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1. Overview 
The purpose of this Technical Brief is to provide a short description of the standard setting study 
for the Alternate ACCESS for ELLs™

 assessment, hereafter referred to as Alternate ACCESS.  

The goal of the standard setting study was to interpret performances on the Alternate ACCESS 
operational field test form in terms of the WIDA English Language Development Standards, the 
Alternate Model Performance Indicators (AMPIs), and the WIDA Alternate English Language 
Proficiency levels. The study was held in Arlington, VA, on October 9-10, 2012.  

2. Methodology 
The Angoff Yes/No methodology was used for all four domains because this method is thought to 
simplify the cognitive tasks that panelists are asked to perform (Cizek & Bunch, 2007). Having a 
straight-forward cognitive task was important in this study as panelists had to examine many 
tasks to set four cut scores (A1/A2; A2/A3; A3/P1; and P1/P2) across four domains (Listening, 
Speaking, Reading and Writing).  

Alternate ACCESS is a task-based performance assessment in which students are asked to 
demonstrate English language proficiency in the four domains by, for example, producing a 
sound (Speaking), tracing a letter (Writing), or selecting a response from among several options 
(Listening and Reading). Test administrators score students on whether they meet the task 
demands (Speaking and Writing Part I) or select the correct response (Listening and Reading). In 
addition, there are two more open-ended writing tasks (Writing Part II) which are scored on a 
five-point rubric. For additional information on the Alternate ACCESS test administration and 
scoring rules, see the Alternate ACCESS for ELLsTM Series 100 Development and Operational 
Field Test: Technical Brief (CAL, 2012). 

The Angoff Yes/No method was designed for multiple-choice and dichotomously scored tasks. 
This method asks the panelists to consider a student currently functioning at the borderline 
between two adjacent levels and then to review each question on the test, judging each task as 
either Yes, the borderline student is more likely than not to meet expectations for this task, or No, 
the borderline student is not more likely than not to meet expectations for this task. Under this 
method, the average of the panelists’ Yes decisions represents an estimated proportion of the 
target borderline group who would correctly answer the task. 

Some modifications were made to the typical Angoff Yes/No methodology. First, for the two 
tasks in Writing Part II, which are scored on a rubric, panelists were shown various writing 
samples from all score points and asked to make the decision whether Yes, the borderline student 
is more likely than not to have produced this sample, or No, the borderline student is not more 
likely than not to have produced this sample. This approach to addressing the two rubric-scored 
tasks meant that the same judging procedures that the panelists used on all other tasks could be 
used for these two tasks. Second, the Yes/No judgment data collected from the panelists was 
analyzed using a logistic regression procedure to determine cuts. This approach was used to 
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avoid limitations in the traditional summation approach of calculating final cut scores with the 
Angoff Yes/No method, which systematically makes lower cuts easier and higher cuts more 
difficult as compared to the typical Angoff method. 

The following procedure was used for setting standards on Writing Part I and Speaking. Starting 
with a consideration of students at the lowest borderline as defined and described by the WIDA 
Alternate English Language Proficiency levels (i.e., between A1 and A2), panelists indicated 
whether the borderline student would be more likely than not to meet the expectation for the 
task. If their decision was No, panelists then went on to consider the borderline student at the 
next higher borderline on that same task (i.e., between A2 and A3), until they reached the highest 
borderline. However, once they indicated Yes, that the borderline student would be more likely 
than not able to meet expectations for that task, then all higher borderlines would also necessarily 
be Yes and did not need to be individually considered. This aspect of the procedure greatly 
simplified the panelist’s task.  

After panelists considered the borderlines for one task, they then examined the next task and 
began again with considering the student at the lowest borderline. This process continued until 
panelists had considered all the borderlines on all the tasks. The test tasks were presented in the 
same order for consideration as presented in the Alternate ACCESS test booklets.  

Writing Part II consisted of two writing tasks that were scored using a five-point rubric 
(No Response, Approaches, Meets 1, Meets 2, and Meets 3) and therefore required a slightly 
different approach. Sample student responses to the two rubric-scored writing tasks were 
presented to panelists. Panelists were asked to determine whether the student at each borderline 
would be more likely than not able to have produced each writing sample. 

For Listening and Reading, the prompts for the assessment tasks are repeated to students with 
increasing levels of support, allowing students multiple opportunities to respond. The repeated 
prompts are labeled as: CUE A: Initial Prompt; CUE B: Simplified Prompt; CUE C: Simplified 
Prompt & Answer. A response meeting expectations at CUE A (i.e., with minimal support) is 
considered to demonstrate more English language proficiency than a response meeting 
expectations at CUE B; while a response meeting expectations at CUE B is considered to 
demonstrate more proficiency than one at CUE C. For Listening and Reading, the panelists’ task 
was the same as for Writing Part I and Speaking, except they first considered all borderlines on 
the first task at CUE A before moving on to consider all borderlines on that task at CUE B and 
finally all borderlines on that task at CUE C, before moving on to the next task. 

For all tasks across all four domains, panelists provided Yes/No decisions in a two-round process. 
In Round 1, panelists independently made their decisions. Staff members then typed the 
decisions into a specially prepared Excel spreadsheet which tallied the results by the total 
number of Yes and No responses and also presented the percentage of responses in each category. 
The tallied Yes/No decisions across panelists in the group were then revealed to all panelists on a 
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screen with an LCD projector. The panelists had the opportunity to comment on the tallies. 
Following this discussion, empirical data on performances on the tasks from the students were 
presented to the panelists. Using the results from the first round, and this new information, the 
panelists then made a second round of independent Yes/No decisions. The round 2 decisions 
were again entered and shared with the entire group. A brief opportunity was given to anyone 
who wanted to comment on the group results before moving on to the next language domain. At 
the conclusion of the study, researchers used the percentage of Yes decisions across panelists 
from the second round to derive the cut scores.  

3. Panelists 
The panels consisted of experts who are educators from the WIDA Consortium states and who 
had experience in Special Education and English Learners students from K-12. On the panel 
were 34 teachers or administrators from across 20 WIDA states. These panelists were 
recommended by WIDA states to participate in the study. Their qualifications were reviewed by 
the WIDA Central office at the Wisconsin Center for Educational Research (WCER) of the 
University of Wisconsin. The name and affiliation for each panelist, ordered by state, appears in 
Table 3-A. 
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Table 3-A: Standard-Setting Study Panelists’ Names and Affiliations (in Order by State) 

Name State School or District Affiliation 
Pamela Bearden AL Chilton Country School System 
Mayte Cotton AL Montgomery Public Schools 
Holly Porter CO Cherry Creek School District 
Siria Rector CO St.Vrain Valley School District 
Lisa Nelson GA Bells Ferry Elementary School, Cobb County School District 
Kathy O'Hara Rosa GA Clarksdale Elementary, Cobb County School District 
Luz Salazar IL Booth Tarkington Elementary, Community Consolidated School District 21 
Jenny Beltran IL Campanelli School, School District 54 
Noreen Segal IL Community Consolidated School District 21District 21 
Beverly Stevens KY Clay County Public Schools 
Sandy Byrd KY Shelby County Public Schools 
Kristen Kreit MD Shiloh Middle School, Carroll County Public Schools 
Sherri Taylor ME Maine School Administrative District 15 
Alice Habel MN Minneapolis Public Schools 
Monique El Hani MN Minneapolis Public Schools 
Yvonne M Field MT Montana Office of Public Instruction 
Anna Gallo Knight NH Hills Garrison School, Hudson School District 
Ann Gordon NH Oyster River Coop School District 
Paddie Donohue NJ Lincoln Ave School, Orange Public Schools 
Julia T.M. Bowie NJ Orange Prep Academy, Orange School District 
Robert Romero NM New Mexico Public Education Department 
Brenda Daw NV Clark County School District 
Dawn Adams NV Washoe County School District 
Diane Keene OK Lawton Public Schools 
Jennifer Bass OK Special Services Lawton Public Schools 
Adele Claire Wallace PA DHH Lengel Middle School, Pottsville Area School District 
Jamie Rizzardi PA Schuylkill County Schools 
Margaret Ames SD Madison Elementary, Madison Central School District 39 
Julianne Linza VA Kilmer Middle School, Fairfax County Public Schools 
Donna Hankins VA Prince William County Schools 
Johanna Snedeker VT St. Johnsbury School District 
Mercedes Martin WI Kromrey Middle School, Middleton Cross Plains Area School District 
Valera Crofoot WY Carbon County School District 
Kimberly Wyman WY Washakie County Schools 
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Demographic information of the panelists was collected and is presented in Table 3-B through 
Table 3-E ￼33-￼s the composition of the panelists by gender. All but one of the panelists 
(97.1%) was female. %) was female.  

Table 3-B: Panelists by Gender 

  Gender   

 
Male Female Total 

Count 1 33 34 
Percent 2.9% 97.1% 100.0% 

 

Table 3-C  presents the composition of the panelists by race and ethnicity. Although panelists 
represented a variety of ethnic groups, the vast majority, 88.2%., were White, and 85.3% were 
non-Hispanic. 

Table 3-C: Panelists by Race and Ethnicity 

 
Ethnicity 

 
Race 

 

 
Hispanic 

Non-
Hispanic Total 

American 
Indian Asian Black White Total 

Count 5 29 34 1 1 2 30 34 
Percent 14.7% 85.3% 100.0% 2.9% 2.9% 5.9% 88.2% 100.0% 

 
Table 3-D presents information on the panel members by years of teaching experience. Panelists 
were generally very experienced, with the median of 11-15 years and more than a third of the 
panelists having 16 years or more of experience.  

Table 3-D: Panelists’ Years of Teaching Experiences* 

 
0-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 

21 or 
More  

 
 

Years Years Years Years Years Missing Total 
Count 5 7 9 8 4 1 34 

Percent 14.7% 20.6% 26.5% 23.5% 11.8% 2.9% 100.00% 
*: One panelist did not provide this information 
 
Table 3-E  presents information on the highest level of education attained by the panel members. 
As can be seen, 33 panelists (97.1%) had at least some graduate study. Of these, 25 panelists 
(73.5%) held a Master’s degree and four panelists (11.8%) had some doctoral study or held 
doctoral degrees. 
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Table 3-E: Panelists’ Highest Level of Education  

 Highest Level of Education  

Bachelor's 
Degree 

Some 
Graduate 

Study 
Master's 
Degree 

Some 
Doctoral 

Study 
Doctoral 
Degree Total 

Count 1 4 25 1 3 34 
Percent  2.9% 11.8% 73.5% 2.9% 8.8% 100% 

 

In summary, the panelists represented the variety of states in the WIDA Consortium well, had 
many years of teaching experience, and were well educated. They appeared well qualified to 
serve as panelists in the study. 

4. General Procedures 

Panel Assignments 
The study took place on October 9-10, 2012 in Arlington, VA. Panelists were pre-assigned to 
serve on one of the four grade level cluster panels (1-2, 3-5, 6-8, 9-12) as well as one of the four 
groups that created borderline descriptors by domain (Listening, Reading, Speaking, Writing). 
Panelists were assigned to the grade level cluster that they were either currently teaching or had 
taught in the past. In addition, assignments were made with the aim of having a variety of states 
represented in each group. There were eight or nine panelists at each grade level cluster panel 
and within each domain group. 

Materials 
Each panel member received reference materials including a copy of Alternate ACCESS 
Performance Level Descriptors, Grade Level Cluster AMPIs, Borderline Descriptors (once 
developed by the panelists), and Grade Cluster Test Materials. For Writing Part II, in addition to 
the Grade Cluster Test Materials, six written student responses to each of the two rubric-scored 
tasks were presented to the panelists for a total of 12 writing samples. Student writing samples 
were selected based on their teacher-assigned raw score points. An attempt was made to select at 
least one writing sample at each of the four raw score point levels (Approaches, Meets 1, Meets 
2, and Meets 3) such that all four raw score points were presented. Since the same writing tasks 
are presented in grade clusters 1-2 and 3-5 and in 6-8 and 9-12, the same set of student writing 
samples was presented to both the 1-2 and 3-5 panels, while the same set was presented to both 
the 6-8 and 9-12 panels.  

In addition to the reference materials, panelists received a Panelist Standard Setting Booklet in 
which to record their work. This booklet included a demographic questionnaire, practice 
worksheets, domain specific worksheets, and evaluation questionnaires for each domain. The 
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demographic questionnaire was completed by panelists as they arrived. Panelists completed the 
evaluations after each training session and after completing each domain to evaluate the training, 
process and materials in general and for each domain. All panelists’ work was completed and 
recorded in these booklets. 

Day 1 Procedures 
After introductions, Dr. Dorry Kenyon from the Center for Applied Linguistics (CAL) led the 
panelists through their group training with Erin Arango-Escalante from WIDA providing 
background on the student population. The training began with an explanation of the goals of the 
study and a walk-through of the general logic of standard setting. Then, each component of the 
standard setting study was addressed in turn. Focusing on the borderline student, panelists 
worked within their preassigned language domain working groups (Listening, Reading, 
Speaking, or Writing) to develop Borderline Descriptors for each borderline between proficiency 
levels for that domain. The Borderline Descriptors were then shared with the entire group of 
panelists. After the Borderline Descriptors were agreed upon for each domain, the panelists’ 
training then turned to their understanding of the Alternate ACCESS test content and 
administration procedures. This section was led by Deepak Ebenezer of CAL. Dr. Kenyon then 
led the panelists through the process of making Yes/No decisions and indicating their decisions in 
the Panelist Standard Setting Booklet. Panelists practiced making several decisions and had 
opportunities to ask questions about their assignment. After the training, panelists moved into 
separate rooms according to the grade level cluster panel to which they were assigned and 
worked on Writing (Part I and then Part II) until the end of Day 1. Two staff members from CAL 
or WIDA worked with each panel, one as the group facilitator and one as an assistant. Dr. 
Kenyon moved from room to room to monitor the work and to answer questions. Answers to all 
questions were shared with all rooms.  

Day 2 Procedures 
On the second day, the panelist first met as a group to be trained on the Listening and Reading 
process and had a chance to practice the Yes/No decision process considering for each task 
responses at CUE A, CUE B, and CUE C. Because of this cueing structure embedded in the 
Alternate ACCESS Listening and Reading assessment, the standard setting process and data 
recording sheets were slightly more complicated than for other domains and, therefore, required 
additional training in order to familiarize the panelists with the procedures. After the training, the 
panels broke out into separate rooms in their grade level cluster assignments, and they worked on 
the domains of Speaking, Listening, and Reading, following the same procedures as they did for 
Writing on Day 1. 

5. Analyses and Results: Panelists’ Evaluations 
Since standard setting is a socially-moderated event, it is important to understand how the 
panelists evaluated the process they participated in and the outcomes. Part of the validity 
evidence for the standard-setting process is ensuring that the panelists felt that they were well-
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trained and prepared for the standard setting. Thus, at the end of each training session, panelists 
completed an evaluation form which provided them the opportunity to evaluate all aspects of the 
standard-setting training.  

The panelists evaluated several aspects of the training by responding to Likert scale items using 
response levels of 1 to 4, with 4 being the highest rating. The items were the following: 

1) The logic and the goals of the Standard Setting were clear.  
2) The student population and participation criteria were clearly explained. 
3) The overview of the WIDA Alternate ELD Standards was clear and helpful. 
4) The overview of the Alternate ACCESS test was clear and helpful. 
5) The lead facilitator clearly explained the task. 
6) The training and practice helped me understand how to perform the task.  
7) The facilities and the food service helped create a productive working environment.  

For each aspect, Table 5-A shows the average rating, its standard deviation, and the number of 
ratings. On the scale of 1 to 4, all aspects of the training received high ratings. The panelists gave 
high ratings to the lead facilitator’s explanation of the student population and participation 
criteria (3.53), and to the lead facilitator’s explanation of the task (3.53). The training and 
practice (3.47) and the overview of the Assessment were the next more highly rated (3.44). 
Overall, ratings went up after the day 2 refresher training and practice. Both the lead facilitator 
(3.66) and the training and practice (3.59) received higher ratings on day 2. 

Table 5-A: Panelists’ Evaluation of Training 

Evaluation 
Statistic 

Logic and 
Goals of 
Standard 
Setting 

Student 
Population 

and 
Participation 

Criteria 

Overview 
of WIDA 
Alternate 

ELD 
Standards 

Overview 
of 

Alternate 
ACCESS 

Assessment 
Lead 

Facilitator 

Training 
and 

Practice 
Facilities 
and Food 

Day 1 
Evaluation 

Mean 3.35 3.53 3.35 3.44 3.53 3.47 3.73 
Std Dev 0.69 0.51 0.60 0.50 0.51 0.56 0.45 

N 34 34 34 34 34 34 33 

Day 2 
Refresher 
Evaluation 

Mean 
    

3.66 3.59 
 Std Dev 

    
0.48 0.50 

 N 
    

32 32 
  

After completing the standard setting process for each domain (Listening, Reading, Speaking, 
Writing Part I, and Writing Part II), the panelists evaluated their experience. Using the same 4-
point Likert scale as before, the panelists provided responses to the following domain specific 
items:  

1) The performance level descriptors, AMPIs and borderline descriptors helped me perform the 
task. 
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2) The materials used to make Yes/No decisions were clear and helpful. 
3) The process used to make Yes/No decisions were clear. 
4) There was adequate time to perform my task. 
5) The group facilitator kept me on task. 
6) The group discussion after Round 1 was helpful. 
7) I am confident that the Round 2 data adequately reflects the performance of borderline 

students.  

For each domain, Table 5-B shows the average rating, its standard deviation, and the number of 
ratings across the four grade level panels. 

On the scale of 1 to 4, all aspects of the domain work received high ratings. The results indicate 
that the panelists felt that they had adequate time to complete the tasks (3.70- 3.79), that the 
Round 2 group discussions were helpful (3.47- 3.73), and that the group facilitator kept the group 
focused on the task (3.65-3.73). The panelists had high confidence that the Round 2 data 
adequately reflected the performance of borderline students (3.41 – 3.65). Not surprisingly, the 
panelists were most confident about the results of Speaking, the last domain they completed 
(3.65), and were least confident about the results of Writing Part I, the first domain they 
completed (3.41). However, all ratings were high across the board. These high ratings help 
provide support for the validity of the standard setting process.  

Table 5-B: Panelists’ Evaluation by Domain 

Domain Statistic 
Descriptors 
& AMPIs 

Working 
Materials 

The 
Process 

Adequate 
Time 

Group 
Facilitator 

Round 1 
Group 

Discussion 

Confidence 
in Round 2 

Results 

Listening 
Evaluation  

Mean 3.56 3.53 3.53 3.71 3.65 3.71 3.52 
Std Dev 0.70 0.51 0.51 0.46 0.49 0.46 0.51 
N 34 34 34 34 34 34 31 

Reading 
Evaluation  

Mean 3.58 3.55 3.64 3.76 3.73 3.70 3.55 
Std Dev 0.61 0.51 0.49 0.44 0.45 0.47 0.51 
N 33 33 33 33 33 33 33 

Speaking 
Evaluation  

Mean 3.74 3.74 3.71 3.79 3.71 3.71 3.65 
Std Dev 0.51 0.45 0.46 0.41 0.46 0.46 0.49 
N 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 

Writing 
Evaluation 
Part 1 

Mean 3.59 3.50 3.53 3.76 3.68 3.47 3.41 
Std Dev 0.56 0.51 0.56 0.43 0.53 0.51 0.50 
N 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 

Writing 
Evaluation 
Part II 

Mean 3.52 3.48 3.52 3.70 3.67 3.73 3.45 
Std Dev 0.62 0.51 0.51 0.47 0.54 0.45 0.56 
N 33 33 33 33 33 33 33 
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6. Analyses and Results: The Cut Scores 
On ACCESS for ELLs® (Kenyon, 2006), used by the general ELL student population, cut scores 
are provided by grade level. Because the cognitive abilities of general ELL students are expected 
to increase with age, it is reasonable to require students from higher grades to demonstrate 
qualitatively more language than students in lower grade levels, even though their general level 
of English language proficiency may be considered the same.  

For Alternate ACCESS, however, it was determined that its student population is so unique that 
a different approach was needed. In students with severe cognitive disabilities, the cognitive 
abilities that support language proficiency development are not expected to increase dramatically 
from one grade level to the next. At this point in the understanding of the development of 
English language proficiency in such students, it appears more appropriate to use the same cut 
scores for all grade clusters (from grades 1 to 12) by domain. In this way, it will be easier to 
detect growth in English language proficiency from year to year for this population of English 
learners. 

To derive common cut scores by domain, a series of logistic regression analyses were conducted. 
Logistic regression is a statistical technique for relating a continuous variable (in this case the 
difficulty of the assessment tasks) to a dichotomous outcome (in this case, the Yes/No decisions 
made by the panelists). A logistic regression analyses was conducted for each cut for each 
domain (for example, A3/P1 cut for Listening) using the panelists’ Yes/No decisions across test 
tasks and grade clusters in that domain. The logistic function was used to find the location along 
the underlying ability continuum at which 50% of the panelists thought that the borderline 
student is more likely than not to meet the task expectations. This point becomes the cut point 
between the two adjacent proficiency levels being analyzed.  

Thus, when conducting the analysis between levels, there are two sets of variables for each task: 
(a) the location parameter of the task’s difficulty, which is used as the indicator of task location 
on the student ability continuum, and (b) the percentage of judges indicating Yes, the borderline 
student is more likely than not to meet task expectations. The location parameter for each task 
corresponds to the Rasch-Thurstone thresholds on the rating scale, which dichotomize the rating 
scale at each category boundary into a 50% probability of being observed below the category and 
a 50% probability of being observed in or above the category (or score point) for the task. This 
value is a function of both the task difficulty parameter and a threshold parameter and it is the 
ability level associated with a 50% chance of obtaining the particular score point or better on the 
task.  

Because all test tasks across grade clusters by domain needed to be analyzed together in one 
logistic regression analysis, the location parameters needed to be on a common scale. Task 
parameters across grade clusters by domain were put on a common Rasch logit scale using the 
rating scale parameters for the 3-5 grade cluster as anchors. Refer to Alternate ACCESS for 
ELLsTM Series 100 Development and Operational Field Test: Technical Brief (CAL, 2012) for 



13 
 

additional information about scaling. After the scaling was completed, their location parameters 
were obtained and used in the logistic regression analysis. 

Figure 6-A provides an example of a logistic regression procedure. This specific analysis shows 
the results for the borderline cut between A3 and P1 for Listening. The vertical axis represents 
the probability of the panelists saying Yes, a student at the A3/P1 borderline is more likely than 
not to meet task expectations. The horizontal axis represents the location parameters on the 
Rasch logit scale. The 108 dots in Figure 1 represent 108 observations made by the panelists 
(across grade levels and across the three levels of cueing for nine Listening tasks). Each task is 
located at its location parameter on the difficulty scale and at the percent of panelists indicating 
Yes for that borderline student on a task located at that difficulty level. It is easy to see that for 
the easiest tasks (the left side of the horizontal axis), 100% of the panelists indicated Yes, the 
borderline A3/P1 borderline student is more likely than not to meet task expectations. As the 
tasks increase in difficulty, the percentage of panelists indicating Yes likewise decreases. The dot 
to the furthest right indicates the most difficult task, to which 100% of the panelists indicated No, 
the A3/P1 borderline student is not more likely than not to meet task expectations.  

The curve in Figure 6-A represents the outcome of the logistic regression analysis for the 
Listening A3/P1 cut. To find the point at which at least 50% of the panelists thought that the 
A3/P1 borderline student is more likely than not to meet the expectations of a Listening tasks, it 
is necessary to find 0.5 on the vertical axis, follow the horizontal line across to the point where it 
meets the curve, and go down to find the corresponding location parameter on the horizontal 
axis. This location parameter represents the cut between level A3 and level P1 for the Listening 
domain; that is, the point where panelists would say the borderline student has a 50% probability 
of meeting/not meeting task expectations.  

Computationally, after parameters of the logistic regression function are estimated, finding the 
cut score is straightforward. In this illustrated example, for the Listening A3/P1 cut score 
analysis, the location parameter that corresponds to the 50% probability is 1.58 logit. On a 
Listening task at this level of difficulty, about 50% of the panelists would indicate Yes and 50% 
of the panelists would indicate No. This location parameter can also be interpreted as an ability 
parameter, and from that the cut score is determined by converting the logit value to the 
Alternate ACCESS score scale. 
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Figure 6-A: Illustration of Using Logistic Regression to Determine a Cut Score 

 

Using the aforementioned logistic regression procedure, cut scores were obtained for the 
Alternate ACCESS proficiency levels. In addition to the cut scores for each domain, cut scores 
were determined for four composite scores: Oral Language, Comprehension, Literacy and 
Overall using the same weightings as for ACCESS for ELLs®. The Oral Language cut scores 
were determined by averaging the cut scores for Listening and Speaking, and then truncating to 
the nearest integer. Similarly, the Literacy cut scores were determined by averaging the cut 
scores for Reading and Writing, and then truncating to the nearest integer. The Comprehension 
and Overall cut scores were determined using the following weightings: 

Comprehension = .30 x Listening + .70 x Reading 
Overall = .15 x Listening + .35 x Reading + .35 x Writing +. 15 x Speaking  

 

The Comprehension and Overall results were then truncated to the nearest integer.  

Table 6-A presents the cuts for four domain scores and four composite scores. The column 
marked “A1/A2” is the cut score between Alternate ACCESS Proficiency Levels A1 and A2; 
“A2/A3” is the cut score between Levels A2 and A3; and so on. Looking across the first four 
rows in the table below, within any domain, the cut score increases for higher level proficiency 
levels, indicating the students who achieve higher scale scores also receive higher proficiency 
level scores.  
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Table 6-A: Cut Scores on Alternate ACCESS 

Domain A1/A2 A2/A3 A3/P1 P1/P2 
Listening 925 932 937 942 
Reading 924 932 937 942 
Speaking 925 930 939 945 
Writing 923 931 938 947 
Oral Composite 925 931 938 944 
Literacy Composite 924 932 938 945 
Comprehension Composite 924 932 937 942 
Overall Composite 924 931 938 944 
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