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Issue
The purpose of this document is to provide an overview of the planned approach to linking the
Grades 1-12 ACCESS for ELLs 2.0 Series 400 Online (hereafter ACCESS 2.0) assessment of
academic English language proficiency development expressed in the Writing domain
(hereafter “Writing Test”) to the ACCESS for ELLs (hereafter ACCESS) Writing Test in order to
maintain the ACCESS Writing reporting scale.
Background
The ACCESS 2.0 Writing domain is designed to measure the same construct as the ACCESS
Writing domain. To this end, the design of ACCESS 2.0 Writing shares these features with
ACCESS Writing:
•
•

•

All Writing tasks are constructed response.
Prompts are written to address one or more of the five WIDA English language
development (ELD) Standards. Most test forms will have three prompts, addressing the
following standards:
o Prompt 1: Social and Instructional Language
o Prompt 2: Integrated Language of Math/Language of Science
o Prompt 3: Integrated Language of Language Arts/Language of Social
Studies/Social and Instructional Language
Tasks are designed to allow students to show what they can do with their developing
academic English language proficiency in writing. The tasks provide rich content so that
prior content knowledge is not needed to write a response.

Although the overall test design remains unchanged in ACCESS 2.0, there are several minor
changes in how Writing tasks are administered, answered, and scored. Additionally, the tier
structure and the elementary grade-level clustering has changed for ACCESS 2.0. These changes
are intended to have a minimal impact on how the Writing domain is measured; however, they
carry some implications for how the ACCESS Writing Test scale can be maintained. Table 1
compares the ACCESS 2.0 Writing Test and the ACCESS Writing Test. Differences in the prompt
delivery and response mode between ACCESS 2.0 and ACCESS are summarized below.
Differences in the scoring rubric between ACCESS 2.0 and ACCESS are explained in detail in the
subsection ACCESS Writing Rating Scale Maintenance.
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Table 1
Comparison between the ACCESS 2.0 Writing Test (Series 400) and the ACCESS Writing Test
ACCESS 2.0 (Series 400)
Grade Clusters

Tier Structure
Item Specification
Item Content
Prompt Delivery
Response Mode
(Default)
Tasks

1
2-3
4-5
6-8
9-12
A, B/C
Same as ACCESS
Adapted from Old ACCESS Tasks
Grades 1-3: Paper Booklet
Grades 4-12: Computer
Grades 1-3 : Handwritten
Grades 4-5: Keyboarded/Handwritten*
Grades 6-12 Keyboarded
Same as ACCESS

Scoring Rubrics

Revision in Rubrics and Rating to Raw
Score Conversion
* State decision regarding default option

ACCESS
1-2
3-5
6-8
9-12
A, B, C

Paper Booklet
Handwritten
Three Tasks (Two Short
Tasks and One Long Task)

Delivery of Prompts
While the Writing prompts on ACCESS are delivered in a printed booklet, the prompts for
ACCESS 2.0 Writing are delivered on the computer screen for Grades 4-12; the Grade 1 and
Grades 2-3 clusters will continue to be delivered on paper. Every effort was made through
cognitive labs and small-scale tryouts to ensure that displaying the Writing prompts on the
computer screen would not cause difficulties for students.
Responses
On ACCESS, all Writing responses are handwritten. On ACCESS 2.0, responses can be
handwritten or keyboarded. In grades 4-5, the default Writing response mode is either
handwritten or keyboarded, which is at the discretion of the state. For all students in Grades 68 and Grades 9-12, keyboarding is the default mode. Nevertheless, in all grades, the option to
write by hand may be provided to individual students as an accommodation.
ACCESS Writing Rating Scale Maintenance
With the development of ACCESS 2.0, the WIDA Writing Rubric was updated to reflect the
amplified performance level definitions of the 2012 publication. The background on the original
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WIDA Writing Rubrics as well as the revisions made to maintain the Writing rating scale are
described below.
Background on the Original WIDA Writing Rubrics
The original purpose of ACCESS was to operationalize the WIDA ELD Standards, such that scores
awarded to performances on the assessment could be related to the WIDA Standards in a
straightforward way. To this end, the original WIDA Writing Rubric was developed to directly
reflect the five performance level definitions in the original WIDA Standards (2004), shown in
Figure 1.

Figure 1. Performance Level Definitions from the 2004 WIDA ELD Standards

To aid raters, the original WIDA Writing Rubric organized its descriptors under three categories:
linguistic complexity, vocabulary usage, and language control. The rubric also contained
definitions for a Performance Level 6, “Reaching” (see Figure 2). This performance level was
alluded to but not defined in the 2004 WIDA ELD Standards, and was subsequently added in the
2007 revised WIDA ELD Standards (see Figure 3).
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Figure 2. Original Writing Rubric of the WIDA Consortium
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Figure 3. Performance Level Definitions from the 2007 WIDA ELD Standards

The original WIDA Writing Rubric was not intended as an analytic scale. Although raters
awarded scores in all three categories, they followed strict guidelines. They were first to decide
which holistic level the paper belonged to (e.g. 3); then, if they felt there was a strength or
weakness in one category, they could award the next higher or next lower level in that
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category, with a limit of one strength or weakness. Such guidelines were intended to provide
“diagnostic” information, since the three separate category scores for each writing task were
provided on the student’s score report. However, psychometrically speaking, the three
category scores were summed, which made, in effect, an 18-point scale (Table 2). (Note: A
score of 0 was for blank papers, totally illegible responses, or responses in a language other
than English. A score of 0-1-0 was reserved for responses containing only English words copied
from the prompt. It was intended to give a nod to vocabulary usage.)
Table 2
Conversion of Raters Scores Using Original WIDA Writing Rubric into Numeric Scores Used for
Psychometric Purposes

Possible Rater Score Across
Three Categories
0
0-1-0
1-1-1
2-1-1, 1-2-1, 1-1-2
1-2-2,2-1-2, 2-2-1
2-2-2
3-2-2, etc.
2-3-3, etc.
3-3-3
4-3-3, etc.
3-4-4, etc.
4-4-4
5-4-4, etc.
4-5-5, etc.
5-5-5
6-5-5, etc.
6-6-5, etc.
6-6-6

“Psychometric” Score used for
Producing Scale Scores
0
1
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18

This approach to scoring the writing tasks was used throughout operational ACCESS, up to
ACCESS 2.0.
From Writing Rubrics to Writing Score Scale for ACCESS 2.0
In 2012, WIDA published an amplification of the WIDA ELD Standards. Some of the
modifications included the reorganization of the performance level definitions into three
categories and the separation of the productive language domains (Speaking and Writing) from
the receptive language domains (Listening and Reading). Figure 4 presents the Speaking and
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Writing performance level definitions as presented in the 2012 amplification of the WIDA
Standards.

Figure 2. Performance Level Definitions for Speaking and Writing from the 2012 Amplification of the
WIDA ELD Standards

With the new generation of ACCESS, the WIDA Writing Rubric was updated to reflect the 2012
amplified performance level definitions. Over several years, WIDA and CAL staff worked
together to develop the Revised Writing Rubric of the WIDA Consortium (see Figure 5),
examining papers that had been previously rated at a whole score point (e.g., 3-3-3) according
to the original WIDA Writing Rubric, and ensuring that such papers would receive that same
whole score point under the revised rubric (e.g., 3).
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Figure 3. Revised Writing Rubric of the WIDA Consortium 2014
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The revised rubric was piloted in the fall and winter of 2014-15 by raters from operational
ACCESS to score responses from the first phase of field testing, conducted in 2013-14. Raters
were instructed to award only a whole-score level (e.g., 3), though as with the former rubric,
they could award a plus (e.g., 3+) if there was a particular strength in one or two categories, or
a minus (e.g., 3-) if there was a particular weakness in one or two categories. Several anchor
sets were provided for rater training.
Following a first scoring session, CAL and WIDA staff debriefed with raters who led the field test
scoring, and it was determined that there were some misunderstandings about how to apply
the revised rubric. A second scoring session immediately followed, in which previously scored
papers were re-scored, such that all papers were double scored. Following the second session,
scores were sent to CAL and a second debrief with lead raters was held. Based on the data
collected, it appeared that the revised rubric was not working as intended because raters
thought the rubric was complicated to apply and contained too much text (i.e., there were too
many factors to consider). Upon further analysis, it was determined that the revised rubric was
too unwieldy and was oriented more toward writer capability than toward the evidence of that
capability within the written product.
CAL staff then proposed a simplified rubric that 1) would be easier to use, 2) was directed to
citing evidence in the written product, and 3) would focus rater attention to the discourse,
sentence, and word/phrase levels, despite a looser relationship to the 2012 performance level
definitions than the 2014 revised writing rubric (Figure 5). With WIDA’s consent, CAL staff
examined the whole-score written responses across grade levels that were used to develop the
first rubric (e.g., 1-1-1, 2-2-2, 3-3-3, etc.). The goal was to determine, in each category, what
features most clearly distinguished one level from another, and to state this succinctly from a
rater perspective. After several rounds of revision, this rubric was delivered to the operational
scoring program in preparation of scoring the writing responses collected during Phase 2 of the
field test (2014-15), at which time the writing responses collected during Phase 1 would also be
re-scored. The revised 2014 rubric came to be internally called the “interpretive rubric,” (i.e.,
intended to help score users understand writing scores on ACCESS 2.0), while the new,
simplified rubric came to be labeled the Writing Score Scale and would not be intended for
public consumption, since its relationship to the performance level definitions would be less
transparent. In addition, when using the new Writing Score Scale, all papers between two
whole levels would receive a plus (+) score; minus scores would disappear.
When the new Writing Score Scale and its anchor papers (which were predominantly the same
anchors as before) were finalized, the lead raters for the field test scoring examined the scale
and the anchors very carefully. After some minor revision and appropriate approvals by CAL
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and WIDA, they were delivered to the scoring vendor for the scoring of field test writing
responses.
The Writing Score Scale used for scoring all papers from the field test is presented in Figure 6.

Figure 4. WIDA Writing Scoring Scale Used to Score All Field Test Papers 2015

Because the goal in revising the writing rubric was to ensure that there would be similar scores
awarded to papers using the original or the revised rubric, the conceptual relationship between
the two can be shown, as in Table 2. The table shows that the scores at the whole score points
should be retained, and scores between score points would be collapsed from two categories
into one. In addition, it was decided that copying English words (which received a score of 0-1-0
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on the original rubric and a score of 0+ on the revised score scale) is not an indication of
developing English language proficiency, so no distinction between 0 and 0+ would be made for
the psychometric analyses nor for operational ACCESS 2.0 scoring. It should also be noted that
the score report would be simplified for ACCESS 2.0, reporting only the Writing score scale
without any raw score ratings.
The slight change in the rating to raw score conversion from ACCESS to ACCES 2.0, however, will
require that the step measures associated with the psychometric rating scale for the ACCESS
Writing Test be reestablished for the ACCESS 2.0 Writing Test. The plan to do so is described in
more detail below.
Table 3
Conceptual Relationship of “Psychometric” Scores between Responses Scored with the Original WIDA
Writing Rubric and the New WIDA Writing Scoring Scale

Original WIDA Writing Rubric
(2006-2015)
“Psychometric”
Possible Rater Score
Score for Producing
Across Three Categories
Scale Scores
0
0
0-1-0
1
1-1-1
3
2-1-1, 1-2-1, 1-1-2
4
1-2-2,2-1-2, 2-2-1
5
2-2-2
6
3-2-2, etc.
7
2-3-3, etc.
8
3-3-3
9
4-3-3, etc.
10
3-4-4, etc.
11
4-4-4
12
5-4-4, etc.
13
4-5-5, etc.
14
5-5-5
15
6-5-5, etc.
16
6-6-5, etc.
17
6-6-6
18
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WIDA Writing Scoring Scale
(Field Test for ACCESS 2.0)
“Psychometric” Score
for Producing Scale
Rater Scores
Scores
0
0
0+
1
1
1+

2

2

3

2+

4

3

5

3+

6

4

7

4+

8

5

9

5+

10

6
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Maintaining the Underlying Psychometric Writing Scale
The ACCESS 2.0 Writing field test 1 data are used to link ACCESS 2.0 operational tasks to ACCESS
tasks in order to maintain the ACCESS Writing score scale. The ACCESS 2.0 Writing field test was
designed with the aim of collecting a sample of student performances on both the ACCESS 2.0
field test and the operational ACCESS test such that a common-person design can be used to
establish the link between performances on the two tests. The ACCESS 2.0 Writing field test
tasks were administered to samples of students within two weeks of taking operational ACCESS.
The target sample size was 350 students per field test task. All ACCESS 2.0 Writing field test
tasks were adapted from Writing tasks previously used on ACCESS. For logistical reasons,
however, the ACCESS 2.0 Writing field test was administered under conditions that deviate
from the operational ACCESS 2.0 Writing Test administration in two ways. First, during the
ACCESS 2.0 field test, Grades 4-5 students wrote their responses on paper, while operational
ACCESS 2.0 will allow Grades 4-5 students to either write by hand or keyboard their responses.
Also, during the ACCESS 2.0 field test, Grades 6-12 Tier A students wrote their responses by
hand while operationally, all Grades 6-12 students will keyboard their responses unless writing
by hand is provided to individual students as an accommodation 2.
The second difference between the ACCESS 2.0 Writing field test and operational ACCESS 2.0
Writing is the time allotment. Operationally, a minimum of one hour is needed for students to
take all three Writing tasks, but the ACCESS 2.0 Writing field test was limited to 45 minutes.
Consequently, students either took two short tasks or one long task during field test
administration, as opposed to three tasks in the operational ACCESS and ACCESS 2.0
administrations. Because of these deviations in administration conditions, the parameters
derived from the field test should be considered preliminary. As described below, a verification
study will be conducted using the ACCESS 2.0 operational data to revise these parameters.
Figure 7, located in the Appendix at the end of this read-ahead, illustrates the four-step plan to
link field test and operational Writing scores via a common-person design: (I) an initial
common-person linking, (II) Outlier analysis, (III) final common-person linking, and (IV) a
verification procedure. The steps are described in greater detail below.

ACCESS 2.0 Series 400 Online Writing field test was conducted in both 2013-2014 and 2014-2015 academic year.
Concerns about the comparability between handwritten vs. keyboarded responses are addressed in Read-ahead
2.5.

1
2
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Step I. Initial Common-Person Linking
Obtain students’ ability parameters on the ACCESS Writing Test.
Fix the students’ ability parameters while estimating the step parameters and task difficulty
parameters for the ACCESS 2.0 Writing Test tasks. The calibration will be conducted across
grade-level clusters. Because the same rubric is used to score all writing samples across all
clusters, a single rating scale can be used. Through this concurrent calibration procedure, the
step parameters and task difficulty parameters of the ACCESS 2.0 Writing field test will be
placed on the ACCESS Writing score scale. The fit of the rating scale to the data will be
evaluated in Step C and adjustments will be made to the rating scale as needed.
Examine the infit and outfit statistics of the step parameters across all grade-level clusters. For
each cluster, the step parameters will be anchored at the values computed from Step B and the
infit and outfit statistics of the step parameters will be evaluated to determine whether the
rating scale fit the data. If the infit and outfit statistics indicate that the rating scale does not fit
the data for a particular grade-level cluster, the step parameters may be re-estimated for that
cluster.
Step II: Outlier Analysis
The rationale for conducting an outlier analysis was discussed at the 2014 TAC meeting and
reviewed in read-ahead 2.1. Because each ACCESS 2.0 field test form consisted of only one or
two tasks, it is not feasible to use exactly the same methodology that was used to identify
outliers in the ACCESS 2.0 Listening and Reading field test analysis. Instead of identifying
outliers prior to conducting the linking analysis, outlier analysis will be conducted after the
initial linking analysis is completed. Procedurally, after the initial common-person linking is
conducted in Step I.B, the person measures estimated based on ACCESS 2.0 task performances
will be compared with measures estimated based on performances on operational ACCESS
tasks. Then, the scatter plot procedure in the Rasch-based software Winsteps is used to identify
students that exhibit statistically significant differences (as evidenced by their person measures)
between two administrations. Students with t-statistics greater than +/-2 will be classified as
outliers and removed from the final linking analysis.
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Step III. Revise Task Difficulty Parameters
After the outliers are removed, a second round of common-person linking will be conducted to
revise the task difficulty parameters while the step measures will be fixed to the values derived
from Step I.
Step IV. Verification Study
For score reporting for ACCESS 2.0, task difficulty parameters will be refined through a
verification procedure using operational ACCESS 2.0 Writing data collected during the early
testing window, which is analogous to what is currently done for the operational ACCESS
administration. The ACCESS 2.0 Writing Test task difficulty parameters will be initially anchored
to the values derived from the ACCESS 2.0 field test administration analyses, and displacement
statistics will be evaluated to determine whether the parameters need to be re-estimated
based on the equating sample data. The final task difficulty parameters derived in this step will
be used to score students for the operational ACCESS 2.0 administration.
Questions for the TAC:
•

Question 1: Do the methods used to maintain the Writing score scale appear sound?

•

Question 2: What additional analyses might the TAC recommend to ensure that the
linking is conducted appropriately and that the Writing reporting scale is maintained?

14

APPENDIX
Common-Person Design

Field test sample

ACCESS 2.0 Series 400 Writing
Field Test
X

ACCESS Writing Test
X

Step I. Common-person linking across grade clusters:
•
•
•

Estimate ACCESS ability parameters
Estimate ACCESS 2.0 step and task parameters
Evaluate the rating scale and re-estimate step parameters by grade cluster if needed

Step II. Conduct outlier analysis:
•
•
•
•

Compute student logit scores on ACCESS 2.0 task(s)
Compute student logit scores on ACCESS tasks
Identify students that exhibited statistically significant differences in their logit scores
between the two tests
Remove outliers

Step III. Revise task parameters after outliers are removed
•

Revise task parameters

•

Evaluate linking results

Step IV. Verify and make final adjustments to field test parameters:
•

Update the field test parameters using operational ACCESS 2.0 data

Figure 7. Proposed method to maintain the ACCESS Writing Test score scale
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