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1 Description of Alternate ACCESS for ELLs™ 
 

1.1 Purpose of this report 
The purpose of this Technical Brief is to provide a short description of the development and 
technical analysis of the field test for the Alternate ACCESS for ELLs™ test forms (Series 100). 
A full Technical Report that will provide more complete technical analyses is forthcoming.  

1.2 Overview of Assessment 
The Alternate ACCESS for ELLs™, hereafter referred to as Alternate ACCESS, is an assessment 
of English language proficiency (ELP) for students in Grades 1–12 who are classified as English 
language learners (ELLs) and who have significant cognitive disabilities that prevent their 
meaningful participation in the ACCESS for ELLs®, hereafter referred to as ACCESS.  

1.3 Organization of the WIDA English Language Development Standards 

1.3.1 Description	of	the	WIDA	ELD	Standards	
The design of Alternate ACCESS is built upon the foundational WIDA ELP standards.  The five 
WIDA ELP standards are: 

Standard 1—Social and Instructional Language (SIL) 
English language learners communicate in English for social and instructional purposes 
in the school setting. 

Standard 2— Language of Language Arts (LoLA) 
English language learners communicate information, ideas and concepts necessary for 
academic success in the content area of Language Arts. 

Standard 3—Language of Mathematics (LoMA) 
English language learners communicate information, ideas and concepts necessary for 
academic success in the content area of Math. 

Standard 4—Language of Science (LoSC) 
English language learners communicate information, ideas and concepts necessary for 
academic success in the content area of Science. 

Standard 5—Language of Social Studies (LoSS) 
English language learners communicate information, ideas and concepts necessary for 
academic success in the content area of Social Studies.  

1.3.2 Grade	Level	Clusters	
Alternate ACCESS is organized into the same grade level clusters as ACCESS: grades 1-2, 3-5, 
6-8, and 9-12.  A Kindergarten version of the test is not currently available, but is planned for the 
future. 
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1.3.3 The	Four	Domains	
The WIDA ELD Standards describe developing English Language proficiency for each of the 
four language domains: listening, reading speaking, and writing. Thus, there is a section of the 
Alternate ACCESS test assessing each of these four language domains.  

1.3.4 The	proficiency	levels	
The Alternate ELD levels for Alternate ACCESS were designed to expand upon Proficiency Level (PL) 1 
of WIDA’s English Language Development (ELD) Standards to define proficiency levels that would be 
more sensitive to the English language proficiency of ELLs who have significant cognitive disabilities 
and that would give those students a chance to demonstrate progress within PL 1. The additional 
(alternate) proficiency levels for Alternate ACCESS are A1: Initiating, A2: Exploring, and A3: Engaging. 
The Alternate ACCESS assessment also contains items that target PL 2 and PL 3 of the ELD Standards.  
The proficiency levels assessed in Alternate ACCESS are illustrated in Figure 1-A. 

Figure 1-A: Alternate ACCESS Proficiency Levels 

 

1.3.5 AMPIs	
Just as there are Model Performance Indicators (MPIs) for each proficiency level defined by the 
WIDA ELD Standards, the assessment of performance on the alternate proficiency levels (A1, 
A2, A3) is based on Alternate Model Performance Indicators (AMPIs). The AMPIs allow ELLs 
with significant cognitive disabilities to access the test tasks and demonstrate their developing 
proficiency in English.   

1.4 Description of the Assessment 
Alternate ACCESS provides ELLs with significant cognitive disabilities additional  supported 
opportunities to demonstrate their developing English language proficiency. Such features of the 
test include simplified language; repetition of questions; heavy reliance on graphics rather than 
on text; larger size of testing materials, font and graphics; and availability of cues and 
supplemental questions. During test administration, individualized instructional supports and 
accommodations that meet state-specific guidelines may be used.  

Alternate ACCESS has a single form per grade level cluster and, because it is intended to 
discriminate among proficiency levels at the lower end of the WIDA proficiency level 
continuum, is not a tiered test. The attributes of the assessment are summarized in Table 1-A. 



  5 
 

Table 1-A: Alternate ACCESS for ELLs™

Grade-level Clusters 1-2, 3-5, 6-8, and 9-12 

Language Domains Listening, Reading, Speaking, and Writing 

Task Format Selected Response (Listening and Reading) and Constructed 
Response (Speaking and Writing) 

Standards Social and Instructional Language (SIL); Language of Language 
Arts (LoLA); Language of Mathematics (LoMA); Language of 
Science (LoSC) 

ELP Levels A1:Initiating, A2: Exploring, A3: Emerging, P1: Entering, 
P2: Beginning, P3: Developing 

Tasks based on Alternate Model Performance Indicators for A1, A2, A3 
Model Performance Indicators for P1, P2, P3 

Administration Individual 

Scoring Test administrator (TA) scores all sections 

 

1.5 Criteria for participation  
Participation in the Alternate ACCESS for ELLs™ test is decided by IEP teams.  All of the 
following criteria that must be met in order for a student to be administered the test:  

 The student is classified as an ELL.  

 The student has a significant cognitive disability and receives special education services 
under IDEA (2004). 

 An IEP Team determined that the student will participate in an alternate curriculum. 
o Accommodations and modifications within the general education curriculum were 

considered. 
o The decision to participate in the alternate curriculum is not primarily due to 

social, cultural, or economic factors. 
o The student’s curriculum more closely reflects the Alternate Model Performance 

Indicators (AMPIs) than typical age- or grade-appropriate benchmarks.  

 The student is or will be participating in his or her statewide alternate accountability 
assessment.  
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2 Development of Alternate ACCESS  
The initial grant phase development of Alternate ACCESS was begun by a research group at the 
University of Wisconsin under the supervision of Dr. Craig Albers. The grant phase development 
work, partially funded by a US Department of Education Enhanced Assessment Instruments 
Grant, occurred between 2008 and 2011. 

The grant phase development at the University of Wisconsin produced the AMPIs, CAN DO 
descriptors for the Alternate Proficiency Levels, and preliminary field test forms for grades K-
12. After the grant phase concluded, the project was handed off to WIDA in early 2011.  
Beginning in the spring of 2011, staff members at WIDA and CAL working together with 
experts on special education issues, including the assessment of severely cognitively disabled 
children, met several times to identify, plan, and implement changes to the assessment required 
to move the field test forms from their research project state to operational test forms. In 
collaboration with WIDA, CAL worked toward the goal of producing operational test forms.  

The initial review of the field test forms by WIDA and CAL yielded two major outcomes: 1) 
Listening and Reading items would need significant revisions, and 2) the Speaking and Writing 
sections for the test would need to be created anew. Based on the outcomes from this initial 
review, the following activities were undertaken to create the operational test forms. Below are 
the processes for the development and the dates when they occurred: 

o Speaking & Writing Workshop – August 1-3, 2011:  
To facilitate these revisions, an item writing workshop was convened, which brought 
ELL and Special Education experts to CAL to develop Speaking and Writing tasks.  

o Test Revision – August - October, 2011:  
From August through October, 2011, CAL’s test development team continued 
development of the new Speaking and Writing tasks from the workshop. Additionally, 
revisions identified during the initial review were made in all four test domains.  

o Bias & Sensitivity Review – October 12-13, 2011 
o Content Review – October 13-14 , 2011: 

The Bias and Sensitivity review and a Content review were held with ELL and Special 
Education experts from across the WIDA Consortium. Using the information from the 
two review activities, CAL’s test development team made further revisions to all the test 
sections. 

o Pilot Testing – November 15-22 , 2011: 
Pilot testing for all grade level clusters of Alternate ACCESS was conducted from 
November 15th – 22nd, 2011, and included eight schools in DC, Maryland, and Virginia. 
Revisions to all test forms were made based on data gathered from the pilot testing and 
then the forms were sent to a professional copy editor 
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o WIDA/SEA Forms Review -  December 15, 2011: 
Following the copy editor’s review of materials, in December 2011, a forms review was 
conducted at CAL with representatives from State Education Agencies and specialists 
from the special education field.  The information from the forms review was used to 
further refine the test forms 

o Operational Field Test - March - June 2012:  
An operational field test of the Alternate Access Series 100 took place from March to 
June 2012 in 15 states. 

o Standard Setting Study – October 9-10, 2012 
The Standard Setting Study was conducted by experienced educators to establish rating 
scales and cut scores for assigning student scores to proficiency levels. The results of the 
Standard Setting Workshop are described in the Alternate ACCESS for ELLs™ Standard 

Setting Study: Technical Brief 

o Psychometric Analysis – August - October, 2012 
Psychometric analyses were conducted at CAL to support the development activities. The 
results of these analyses are presented in this brief.   

3 Administration of Alternate ACCESS Operational Field Test Series 100  
Field testing of Alternate ACCESS was conducted from March 12 to June 1, 2012. In total, 1,912 
students in grades 1-12 in 15 WIDA states participated in the field test. Participating SEAs 
encouraged educators in their states to sign up for the field test through the regular ACCESS for 
ELLs test ordering site provided by MetriTech, Inc.  

The administrations were labeled as an operational field test, meaning states had the option of 
designating participation in the testing as a field test activity or as the first operational testing 
opportunity of the Alternate ACCESS program. States also had the option to decline 
participation in the operational field test.  

  



  8 
 

4 Description of Operational Field Test Participants  
A total of 1,912 students  participated in the operational field test of Alternate ACCESS (Series 
100).  Within the 15 participating states, students were drawn from 182 school districts. Data 
were cleaned to remove records for students who had been assigned to the incorrect grade level 
cluster form, who did not have grade specified, or who had been identified as not meeting the 
participation criteria. This resulted in 36 student records being removed from the dataset. All 
summaries and analyses included in this brief are based on the remaining 1,876 student records. 

Table 4-A shows the number of students who are included in the analyses presented here by 
state, after the data were cleaned.  

Table 4-A: Students in the Operational Field Test by State 
State Number of Students Percent of Students

DC 77 4%
DE 38 2%
KY 99 5%
MD 8 0%
ME 28 1%
MN 1 0%
MS 18 1%
ND 3 0%
NJ 19 1%
NM 299 16%
OK 216 12%
SD 56 3%
VA 985 53%
VT 10 1%
WI 19 1%

Total 1,876 100%
 
Demographic information for the participating students is shown in Table 4-B through Table 
4-E.  

Table 4-B shows gender of the participating students. Of the 1,876 students who participated, 
63% were boys (1,188 students) and 35% were girls (665 students). Gender information for 23 
students was missing.  
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Table 4-B: Students in the Operational Field Test by Gender 

Gender Number of Students Percent of Students
Female 665 35%
Male 1,188 63%
Not Specified 23 1%
Total 1,876 100%

 

Table 4-C shows the number of participating students by grade level cluster. Students were 
approximately evenly spread across the grade level clusters, although there was more 
participation in grades 3-5 (32%) and less in grades 1-2 (21%). 

Table 4-C: Students in the Operational Field Test by Grade Level 
Cluster 
Grade Level Cluster Number of Students Percent of Students 
1-2 390 21% 
3-5 599 32% 
6-8 435 23% 
9-12 452 24% 
Total 1,876 100% 

 

Table 4-D shows the number of students by ethnicity; Table 4-E shows the number of students 
by race. Over half of participating students were Hispanic (54%). The largest racial groups were 
Asian (22%) and White (31%). Many students (19%) had no race specified. 

Table 4-D: Students in the Operational Field Test by Ethnicity 

Ethnicity Number of Students Percent of Students 
Hispanic 1,017 54% 
Non-Hispanic 772 41% 
Not Specified 87 5% 
Total 1,876 100% 

 

Table 4-E: Students in the Operational Field Test by Race 

Race Number of Students Percent of Students 
American 
Indian/Alaskan 365 19% 
Asian 405 22% 
Black 172 9% 
Pacific Islander 12 1% 
White 573 31% 
Not Specified 349 19% 
Total 1,876 100% 



  10 
 

5 Item Analysis and Scaling 

5.1 Overview  
Because the focus of the operational field test was on the development of the new assessment, 
field test data were scored and analyzed to examine the psychometric quality of the Alternate 
ACCESS tasks. As with ACCESS, the Rasch measurement model was used to evaluate the 
psychometric quality of the tasks and the extent to which the tasks combine together to form a 
coherent test within a domain. 

Scaling is the process of developing a standard reporting scale to make the scores on a test more 
usable to educators. The scaling procedure used for Alternate ACCESS involved putting student 
raw scores on all the test forms onto the same scale, so that results could be compared. In the 
following sections we detail how tasks were scored to produce raw scores, and how Rasch 
procedures were used to create a reporting scale. 

5.2 Assigning Raw Scores to Test Tasks 
Students’ original responses for all domains were converted to raw scores for psychometric 
analysis. For Listening and Reading, when students were unable to complete a task successfully, 
the prompt was repeated with increasing levels of support, allowing students multiple 
opportunities to respond to the selected response tasks. The repeated prompts are labeled as: 
CUE A: Initial Prompt, CUE B: Simplified Prompt, and CUE C: Simplified Prompt & Answer. 
The raw scores for these repeated prompts for Listening and Reading tasks are presented in 
Table 5-A. 

Table 5-A: Raw Scores: Listening and 
Reading 

Response 
Category 

Listening and Reading  
All Tasks  

(1-9) 
Not Administered 0
No Response 0
Blank 0
Incorrect 1
Cue C 2
Cue B 3
Cue A 4
 

The Speaking section is a series of constructed response questions that include multiple 
opportunities within each Task for a student to provide an answer. Unlike the domains of 
Listening and Reading, the levels of support remain constant during the multiple attempts. 
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Student responses for the Speaking section were scored out of a possible two points 
(Approaches = 1, Meets = 2) for each task.  

The Writing section, comprising two parts, is a series of constructed response questions, each of 
which provides several opportunities for the student to produce an expected answer to a 
particular Task. Similar to the Speaking section, the expectation for a student’s performance on 
these Tasks is never simplified, but multiple opportunities are provided to allow students to 
produce an expected performance at the proficiency level if they are able. The tasks in Writing 
Part I (Tasks 1-8) are highly constrained and student responses are scored out of a possible two 
points (Approaches = 1, Meets = 2) for each task. In Writing Part II (Tasks 9-10), test takers are 
provided with two open-ended tasks that are scored on a rubric related to the ACCESS 
proficiency levels. Examinee responses at level P1 of the rubric are recorded by the test 
administrator as “Meets 1”, level P2 is recorded as “Meets 2” and level P3 is recorded as “Meets 
3”. Thus, responses on each of these two tasks are scored out of a possible five points (No 
Response = 0, Approaches= 1, Meets 1 = 2, Meets 2 = 3, and Meets 3 = 4).  

The raw score tables for the Speaking and Writing Part I and Part II tasks are presented in 
Table 5.2. 

Table 5-B: Raw Scores : Speaking and Writing 
Response 
Category 

Speaking  
All Tasks  

(1-8) 

Writing
 Part I
(1-8)

Writing
 Part II
(9-10)

Not Administered 0 0 0
No Response 0 0 0
Blank 0 0 0
Approaches 1 1 1
Meets 2 2  N/A 
Meets 1 N/A  N/A  2
Meets 2  N/A  N/A  3
Meets 3  N/A  N/A  4
 

5.3 Item Analysis 
For the item analysis, Rasch measurement approaches as applied in the Winsteps software 
program (Linacre & Wright, 2006) were used. Since Alternate ACCESS contains polytomously 
scored test tasks, the measurement model that formed the basis of the analyses was the Rasch 
rating scale model (Andrich, 1978), which models polytomously scored test tasks. The rating 
scale model specifies that all tasks in a test have the same number of response categories and that 
they share the same rating scale structure. In other words, all tasks in a test have the same step or 
threshold parameters. The rating scale model is appropriate for modeling Alternate ACCESS 
tasks because the same scoring rules are used to convert students’ original responses to raw 
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scores within each grade level cluster and each domain. Therefore the test tasks in the grade level 
cluster and domain share the same rating scale structure. (That is, a “test” comprises the tasks on 
one domain in one grade level cluster; for example, 6-8 Reading.)   

For the initial Rasch calibration, the Rasch analyses were conducted separately by grade level 
cluster and domain; therefore, the parameters for each grade level cluster and domain were 
expressed on a unique logit scale. In the later stage of the psychometric analysis (Section 5.4), 
the step or threshold parameters were constrained to be equal across grade level clusters by 
domain through an anchoring process in order to put the task parameters across grade level 
clusters by domain on the same logit scale.   

After the initial Rasch calibration of the grade level cluster, the fit statistics of the tasks were 
examined to ensure that all the tasks were contributing to the measurement of the target 
construct. Fit statistics help to identify items that are miskeyed, as well as items or persons that 
do not meet the Rasch specifications. Items or persons that do not meet the Rasch measurement 
model specifications are not automatically rejected, but are examined to identify in what way, 
and why, they fall short of the model specifications, and whether, on balance, they contribute to 
or corrupt measurement (Smith, 1996).  

Since this is the first operational field test administration of a new assessment developed for a 
very unique student population, a somewhat liberal approach was taken in terms of the criteria 
used for identifying potential problematic tasks. These criteria were used only to flag tasks that 
need further examination rather than rejecting tasks.  

Criteria suggested by Smith (1996) for examining the fit of polytomous tasks to the Polytomous 
Rasch model were used. Smith (1996) suggested that mean-square outfit statistics above 1.5 
indicate that something other than the construct being measured is influencing responses to the 
items. Thus, a task with a high fit statistic has the potential of distorting or degrading the 
measurement system and therefore is an important concern (Linacre, 2002), while a task with a 
low fit statistic is less productive for measurement, but not degrading and therefore not as big a 
concern.  

Following the suggestions by Linacre (2002), large outfit statistics were examined before large 
infit statistics. Outfit mean-square statistics are influenced by outliers or unexpected responses. 
In our analysis, tasks with a mean-square outfit statistic above 1.50 were flagged for 
examination. The examination revealed that the large outfit statistics for these tasks may be due 
to a few random responses; for example, a small number of students getting easier tasks wrong 
but harder tasks correct. The large outfit statistics were spurious in a sense because they were 
strongly impacted by those unexpected responses. There was no significant psychometric 
concern about the quality of these tasks.   

Next, tasks with large infit statistics were examined. High infit mean-squares indicate that the 
tasks are misperforming for the population for whom the tasks are targeted. This is a bigger 
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threat to validity, but more difficult to diagnose than high outfit (Linacre, 2002). Because infit 
statistics may be inflated when a few respondents have unusual response patterns on tasks that 
were designed to be very easy (for example, A1 tasks), tasks were only flagged for content 
review if the percentage of maximum possible score points was less than 0.85 and the infit 
statistic was greater than 1.5. The percent of maximum score points was calculated by dividing 
the  total observed raw score obtained across all examinees on the task by the maximum possible 
score raw score across all examinees on the task. The percentage of maximum possible score 
points is a common measure used to indicate the task difficulty for a polytomously scored task, 
with a higher value indicating an easier task. Two tasks of the total 144 tasks across all of the 
grade level clusters and domains were flagged based on these criteria: one from grade 1-2 
Speaking, and one from grade 1-2 Writing. The content experts from CAL and WIDA reviewed 
the content of these two tasks and determined that there was no serious content concern. These 
tasks appear to be measuring the targeted AMPIs appropriately and thus are contributing to the 
measurement of the target construct. 

5.4 Scaling 
For Alternate ACCESS, a three-digit scale score (910 to 960) was selected. The scale would 
have an interpretive center point across domains and composites. The centering value was 
chosen as 935, which would represent the midpoint of the cut score between proficiency levels 
A3 and P1 for the Grade 3-5 cluster. This is analogous to the meaning of the ACCESS scale, 
where the score of 350 applies to the cut score between proficiency levels P3 and P4 for grade 5.  

The procedure for developing the Alternate ACCESS scale was complex and involved a number 
of steps. These steps were carried out separately for each of the four domains until the last step, 
when the separate domain scales were combined to form the composite scores. These steps are 
briefly summarized below.  

5.4.1 Calibrating	All	Grade	Level	Tasks	by	Domain	to	a	Common	Scale	
To facilitate the derivation of common cut scores across grade level clusters by domain (see 
Alternate ACCESS for ELLs™ Standard Setting Study: Technical Brief (CAL, 2012)), a 
common Rasch logit scale across grade level clusters by domain was developed using the procedures 
described in this section. 

As described in Section 5.3, after the initial Rasch calibration by grade level cluster, task 
parameters for each grade level cluster and domain were expressed on a unique logit scale. The 
most direct method to put parameters from different test forms on the same scale is to include 
some common tasks or common persons across forms such that the forms can be linked through 
common tasks or common persons. In the case of Alternate ACCESS, although there are no 
common tasks linking the tests across grade level clusters, the constructs being measured and the 
specifications for the assessment tasks are the same across grade level clusters within a domain.  
In addition, the test blue prints across grade level clusters by domain are the same. In addition, 

alternate proficiency levels and AMPIs for the test tasks across grade level clusters pose nearly identical 



  14 
 

linguistic challenges and differ only in grade level topics presented.  Lastly, the same scoring rules are 
used to convert students’ original responses to raw scores by domain.  Therefore, it is reasonable to model 

a single rating scale across all grade level clusters by domain.  This can be achieved by imposing the 
same threshold parameters across four grade level clusters by domain.   

A decision was made to use the grade 3-5 threshold parameters as the common threshold values, 
primarily because more grade 3-5 students participated in the field test, therefore producing more 
stable parameters than other grade level clusters. For each domain, the grade 1-2, 6-8, and 9-12 
rating scale threshold parameters were respectively anchored to the grade 3-5 domain values 
using Winsteps. The difficulty parameters for grade 1-2, 6-8, and 9-12 were unanchored and thus 
were calibrated in the runs.  All task parameters including the difficulty and threshold parameters 
were thus placed on the same logit scale across grade level clusters by domain through this 
process. The logit scales were then transformed to the common reporting scale described in 
Section 5.4.  

5.4.2 Transforming	the	Logit	Scale	to	the	Reporting	Scale		
Transforming a logit scale to a reporting scale is a simple linear transformation. The procedures 
to determine the spacing and additive factors for the Alternate ACCESS reporting scale are 
similar to those described in detail in Kenyon (2006). Each logit score was multiplied by the 
spacing factor and the additive factor was added. In other words:  

New Scale Score = Logit Value * Spacing Factor + Additive Factor. 

The equations for converting the logit scale to the ACCESS reporting scale score for the domains 
were as follows: 

Listening = Logit value * 7.913 + 925.056 

Reading = Logit value * 6.026 + 925.788 

Writing = Logit value * 2.400 + 926.408 

Speaking = Logit value * 4.433 + 924.531 

 

Once the difficulty of the Alternate ACCESS tasks was determined on the reporting scale, a 
conversion from raw score to scale scores was determined for each student who participated in 
the Alternate ACCESS operational field test.  

5.4.3 Creating	the	Composite	Scores	
The scores on the four domain reporting scales were then combined together, weighted as in 
ACCESS, to create the following four composite scores:  

 Oral composite (50% Listening + 50% Speaking) 

 Literacy composite (50% Reading + 50% Writing) 

 Comprehension composite (30% Listening + 70% Reading) 
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 Overall composite (15% Listening + 15% Speaking + 35% Reading + 35% Writing). 

5.5 Cut Scores 
 Table 5.3 shows the cuts for the four domain scores and four composite scores. The derivation 
of those cuts is described in the Alternate ACCESS for ELLs™ Standard Setting Study: Technical 

Brief. The column marked “A1/A2” is the cut score between Alternate ACCESS for ELLs™ 
Proficiency Levels A1 and A2; “A2/A3” 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. 

Table 5-C: Cut Scores 

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 

6 Initial Investigations of Test Validity 

6.1 Overview 
Alternate ACCESS tests were designed and developed to provide proficiency scores that support 
appropriate and meaningful interpretations about students’ abilities and English language 
proficiency levels in terms of the WIDA ELP Standards for students with severe cognitive 
disabilities.  The justification for making such an inference will be investigated in a series of 
comprehensive validity studies to support such use. These following sections describe the initial 
validity analyses including content validity, relationship between domain scores, and initial 
investigations on the consistency of test scores. Additional analyses are planned, including using 
teacher feedback collected during the operational field test to provide additional validity 
evidence. 

6.2 Content Validity  
As described in sections 2 and 3, at several points during the development of the Alternate 
ACCESS reviews were conducted to help ensure content validity. The first was the expert panel 
review, whose recommendations on the format and content of the test guided task development 
throughout the process. That panel was reconvened after the initial cognitive labs to review the 
materials and comment on how engaging the tasks were, whether they were developmentally 
appropriate, and how accessible the language of the tasks was.  
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The next reviews were by the Bias and Sensitivity panel and the Content panel, comprising 
teachers and experts in special education. The purpose of this review was to ensure that the tasks 
were appropriate and accessible to the students in the target population and that they aligned with 
the sensitivity guidelines. 

After the operational field test, the standard setting committee, comprising 34 teachers from 20 
of the WIDA Consortium states, met to interpret scores on the test in terms of the WIDA English 
Language Proficiency levels. The committee was able to do so with a high degree of agreement 
and confidence. (An overview of the standard setting results can be found in the Alternate 
Access for ELL™

 Standard Setting Study: Technical Brief). 

6.3 Relationships between Domain Scores  
This section presents the initial investigations on how well the four Alternate Access domain 
scores correlated with each other. Because the test is designed to measure English language 
proficiency in all domains, and because that general proficiency should underlie proficiency in 
the individual domains, we would expect a moderately high correlation between the scale scores 
in the individual domains. More specifically, we would expect related domains such as Listening 
and Speaking or Reading and Writing to show a relatively high correlation.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 6-A shows the intercorrelations of the domain scale scores for the 1,876 students who 
participated in the field test. Nonresponses, defined by blank response records, were removed 
from the correlations by domain, so the total number of students used to calculate the 
correlations varies by domain.   

Overall, correlations are moderate to high between domains and range from 0.736 between 
Listening and Writing to 0.839 between Listening and Reading. As expected, Reading and 
Writing, which both measure literacy skills, showed a high correlation (0.801). Listening 
unexpectedly correlated higher with Reading (0.839) than with Speaking (0.752). Although we 
might expect Listening to correlate most highly with Speaking (since they both measure oral 
proficiency skills), this result may be due to a method effect since Listening and Reading were 
very similar in their task specifications. For example, both were selected response, both domains 
had similar scoring rules, and both allowed repetition of the tasks with increasing levels of 
support, allowing students multiple opportunities to respond. 
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Table 6-A: Correlations of Scale Scores by Domain  

Listening Reading Speaking Writing 

Listening 
1 .839** .752** .736** 

1,859 1,851 1,837 1,769 

Reading 
.839** 1 .755** .801** 
1,851 1,856 1835 1,773 

Speaking 
.752** .755** 1 .776** 
1,837 1,835 1,837 1,758 

Writing 
.736** .801** .776** 1 
1,769 1,773 1,758 1,774 

 

6.4 Initial Investigations on Consistency of Test Scores  
In this section we provide information on test and interrater reliability.   

6.4.1 Analysis	of	Test	Reliability	
The test reliability information reported in Table 6.B is based on Classical Test Theory (Crocker 
& Algina, 2009).  For each grade level cluster form, the table shows the number of students, the 
number of tasks, Cronbach’s coefficient alpha (as a measure of internal consistency), and the 
classical standard error of measurement (SEM.) 

Cronbach’s coefficient alpha is widely used as an estimate of test reliability, or the internal 
consistency of test tasks. It expresses how well the tasks on a test appear to measure the same 
construct.  

Nonresponses were removed from the overall total by domain to calculate these reliability 
indices, because nonreponses would have artificially inflated Cronbach’s alpha, and because no 
information was available about these students on these domains. Nonresponses were identified 
as three consecutive “Blank” ratings assigned to the first three tasks. All other responses were 
included in the reliability analyses. 

From Table 6-B, we see that the Cronbach’s alpha value for each domain in each grade level 
cluster of Alternate ACCESS Series 100 is above .900, which is considered excellent (George & 
Mallery, 2003). For Listening, Reading and Speaking, Cronbach’s alpha was calculated based on 
all tasks. For Writing, the Cronbach’s alpha was calculated based on the first 8 tasks included in 
Writing Part I, because they were scored using the same scoring rules.  Writing Part II, which 



  18 
 

includes tasks 9 and 10 for Writing, was not included in this analysis as they were scored using 
different scoring rules. 

 

Table 6-B Reliability: Alternate ACCESS Series 100 

Grade 
Level 
Cluster 

No. of 
Students  

 No. of 
Tasks 

Cronbach's 
Alpha SEM 

Listening         
1-2 387 9 .947 0.034
3-5 595 9 .950 0.022
6-8 431 9 .952 0.009
9-12 446 9 .952 0.019
Reading      
1-2 388 9 .949 0.060
3-5 593 9 .955 0.024
6-8 433 9 .946 0.045
9-12 442 9 .944 0.059
Speaking      
1-2 385 8 .966 0.010
3-5 591 8 .961 0.006
6-8 426 8 .970 0.004
9-12 435 8 .970 0.006
Writing      
1-2 367 8 .952 0.020
3-5 574 8 .956 0.008
6-8 407 8 .957 0.004
9-12 426 8 .964 0.005

 

6.4.2 Analysis	of	Interrater	Reliability		
For the Writing domain Part I and Part II, interrater reliability data collected from a special 
scoring study conducted at CAL were analyzed and are presented in this section. This special 
study was undertaken because the Writing tasks and accompanying rubrics were newly 
developed and therefore it is important to examine the reliability of the Writing rubric.  

While the interrater reliability of the Speaking domain is also an important area of concern, 
because that part of the assessment is scored in the same manner as ACCESS, no special study 
on the interrater reliability of the Speaking subtest has yet been conducted.  

The Writing tasks were scored by administrators during the Alternate ACCESS test 
administration. Writing Part I Tasks 1-8 were scored on a two-point scale, and Writing Part II 
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Tasks 9-10 were scored on a four-point scale. See Table 5-B for more details about possible raw 
scores for the Writing Tasks.  

A special internal study was conducted by two CAL test developers familiar with Alternate 
ACCESS  to explore the reliability of the Writing rubric. The two raters independently scored 
samples for each grade level cluster for the eight writing tasks in Writing Part I and the two 
Writing tasks in Writing Part II. The results of the independent rating study for Writing Part I are 
presented in Table 6-C. The table includes the number of sample responses scored by the two 
raters for each task. The table summarizes the number and percent of responses that showed 
agreement between the two raters. As can be seen from Table 6-C, the two raters agreed on 95% 
of sample responses. 

Table 6-C: Reliability of Writing Part I Rubric by Task 
Grade 
Level 
Cluster 

Task 
1 

Task 
2 

Task 
3 

Task 
4 

Task 
5 

Task 
6 

Task 
7 

Task 
8 Total 

% of 
Total 

1-2 #Responses 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 2 10 100% 

#Agreement 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 2 10 100% 

#Adjacent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0% 

3-5 #Responses 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 2 10 100% 

#Agreement 1 1 1 2 1 1 0 2 9 90% 

#Adjacent 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 10% 

6-8 #Responses 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 2 10 100% 

#Agreement 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 2 10 100% 

#Adjacent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0% 

9-12 #Responses 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 2 10 100% 

#Agreement 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 9 90% 

#Adjacent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 10% 

Total #Responses 4 4 4 8 4 4 4 8 40 100% 

#Agreement 4 4 4 8 4 4 3 7 38 95% 

%Agreement 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 75% 88% 95% 

#Adjacent 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 5% 

%Adjacent 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 25% 13% 5%   
 
The results of the independent rating study for the two tasks in Writing Part II are presented in 
Table 6-D. These tasks were scored out of a possible four points, so there was more variation in 
the rater’s assigned scores than for Writing Part I. 84% of sample responses were given the same 
score by the two raters, while 16% of sample responses were given scores that differed by one 
point.   
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Table 6-D: Reliability of Writing Part II Rubric by Task 

Grade 
Level 
Cluster   Task 9 Task 10 Total 

% of 
Total  

1-2 
# Responses 8 8 16 100% 

# Agreement 6 7 13 81% 

# Adjacent 2 1 3 19% 

3-5 
# Responses 8 8 16 100% 

# Agreement 7 6 13 81% 

# Adjacent 1 2 3 19% 

6-8 
# Responses 8 8 16 100% 

# Agreement 7 5 12 75% 

# Adjacent 1 3 4 25% 

9-12 
# Responses 8 8 16 100% 

# Agreement 8 8 16 100% 

# Adjacent 0 0 0 0% 

Total 

# Responses 32 32 64 100% 

# Agreement 28 26 54 84% 

% Agreement 88% 81% 84% 

# Adjacent 4 6 10 16% 

% Adjacent 13% 19% 16%   

 

The results of this special Writing study will be used to inform the Writing Scoring Guide. 
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