 
eligible to take assessments based on modified academic achievement standards 
may be in any of the 13 disability categories listed in the IDEA. The decision to 
assess a student based on modified achievement standards must be reviewed an-
nually as part of the IEP process.

North Dakota Not progressing at rate expected to reach grade-level proficiency within 
school year covered by IEP: Has persistent learning difficulties that prohibit him/
her from making grade-level achievement in one year. 

Previous performance on multiple measures: Other data that supports the 
need for “modified achievement standards” such as performance on achievement 
tests, classroom tests, and other pertinent information.

IEP includes goals based on grade-level content standards: IEP goals (based 
on grade-level content standards) are required, objectives are recommended; it is 
required that students that participate in the NDAA2 have standards-based IEP’s 
(at the appropriate grade-level) that allow the student to work on academic stan-
dards prior to assessment. This is particularly important in the subjects of Math, 
Reading, Language Arts, and Science at the grade-levels assessed.

Receives specialized/individualized instruction: Does the student require 
extensive, frequent and individualized instruction in multiple settings in order to 
maintain or generalize skills? (Yes/No).



41NCEO

State Specifications and Descriptions

North Dakota 
(continued)

Receives accommodations during classroom instruction: Does the student 
require accommodations in order to successfully access the general education 
curriculum and/or daily assessments? (Yes/No).

Cannot demonstrate knowledge on regular assessment even with provi-
sion of accommodations: The student’s curriculum is so individualized that the 
general assessment (NDSA) will not reflect what the student is being taught (even 
with accommodations).

Other: The student participates in the general education curriculum with ongoing 
supports and services from special education.

Ohio Not progressing at rate expected to reach grade-level proficiency within 
school year covered by IEP: The IEP team must determine that the student will 
not meet proficiency on the grade-level academic content standards within the 
year the test is administered even with intensive interventions. Documentation of 
multiple valid and reliable measures substantiates this decision and should be 
available for state review as requested. Curriculum-based measurement could be 
one example of measurement results collected consistently and over time.

Learning grade-level content: Students have access to grade-level instruction 
but may demonstrate the following: inadequate mastery of necessary pre-requisite 
skills, a need for individualized pace, more intensity, or different instructional strat-
egies; instruction must be adjusted to include grade-level content before student 
may participate in the AA-MAS; until this condition is met, student participates in 
the general education assessment, with or without accommodations.

Previous performance on multiple measures: Before student may participate in 
AA-MAS, multiple valid measures of student’s progress over time must document 
that student will not achieve grade-level proficiency; until this condition is met, 
student participates in the general education assessment with or without accom-
modations. 

IEP includes goals based on grade-level content standards: IEP team must 
develop annual goals based on academic content standards for student’s enrolled 
grade (Standards-based IEP); a standards-based IEP is required before student 
may participate in the AA-MAS; until this condition is met, student participates in 
the general assessment, with or without accommodations.

Previous performance on state assessment: Students must be persistently low 
performing as defined by the following: the lowest performance level for the past 2 
years on the statewide general education achievement tests.
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Ohio
(continued) Cannot demonstrate knowledge on regular assessment even with provision 

of accommodations: IEP teams shall clearly establish that, even with allowable 
and appropriate accommodations on the general assessment, students cannot 
demonstrate their achievement on the full range of the academic content stan-
dards; students may still be eligible for the AA-MAS even if they demonstrate some 
proficiency on grade-level content using instructional accommodations and/or 
modifications.

Other: Evaluations of classroom performance must first exhaust all appropri-
ate accommodations to determine the student cannot achieve proficiency on the 
grade-level standards; student may demonstrate top performance on the state-
wide AA-AAS to meet eligibility requirements for the AA-MAS in a specific con-
tent area. IEP must also determine that the student can adequately demonstrate 
achievement on the AA-MAS and should participate in the AA-MAS; students must 
demonstrate one or more of the following characteristics during instruction and/or 
testing: lack of focused attention; lack of sustained attention; presence of process-
ing/generalizing problems, including planning; and/or poor working (short term) 
memory.

Oklahoma Previous performance on multiple measures: The decision to administer an 
alternate assessment (OMAAP or OAAP Portfolio) must be an IEP team decision 
using multiple measures as objective evidence including: previous performance on 
state assessments; other assessments that document academic achievement; and 
student’s progress, to date, in response to appropriate instruction.

Not due to excessive absences, social, cultural, language, economic, or en-
vironmental factors: The student’s difficulty with regular curriculum demands is 
primarily due to his/her disability and not due to excessive absences unrelated to 
the disability, or social, cultural, environmental, or economic factors.

Receives accommodations during classroom instruction: Students with dis-
abilities are required to be provided with accommodations and modifications to 
ensure progress toward meeting his/her IEP goals and short-term objectives and/
or benchmarks related to the general education curriculum.

Receives or has received research-based interventions: The student received 
evidence-based response to intervention and continues to progress below grade-
level achievement based on classroom assessments or other valid measures.

Receives high-quality instruction: The IEP team is reasonably certain that the 
student, even if he or she is receiving access to grade-level curriculum, taught by 
highly qualified teachers and makes significant progress, will not achieve grade-
level proficiency within the year covered by the IEP.
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Oklahoma
(continued)

Other: The decision to administer an alternate assessment (OMAAP or OAAP 
Portfolio) shall not be based on the amount of time the student receives in special 
education, or the fact that the academic achievement of the student is significantly 
below his/her same age peers; the student’s disability results in substantial aca-
demic difficulties; the student’s IEP reflects curriculum and daily instruction that 
focus on modified achievement of the standards or alternate achievement of the 
standards; scoring satisfactory on the previous year’s OMAAP does not preclude a 
student from participating in the OMAAP for the current year. When OCCT scores 
from previous years are not available (e.g., Grade 3), the IEP team may substitute 
scores equivalent to unsatisfactory from local assessments to identify students.

Pennsylvania Learning grade-level content: All students should have the opportunity to learn 
grade-level academic content. Evidence for opportunity to learn includes: at-
tendance data (the student must have been present for instruction); grade-level 
standards-aligned IEP goals; instructional accommodations and/or modifications; 
or intensive research-based interventions.

Previous performance on multiple measures: Students considered for the 
PSSA-M have established patterns of significantly low performance on multiple 
valid measures that indicates that even if significant growth occurs, achievement of 
grade-level proficiency is unlikely. 

IEP includes goals based on grade-level content standards: All students 
considered for the PSSA-M must have a grade-level standards-aligned IEP that 
clearly documents that the student requires significant instructional accommoda-
tions and/or modifications to successfully access grade-level content; potential 
evidence in applicable subject area: standards-aligned IEP goals. 

Receives specialized/individualized instruction: Students eligible to take the 
PSSA-M should demonstrate a disability that precludes grade-level proficiency 
despite intensive intervention/instruction; specially designed instruction (SDI) 
documentation.

Not receiving instruction based on extended or alternate standards or not 
eligible to take AA-AAS: Ineligible for the PASA; students considered for the 
PSSA-M do not have significant cognitive disabilities and should not be held to 
alternate achievement standards.

Receives or has received research-based interventions: Students considered 
for the PSSA-M have persistent academic difficulties despite having received 
intensive research-based interventions.

Other: Recommendations for assessment assignment occur yearly. The decision 
about which statewide accountability assessment the student will take rests solely 
with the IEP team. Students with disabilities must participate in the statewide ac-
countability assessment but assignment to the assessment may change from year 
to year, based on the student’s past performance and IEP team decisions; there 
are consequences for the school or district when IEP teams assign students to an 
alternate assessment; academic achievement and progress of all students should 
be closely monitored. 
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Tennessee Not progressing at rate expected to reach grade-level proficiency within 
school year covered by IEP: The IEP team must be reasonably certain that 
while the student may make significant progress, despite receiving appropriate 
instruction specifically designed to address the student’s individual needs, in-
cluding special education and related services, he or she is not likely to achieve 
grade-level proficiency in the year covered by the IEP; the student’s progress to 
date in response to appropriate instruction, including special education and related 
services designed to address the student’s individual needs, is such that, even if 
significant growth occurs, the IEP Team is reasonably certain that the student will 
not achieve grade-level proficiency. 

Learning grade-level content: The IEP must reflect access to grade-level cur-
riculum.

Previous performance on multiple measures: There should be evidence that 
the student’s disability currently prevents reaching grade-level proficiency. This 
means that the IEP team must look at data from multiple, valid measures of the 
student’s progress over time which includes objective evidence of the effect of the 
disability on grade-level proficiency, progress to date in response to appropriate 
instruction, and progress toward meeting the annual goals based on grade-level 
academic standards. 

IEP includes goals based on grade-level content: The IEP must document an-
nual goals that address the skills specified in the content standards for the grade 
in which the student is enrolled. These are also known as standards-based IEPs, 
in which the IEP goals are aligned to the state content standards; the IEP reflects 
curriculum and daily instruction that focuses on standards-based goals in the con-
tent area(s) in which the MAAS will be taken.

Not based on disability category label: Eligible students may have a disability 
in any of the Federal disability categories. Note: the category Functionally Delayed 
is a State category, but a student cannot be excluded from participation in this as-
sessment based on category of disability. 

Not due to excessive absences, social, cultural, language, economic, or 
environmental factors: The decision for TCAP MAAS participation is not based 
on a student’s disability category, racial or economic background, excessive or 
extended absences, or Limited English proficiency. 

Not receiving instruction based on extended or alternate standards or not 
eligible to take AA-AAS: Student’s Instruction and IEP goals are aligned with 
Alternate Curriculum Standards. (Yes/No); if student does not qualify for 1% 
Alternate Assessment, then IEP team should align instruction and IEP goals to on-
grade-level curriculum standards; the student is not eligible for TCAP-Alt PA. 
 
Not determined administratively: The decision for TCAP MAAS participation is 
based on the needs of the student and is not based upon anticipated impact on 
system and/or school performance scores.
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Tennessee
(continued)

Other: Functionally Delayed is not an IDEA recognized disability. A student whose 
primary disability is Functionally Delayed participates in TCAP MAAS, his/her 
scores will be considered non-proficient and he or she will be considered a non-
participant for AYP purposes; the IEP team should consider whether or not the 
student may participate in the standard assessment with appropriate accommoda-
tions, and that these options have been exhausted.

Texas Previous performance on multiple measures: Multiple valid measures of evi-
dence may include, but are not limited to, state-developed assessments, informal 
and formal classroom assessments, norm-referenced tests, and criterion-refer-
enced tests.

Receives accommodations during classroom instruction: The student needs 
extensive modifications and accommodations to classroom instruction, assign-
ments, and assessments to access and demonstrate progress in the grade-level 
Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills (TEKS). Modifications are practices and 
procedures that change the nature of the task or target skill while accommodations 
are intended to reduce or even eliminate the effects of a student’s disability but do 
not reduce learning expectations.

Other: Meets some but not all of the participation criteria of TAKS-Alternate 
(TAKS-Alt); an example of a student who meets some but not all of the participa-
tion criteria of TAKS–Alt may include but is not limited to the following: a student 
may require supports to access the general curriculum and/or require direct, inten-
sive, individualized instruction over a period of time to ensure that he or she learns 
and retains grade-level skills; requires an alternate form of TAKS which is more 
closely aligned with instructional modifications in order to demonstrate knowl-
edge of the grade-level TEKS; the student routinely receives modifications to the 
grade-level curriculum that more closely resemble those offered on TAKS-M; this 
may include, but is not limited to, reduced number of items and answer choices or 
simpler vocabulary and sentence structure.
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Virginia Not progressing at rate expected to reach grade-level proficiency within 
school year covered by IEP: Despite provision of research-based interventions, 
the student is not progressing at the rate expected for grade-level.

Learning grade-level content: Students participating in the Virginia Modified 
Achievement Standards Test (VMAST) are expected to learn grade-level content; 
however, they may require additional time and a variety of instructional and as-
sessment supports.

Receives specialized/individualized instruction: Requires intensive differenti-
ated instruction; requires intensive individualized supports; requires increased 
frequency and duration of instruction and practice, and differentiated classroom 
assessments.

Not due to excessive absences, social, cultural, language, economic, or en-
vironmental factors: The VMAST eligibility decision may not result primarily from: 
any specific categorical label (e.g., disability, ethnicity, gender, social, cultural, 
economic status, ESL); excessive or extended absence. 

Other: Student’s ability precludes him or her from achieving and progressing 
commensurate with grade-level expectations; student’s daily instructional and as-
sessment modifications are clearly documented; classroom assessment: does the 
student need modified classroom assessments in order to demonstrate knowledge 
of grade-level content? Requires differentiated classroom assessments, accom-
modations alone do not allow student to fully demonstrate knowledge; consistently 
requires remedial instruction to access grade-level content; given appropriate sup-
ports and tools the student can access and demonstrate mastery of grade-level 
content against achievement expectations that are less difficult than required for 
proficiency on the standards of learning (SOL). The VMAST eligibility decision may 
not result primarily from: belief that the student may fail the test, belief that the ex-
perience will be too stressful for the student, student behavior that prohibits testing 
in a group, and students not mastering all of the curricula covered on the grades 3 
through 8 SOL assessments. 
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Assessment based on Modified Academic Achievement Standards.
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es/taksm/participationreq.pdf
Texas Education Agency. (September, 2009). Texas Assessment of Knowledge 
and Skills-Modified (TAKS-M): Descriptors for the Participation Requirements for 
TAKS-M. Retrieved on November 2, 2010 from 
http://ritter.tea.state.tx.us/student.assessment/resources/taksm/participationreq_
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Texas Education Agency. (September, 2009). Texas Assessment of Knowledge 
and Skills-Alternate (TAKS-ALT): Participation Requirements for TAKS-ALT. Re-
trieved on November 2, 2010 from
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1  The Assessment Flowchart for IEP Team Decisions and NDAA1 and NDAA2 Side-by-Side Comparison are 
separate documents but are also included in the North Dakota Alternate Assessment 2 2010-11 Test Directions 
Manual.   
2   The Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills-Modified (TAKS-M): Participation Requirements for TAKS-M, 
Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills-Modified (TAKS-M): Descriptors for the Participation Requirements 
for TAKS-M, and Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills-Alternate (TAKS-ALT): Participation Requirements 
for TAKS-ALT are all separate documents but are also included in the ARD Committee Decision-Making Process 
for the Texas Assessment Program.
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CMA Participation Criteria and Definition of Terms 
California Modified Assessment Participation Criteria and Definition of Terms.  

California Modified Assessment Participation Criteria 

These criteria for guiding individualized education program (IEP) teams in making decisions about which students with 
disabilities should participate in the California Modified Assessment (CMA) are based, in part, on Title 34 of the Code of 
Federal Regulations, Part 200—Title I—Improving the Academic Achievement of the Disadvantaged. 

1. Previous Participation 

CST  

The student shall have taken the California Standards Test (CST) in a previous year and scored Below Basic or Far 
Below Basic in the subject area being assessed by the CMA and may have taken the CST with modifications. 

CAPA 

Previous participation in the California Alternate Performance Assessment (CAPA) shall not preclude a student from 
participation in the CMA. 

 The student shall have taken the CAPA Level 2–5 in two previous years and 
received a performance level of either Proficient or Advanced  

Note:   The student shall not be allowed to take both the CAPA and CMA. Students 
shall take either: 

– CAPA in all subject areas; 

– CST in all subject areas; 

– CMA in all subject areas; or 

– a combination of CST and CMA in the subject areas being assessed. 

2. Progress Based On Multiple Measures and Objective Evidence  

The student’s disability has precluded the student from achieving grade-level 
proficiency, as demonstrated by such objective evidence as the student’s 
performance on the CST and other assessments that can validly document academic 
achievement within the year covered by the student’s IEP plan. The determination of 
the student’s progress must be based on multiple measurements, over a period of 
time that are valid for the subjects being assessed.  

 The student will not receive a proficient score on the CST (even with 
provision of accommodations) based on evidence from multiple, valid, and 
objective measures of student progress (or lack of progress)  

3. Response To Appropriate Instruction  

The student’s progress to date in response to appropriate grade- level instruction, 
including special education and related services designed to address the student’s 
individual needs, is such that, even if significant growth occurs, the IEP team is 
reasonably certain that the student will not achieve grade-level proficiency within the 
year covered by the student’s IEP plan. 
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 The student who is assessed with the CMA has access to the curriculum, 
including instruction and materials for the grade in which the student is 
enrolled  

 The student’s IEP plan includes grade-level California content standards-
based goals and support in the classroom for a subject or subjects assessed 
by the CMA.  

 The student has received special education and related services to support 
access to and progress in the general curriculum in which the student is 
enrolled  

 The IEP team has determined that the student will not achieve grade-level 
proficiency even with instructional intervention  

4. High School Diploma  

The student who takes alternate assessments based on modified academic 
achievement standards is not precluded from attempting to complete requirements, 
as defined by the State, for a regular high school diploma.  

Note:   Students must continue to meet the California High School Exit Examination 
(CAHSEE) requirement in order to receive a diploma from a California public high 
school.  

5. Parents Are Informed 

Parents of the students selected to be assessed with the CMA are informed that their 
child’s achievement will be measured based on modified achievement standards. 

Note:   The test, while based on grade level content, is less rigorous than the CST.  

California Modified Assessment Additional Decision Making Considerations for CMA  

1. The decision to participate in the CMA is not based on the amount of time the student is 
receiving special education services.  

2. The decision to participate in the CMA is not based on excessive or extended absences.  
3. The decision to participate in the CMA is not based on language, culture, or economic 

differences.  
4. The decision to participate in the CMA is not based solely on the student’s disability (i.e., 

deafness/blindness, visual, auditory and or motor disabilities) but rather the student’s inability 
to appropriately demonstrate his or her knowledge on the California content standards 
through the CST.  

5. The decision to use the CMA is an IEP team decision based on student needs.  

California Modified Assessment Definition of Terms 

CAPA is designed to assess those students with significant cognitive disabilities who cannot participate in the CST or 
the CMA even with accommodations and/or modifications. The CDE developed CAPA to comply with the requirements 
of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001. CAPA links directly to the California academic content standards at each grade 
level and accurately reflects the portions of the content standards from Kindergarten through high school that are 
accessible to students with significant cognitive disabilities. CAPA is given in grade spans (Levels I – V). 

CMA is designed to assess those students whose disabilities preclude them from achieving grade-level proficiency on 
an assessment of the California content standards with or without accommodations. The CMA has been developed to 
provide more access so students can better demonstrate their knowledge of the California content standards. The CDE 
developed CMA to comply with the flexibility offered through the provisions of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001. 

CST in English-language arts, mathematics, science, and history-social science are administered only to students in 
California public schools. Except for a writing component that is administered as part of the grade four and seven 
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English-language arts tests, all questions are multiple-choice. These tests were developed specifically to assess 
students' knowledge of the California content standards.  

California content standards were adopted by the State Board of Education and specify what all California children 
are expected to know and be able to do in each grade or course. 

Goals are those written by the IEP team, while not inclusive, for reading, writing, and mathematics and may include 
support for those areas in additional courses or study.  

Grade-level proficiency refers to the student’s level of knowledge and degree of mastery of the California Content 
Standards for the subjects being assessed. This grade-level proficiency should not be confused with the STAR 
Performance Levels as reported on the STAR student report 

Objective evidence is the most recent data available for the student’s performance on the California Standards Test 
(CST), CAPA, or CMA and locally used assessments and/or assignments, whether used for placement, diagnosis or to 
track student progress throughout the year. 

Modified academic achievement standards are used to measure the students achievement on the California 
Modified Assessment; are aligned to the California content standards, but less difficult than the grade-level academic 
achievement standards; and are developed through a validated standard setting process. 

Multiple Measures are various assessments and/or instruments, including STAR program assessments, as well as 
locally used assessments and/or assignments, whether used for placement, diagnosis or to track student progress 
throughout the year. 

Valid refers to the degree to which evidence and theory support the intended purpose of the test and the interpretation 
of test scores for the subjects being assessed. 

Accessed Sept. 7 2010, last reviewed: March 30 2009 

CMA Participation Criteria for Science 
California Modified Assessment Participation Criteria for Science.  

In November 2007, the State Board of Education (SBE) adopted the California Modified Assessment (CMA) 
Participation Criteria. The CMA Participation Criteria provides individualized education program (IEP) teams the 
necessary criteria to make decisions about which students should participate in the CMA and are based, in part, on 
Title 34 of the Code of Federal Regulations, Part 200—Title I—Improving the Academic Achievement of the 
Disadvantaged.   

CMA Participation Criteria Section 1. Previous Participation of the SBE-approved participation criteria states: 

1. Previous Participation 

CST 

The student shall have taken the California Standards Test (CST) in a previous year 
and scored Below Basic or Far Below Basic in the subject area being assessed by 
the CMA and may have taken the CST with modifications. 

CAPA 

Previous participation in the California Alternate Performance Assessment (CAPA) 
shall not preclude a student from participation in the CMA. 

 The student shall have taken the CAPA Level 2–5 in two previous years and 
received a performance level of either Proficient or Advanced  
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Note:   The student shall not be allowed to take both the CAPA and CMA. Students 
shall take either: 

– CAPA in all subject areas; 

– CST in all subject areas; 

– CMA in all subject areas; or 

– a combination of CST and CMA in the subject areas being assessed. 

Since the science assessments are not given prior to grade five, a student may fill the first participation 
criterion if the student: 

 has taken the California Standards Test (CST) in a previous year, and  
 scored Below Basic or Far Below Basic in English-language arts (ELA) or mathematics, and 

may have taken the CST with accommodations and/or modifications.  

CMA Participation Criteria Section 3. Response to Appropriate Instruction of the SBE-approved participation 
criteria states: 

3. Response To Appropriate Instruction  

The student’s progress to date in response to appropriate grade- level instruction, 
including special education and related services designed to address the student’s 
individual needs, is such that, even if significant growth occurs, the IEP team is 
reasonably certain that the student will not achieve grade-level proficiency within the 
year covered by the student’s IEP plan. 

 The student who is assessed with the CMA has access to the curriculum, 
including instruction and materials for the grade in which the student is 
enrolled.  

 The student’s IEP plan includes grade-level California content standards-
based goals and support in the classroom for a subject or subjects assessed 
by the CMA.  

 The student has received special education and related services to support 
access to and progress in the general curriculum in which the student is 
enrolled.  

 The IEP team has determined that the student will not achieve grade-level 
proficiency even with instructional intervention.  

The participation criteria requirement (above) that an IEP include “grade-level California content standards-based goals 
and supports in the classroom for a subject or subjects assessed by the CMA” has caused confusion for IEP teams.  

Traditionally, IEP goals address English-language arts, math, and prerequisite skills. Other content areas are usually 
addressed by related goals, supports and related services. Science for example, might be addressed by having a goal 
for vocabulary development that can support the student learning science vocabulary, and in the science classroom, 
can aid the student in gaining access to the science curriculum.  
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