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1. Description of Alternate ACCESS for ELLs English Language
Proficiency Test

1.1. Purpose of Alternate ACCESS for ELLs

The purpose of Alternate ACCESS for ELLs (hereafter, Alternate ACCESS) is to assess the
developing English language proficiency (ELP) of English language learners (ELLs) with the most
significant cognitive disabilities in Grades 1-12 in the states of the WIDA consortium. The
assessment is rooted in the Alternate English Language Development (ELD) Standards for English
Language Learners with Significant Cognitive Disabilities of the WIDA Consortium. Alternate
ACCESS is a first of its kind attempt made by WIDA to assess ELP for ELLs with the most
significant cognitive disabilities. As such, the assessment continues to be refined to clarify the
construct and to develop a test design that better reflects the diversity of student language use within
this population.

The WIDA ELD Standards are corresponded to WIDA Consortium state academic content
standards and form the core of the WIDA Consortium’s approach to instructing and testing
academic English for ELLs with significant cognitive disabilities. Alternate ACCESS, which was
developed based on the WIDA ELD Standards, may thus be described as a standards-based ELP
test designed to measure proficiency for ELLs with the most significant cognitive disabilities. It
assesses social and instructional English as well as the language associated with Language Arts,
Mathematics, and Science within the school context across the four language domains of Listening,
Reading, Writing, and Speaking.

Major purposes of Alternate ACCESS include:
o To meet federal accountability requirements for assessment practice for ELLs and
students with the most significant cognitive disabilities as specified in The Every Student

Succeeds Act (ESSA; 2015) and the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA;
2004)

o To provide educators with a measure sensitive to ELP growth of ELLs with significant
cognitive disabilities

1.2. Format of Alternate ACCESS

1.2.1 Integration with the Standards
The design of Alternate ACCESS is built upon the foundational WIDA ELD Standards. The four
WIDA ELD Standards represented are:
Standard 1—Social and Instructional Language
ELLs communicate in English for social and instructional purposes in the school
setting.

Standard 2— Language of Language Arts

1 From the WIDA Alternate ACCESS website, https://wida.wisc.edu/assess/alt-access
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ELLs communicate information, ideas, and concepts necessary for academic success in the
content area of Language Arts.

Standard 3—Language of Mathematics

ELLs communicate information, ideas, and concepts necessary for academic success in the
content area of Mathematics.

Standard 4—Language of Science
ELLs communicate information, ideas, and concepts necessary for academic success in the
content area of Science.
For practical purposes, the four Standards are abbreviated as follows in this report:
Social and Instructional language: Sl
Language of English Language Arts: LA
Language of Mathematics: MA Language
of Science: SC

The selected response items and performance-based tasks on Alternate ACCESS target these four
Standards.

1.2.1. Grade-level Clusters

The WIDA ELD Standards describe developing ELP for five grade-level clusters. These are PreK- K,
1-2, 3-5, 6-8, and 9-12. A Kindergarten version of Alternate ACCESS, however, is not currently
available. Thus, Alternate ACCESS is organized into the following grade-level clusters: 1-2, 3-5,
6-8, and 9-12.2

1.2.2. Language Domains

The Alternate ACCESS test includes individual sections to assess each of four language domains:
Listening, Reading, Speaking, and Writing.

2 The organization of grade-level clusters is based on the 2007 WIDA ELP Standards (WIDA, 2007).
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1.2.3. Language Proficiency Levels

Alternate ACCESS assesses growth in ELP over six levels. These six levels include three newly
developed language proficiency levels and three levels derived from the WIDA ELD Standards for
the general population. The most basic proficiency level is Al: ‘Initiating,” and the most advanced
stage of language proficiency described is P3: ‘Developing’. The first three levels of the Alternate
ELD proficiency levels, A1 — A3, are language proficiency antecedents to the existing WIDA ELD
P1 that applies to the general student population. An important aspect of the Alternate ELD levels
(Al — A3) is that they represent small chunks of language growth within P1. A highlight of this
structure is that progress in language acquisition for students with significant cognitive disabilities
can be identified in smaller and narrower gradations. Figure 1.2.4A below presents a
conceptualization of the proficiency levels assessed in Alternate ACCESS. In this figure, P1 has been
stretched for illustrative purposes to display levels A1 — A3.

ACCESS. In this figure, PL1 has been stretched for illustrative purposes to display levels A1 — A3.

Alternate ACCESS Proficiency Levels

3
Developing

A3

A2

Exploring
Al
Initiating

Figure 1.2.4A. Alternate ACCESS Proficiency Levels

These language proficiency levels are thoroughly embedded in the WIDA ELD Standards in a two-
pronged fashion.

First, they appear in the performance definitions. According to the WIDA ELD Standards, the
performance definitions provide a global overview of the stages of the language acquisition process.
As such, they complement the Alternate Model Performance Indicators (AMPIs) for each
language proficiency level (see the next paragraph for further description of the AMPIS).

The performance definitions are based on three criteria. The first is students’ increasing
comprehension and production of the technical language required for success in the academic content
areas. The second criterion is students’ demonstration of oral interaction or writing of increasing
linguistic complexity. The final criterion is the increasing development of phonological, syntactic,
and semantic understanding in receptive skills or control in usage in productive language skills.

Second, the language proficiency levels of the WIDA ELD Standards are fully embedded in the
accompanying AMPIs, which exemplify the Standards. The AMPIs describe the expectations for
ELLs with significant cognitive disabilities for each of the four Standards, at the four different
grade-level clusters, across four language domains, and at each of the language proficiency
levels. The sequence of these five AMPIs together describes a logical progression and accumulation
of skills on the path from the lowest level of ELP to full proficiency for academic success. This
progression is called a “strand.”
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Each selected-response item or performance-based task on Alternate ACCESS is carefully developed,
reviewed, piloted, and field tested.

1.3.Test Development

1.3.1. Item Development

Items developed for Alternate ACCESS were field tested on Form 100 and included on Form 101.
The initial item writing for Alternate ACCESS was done as part of a U.S. Department of Education,
Enhanced Assessment Grant at the University of Wisconsin. The subsequent pool of items was then
refined by the CAL test development team. An internal review of the items was conducted, and
items were chosen for further development based on how well they fit the Standards and AMPIs.
The chosen items were refined by CAL staff before proceeding through further test development
activities.

Upon internal revision and development of test forms, CAL conducted the following test
development activities, each followed by further internal review and revisions: Bias and Content
Reviews, Pilot Testing, and WIDA/SEA’s Forms Review. Details regarding this portion of the test
development cycle can be found in the Alternate ACCESS for ELLs Technical Report for Form 100.

1.3.2. Field Test

Field testing of Alternate ACCESS Form 100 was conducted from March 12 to June 1, 2012. The
purpose of the field test was to collect data on items and tasks, to judge the strength of individual
items and tasks, to develop the Alternate ACCESS reporting scale, and to conduct the Standard
Setting Study.

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.
For more details about the field test please refer to the Alternate ACCESS for ELLs Technical Report
for Form 100.

1.3.3. Scaling

Scaling is the process of developing a standard scale that maintains a consistent meaning across test
administrations. Reporting scores on such a scale allows users to interpret test scores.

For Alternate ACCESS, a three-digit scale score (910 to 960) was selected to aid in score
interpretation. The scale needed an interpretive center point across domains and composites, so the
centering value of 935 was chosen to represent the midpoint of the cut score between proficiency
levels A3 and P1 for the 3-5 grade-level cluster (see “Creating the Composite Scores” on the next
page for more information about the composites). This is analogous to the ACCESS for ELLS scale,
where the score of 350 is set as the center value and represents the cut score between proficiency
levels P3 and P4 for Grade 5 (for more information see Kenyon, 2006).
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Because the test blueprints across grade-level clusters by domain are the same and the Alternate PLs
and AMPIs for the test tasks across grade-level clusters pose nearly identical linguistic challenges and
differ only in the topics presented, it is desirable to have common cut scores across grade-level
clusters by domain. In order to derive these common cut scores, however, test scores from all grade-
level clusters need to be placed on a common scale. A common Rasch logit scale was developed to
put the task parameters across grade-level clusters on the same scale, allowing test scores from all
grade-level clusters to be placed on a common scale. Because the same scoring rules are used to
convert students’ original responses to raw scores by domain, a single rating scale was modeled
across all grade-level clusters by domain. This was achieved by imposing the same threshold
parameters across the four grade-level clusters by domain. Through this scaling process, task
parameters as well as test scores across grade-level clusters are put on the same scale. The procedure
for developing the reporting scale for Alternate ACCESS was complex, but involved a number of
basic steps. These were carried out separately for each domain until the last stage, when the separate
domain scales were combined to form the composite scores. These steps, as conducted following the
field test administration, are briefly summarized here. For more details about the field test please refer
to the Alternate ACCESS for ELLs Technical Report for Form 100.

Scaling Design: The measurement model that formed the basis of the Alternate ACCESS scaling
analyses was the Rasch Rating Scale Model (Andrich, 1978), as this model is appropriate for
polytomously scored test tasks. 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 stages of the
psychometric analysis, 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. The Grade 3-5 step or threshold parameters
were then used as the common step 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 Grades 1-2, 6-8, and 9-12 rating scale threshold parameters were anchored to the Grade
3-5 domain values using Winsteps. The difficulty parameters for Grades 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 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.

Developing the Logit Scale: A calibration of the ability of the students and items using Rasch
procedures was applied to the scored student responses, putting the difficulty of the items or tasks
and the ability of the students onto one common interval linear scale. The units of this scale are
called logits, and by default the scale is usually centered at O (representing the average item
difficulty for the ACCESS for ELLs items being calibrated). Theoretically, the logit scale runs from
minus infinity to plus infinity, although in practice most tests run from about -4 logits to +4 logits.

Transforming the Logit Scale to the Reporting Scale: The logit scale has both negative numbers
and decimals, which makes it confusing for many users. Therefore, scores on the logit scale were
then transformed onto a reporting scale by means of a linear transformation of the Alternate
ACCESS score scale. There is a separate scale for each of the four domains: Listening, Reading,
Writing, and Speaking.
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Creating the Composite Scores: The scores on the four reporting scales were then combined, in
predetermined proportions, to create four composite scores: an Oral Language score (based on
performances in Listening and Speaking), a Literacy score (based on performances in Reading and
Writing), a Comprehension score (based on performances in Listening and Reading), and an Overall
score (based on performances in all four domains).

1.3.4. Standard Setting

The goal of the Standard Setting Study was to interpret performances on the Alternate ACCESS
operational field test form in terms of the WIDA ELD Standards, AMPIs, and the WIDA Alternate
ELP levels. As discussed in 1.3.3., because the test blueprints across grade-level clusters by domain
are the same, and the Alternate ELP levels and AMPIs for the test tasks across grade-level clusters
pose nearly identical linguistic challenges and differ only in the topics presented, common cut scores
were set across grade-level clusters by domain. The study was held in Arlington, VA, on October 9-
10, 2012.

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
straightforward 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 the four domains (Listening, Speaking,
Reading, and Writing).

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: a) Yes, the
borderline student is more likely than not to meet expectations for this task; or b) No, the
borderline student is pot 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 C, which are scored using 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 also be used for these two
tasks. The second modification was that the Yes/No judgment data collected from the panelists was
analyzed using a logistic regression procedure to determine cuts. Logistic regression is a statistical
technique for relating a continuous variable (i.e., the difficulty of the assessment tasks) to a
dichotomous outcome (i.e., the Yes/No decisions made by the panelists). This approach was used to
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.
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Standards were set on Writing Parts A and B and Speaking using the following procedure. Starting
with a student at the lowest borderline within the WIDA Alternate ELP levels (i.e., between Al and
A2), panelists independently indicated whether that 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 a
borderline student at the next higher borderline on that same task (i.e., between A2 and A3). This
process was continued, considering students at progressively higher levels of proficiency until they
reached the highest borderline OR until they indicated Yes, that the borderline student would be
more likely than not able to meet expectations for that task. Once a decision of Yes was made, 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 panelists’ task.

After panelists considered the borderlines for one task, they then examined the next task and began
again by considering a student at the lowest borderline. This process continued until panelists had
considered all the borderlines on all the tasks. The test tasks were considered in the same order as
they are presented in the Alternate ACCESS test booklets. Each panelist completed these evaluations
independently. After the first round of evaluations, results for each task were tallied, allowing the
panelists to see the ‘average’ borderline student (e.g., A2/A3) at which the group had determined the
task to be more likely than not be answered correctly.

Writing Part C 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 writing tasks were presented to panelists.
Panelists were asked to determine whether a 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
interpreted as demonstrating a higher level of proficiency than a response meeting expectations at
CUE B, and a response meeting expectations at CUE B exhibits higher proficiency than one at CUE
C. For Listening and Reading, the panelists’ task was the same as for Writing Parts A and B and
Speaking, except that before moving on to the next task they first considered all borderlines on the
first task at CUE A, then all borderlines on that task at CUE B, and, finally, all borderlines on that
task at CUE C.

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. The tallied Yes/No decisions across panelists in the group were then revealed to all
panelists on a screen with an LCD projector, at which point the panelists had the opportunity to
comment on the tallies. Following this discussion, empirical data on student performances on the
tasks 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
Round 2 to derive the cutscores.
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To derive the final cut scores by domain, a series of logistic regression analyses were conducted. A
logistic regression analysis was conducted for each cut for each domain (e.g., the 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 became the cut point between the two adjacent proficiency levels being
analyzed.

For more details regarding the Standard Setting Study, please refer to the Alternate ACCESS for
ELLs Standard Setting Study: Technical Brief (CAL, 2012a).

1.4.  Reporting of Results

1.4.1. Scale Scores

Alternate ACCESS scores are reported as both scale scores and proficiency level scores. Scores are
given for all four language domains. In addition, four composite scores are given: Oral Language
(based on performances in Listening and Speaking), Literacy (based on performances in Reading
and Writing), Comprehension (based on performances in Listening and Reading), and Overall
(based on performances in all four domains).

Raw scores are converted to scale scores through processes called scaling (see section 1.3.3 for
details). These processes allow scores to be reported on a standard scale that is familiar to test users
and that remains constant across test forms and grade-level clusters. Scale scores range from 910 to
960.

In determining the Oral Language and Literacy composite scores, equal weight is given to each
domain. However, in determining the Comprehension and Overall composite scores, more weight
is given to literacy skills than to oral skills. The scores are weighted as follows:

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

1.4.2. Language Proficiency Level Scores

In addition to the scale scores, users of Alternate ACCESS also receive proficiency level scores.
These scores are interpretive; that is, they interpret a student’s scale score in terms of the results of
the Standard Setting Study. The cut scores between proficiency levels are presented in Table
1.4.2A.

WIDA ALTERNATE ACCESS Annual Tech Rpt 9 8 Series 502 (2020-2021)



Table 1.4.2A

Cut Scores by Domain and Composite

Domain Al/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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1.5. Test Administration

1.5.1. Test Administrator Training

Test administrators for Alternate ACCESS are required to take the appropriate steps to prepare
themselves for test administration. The training steps included reading through the Alternate
ACCESS Test Administration Manual (TAM) (WIDA, 2012a) and the Alternate ACCESS Test
Administration Tutorial (available on the WIDA website). Test administrators are instructed to
internalize the Writing and Speaking rubrics which are essential to consistent scoring across test
administrations. For the Writing section, in addition to these materials, the Writing Scoring
Guidance document provides sample student papers that help calibrate scoring for the Writing
Section.

1.5.2. Test Security

Every effort is made to keep the test secure at all levels of development and administration. CAL
and Data Recognition Corporation (DRC) follow policies and procedures regarding the security of
the test, and every individual involved in the administration of the test from the district to the
classroom level is trained in issues of test security.

1.5.3. Test Accommodations

Alternate ACCESS was designed for a population of students with a wide range of physical and
cognitive disabilities. As such, the test design and layout reflect built-in features that aim to provide
accessibility and are included as available accommodations on standardized tests for the general
population. However, there are many situations where test administrators would need to modify the
test administration in order to accommodate student-specific needs. In such cases, the criteria for
implementation of any accommodation is determined primarily by the following: guidance in a
student’s Individual Education Plan (IEP), state accommodation policies, and the WIDA guidelines
for appropriate test accommaodations specified in the Alternate ACCESS TAM.

1.6.  Scoring

All domains (Listening, Reading, Writing and Speaking) are scored locally by test administrators in
individual Student Response Booklets. Test administrators must prepare for the scoring of each of
the sections by following guidance provided in the TAM. Additional materials for ensuring that test
administrators understand the correct scoring guidelines include the Alternate ACCESS Test
Administration Video Tutorial and Writing Scoring Guidance document available through the
WIDA website at http://www.wida.wisc.edu. Once a school has finished testing, all test booklets are
returned to DRC, where they are electronically scanned and recorded in an electronic database in
preparation for data analysis.
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1.6.1. Listening and Reading

As with all sections of the Alternate ACCESS test, the Listening and Reading sections are scored by
the test administrator. The Listening and Reading tests are identical in administration procedures and
consist of selected-response items that provide students with multiple opportunities to demonstrate
their knowledge. It is helpful to understand the administration guidelines for the Listening and
Reading tasks in order to understand the scoring procedures. The following steps are used to
administer each task in the Listening and the Reading sections:

1. Administer CUE A (initial prompt and question for the task).

2. If the student does not respond, the test administrator must repeat CUE A again, as
indicated in the test administrator’s script.

3. If the student answers incorrectly or does not respond to CUE A, the testadministrator
will read CUE B. CUE B simplifies the initial prompt and asks the questionagain.

4. If the student responds incorrectly, or does not respond at all after the test administrator
reads CUE B, the test administrator will administer CUE C. This cue provides the answer to
the question, restates the prompt, and asks the question again.

Based on these administration guidelines for Listening and Reading, a student has a maximum of
four opportunities to respond to each task (CUE A — 2, CUE B — 1, CUE C —1). If a student
responds correctly to the task at CUE A (including if the teacher repeated CUE A) the test
administrator will score the task as Correct at CUE A. If after the two possible attempts at CUE A
the test administrator moves on to CUE B and the student answers correctly, they will be scored as
Correct at CUE B. Likewise, if the student has reached CUE C and answers correctly, they will be
scored as Correct at CUE C. Finally, if after the four possible chances to answer the task the
student has not selected the correct answer, the teacher will mark the task as Incorrect. If the
student did not respond to any of the four opportunities, the task will be marked as ‘No Response.’
Test administrators record all student responses in a Student Response Booklet.

1.6.2. Writing

As mentioned earlier, the Writing section is also scored by locally by the test administrator. It is
important to understand the design and administration procedures of the Writing test in order to
understand the scoring procedures.

The Writing section has three thematic folders, Parts A, B, and C.

e  Part A of the Writing section has tasks at levels Al-P1.

e Part B of the Writing section has tasks at levels A1 -P1.

e Part C provides the student with tasks at Levels P1 — P3; a student is only administered
Part C if s/he scores ‘Meets’ on seven of the eight tasks in Parts A and B.
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In Parts A and B of the Writing section, the script is designed for the test administrator to model
each task for the student. This provides students the opportunity to observe the test administrator
perform the task before trying it. For example, in the first task of the Writing section, the test
administrator’s script will instruct the test administrator to draw a circle around an image before
asking the student to do the same. Similar to the Speaking section, each task in the Writing section
provides the student with multiple opportunities for the student to produce a response. If the student
produces a response that is appropriate for the task, a score of ‘Meets’ is assigned, and if the student
does not produce a response that meets task expectations, a score of ‘Approaches’ is assigned. If
the student does not respond during the task administration, ‘No Response’ is assigned to the task.
The TAM instructs teachers to score the Writing section using scoring guidance provided in a
column of the Writing score sheet termed the ‘Expect’ box. For each tas