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Introduction 

The 2001 reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), known as No Child Left 
Behind (NCLB), introduced a new federal perspective on programs and services for English learners (ELs). 
This perspective encompassed new expectations for the development of academic English language 
proficiency among ELs and structured a new role for state education agencies (SEAs) in the development 
of such proficiency. These changes in federal policy have spurred SEA staff and researchers to explore 
the meanings of English language development in US schools and how English language proficiency is 
conceptualized and measured. 

Under Title I of NCLB, SEAs are required to administer annual assessments of ELs’ English language 
proficiency. Under Title III, these annual assessments are required to be aligned with language 
development standards that support ELs’ access to academic content standards and to yield separate 
scores for proficiency in reading, writing, speaking, listening, and comprehension. Further, the scores of 
these assessments must be used to evaluate the degree to which ELs are making progress toward 
acquiring English and the degree to which they have achieved English language proficiency in each local 
entity that receives Title III funds. Essentially, these new Title I and Title III mandates apply the same 
standards, assessment, and accountability systemic reform principles that underlie content components 
of Title I to language acquisition services for ELs (Forte & Faulkner-Bond, 2010). 

These requirements for an academic English orientation and systemic reform principles represented a 
new vision for the nature of ELs’ English language acquisition and posed an entirely new challenge to 
SEAs. From the enactment of the Bilingual Education Act of 1968, which manifested as Title VII of the 
1968 ESEA reauthorization, through the immediate predecessor to NCLB, federal funds to support 
language support services were distributed from the US Department of Education directly to local 
education agencies (LEAs). SEAs had no federally-imposed role in determining how these funds were 
used or for monitoring the consistency or effectiveness of LEAs’ efforts. Thus, most states did not have 
language development standards or assessments and most SEAs had neither the capacity to implement 
such systems nor to provide guidance and support for their LEAs on how to address the new academic 
English focus. 

Most states have responded to at least some of these new challenges by joining one of two English 
language proficiency assessment (ELPA) consortia. As of February 2012, 27 states are members of the 
World-class Instructional Design and Assessment (WIDA) consortium, which provides English language 
development standards and both screener and annual ELPAs in grades kindergarten through 12. An 
additional three states use the WIDA standards, but not the WIDA assessments. Eight states comprise 
the English Language Development Assessment (ELDA) consortium, which provides an annual ELPA only. 

The ELDA states and the other 13 states that do not use the WIDA standards have each established their 
own English language development (ELD) standards. Some states informally share ELD standards, but 
even with some overlap there are as of February, 2012, approximately 18 to 20 sets of ELD standards 
operating across the 50 states and the District of Columbia. Each set of standards represents a different 
definition of English language proficiency and its expected patterns of development across grades and 
proficiency levels. 

This variation across states has contributed to some confusion about the meaning of English language 
proficiency; in addition, a number of states have struggled to conceptualize or communicate the 
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distinctions between English language proficiency among students for who English is a second language 
and English language knowledge and skills that all students should develop through English language 
arts coursework. The former is meant to be defined in ELD standards and measured by ELPAs; the latter 
is meant to be defined and measured via ELA standards and assessments. Reading is a required 
component of each set of standards and assessments; writing is required ELD standards and ELPAs and 
often included in ELA standards and assessments. While states’ ELA assessments generally do not 
address any aspect of speaking or listening at present, the Common Core State Standards include these 
components and the assessments being developed with Race to the Top federal funding will address 
them in some fashion. 

Although ESEA will at some point be reauthorized, the general requirements for assessment are not 
expected to change significantly. Now and for the foreseeable future, ELs will be required to participate 
in annual ELPAs in grades K-12 as well as in states’ annual English language arts assessments in grades 3 
through 8 and in high school. Soon, both the ELPAs and the ELA assessments will address reading, 
writing, speaking, and listening, leading some to question the distinctions between the constructs each 
assessment is meant to measure. Or, more simply, why would it make sense for an EL with low English 
language proficiency, as evidenced by her ELPA scores, to take an ELA assessment? Would a low ELPA 
score in reading not suggest that the student would not be able to access the ELA test. Similarly, most 
current and near-term mathematics and science content assessments require participating students to 
have some degree of English proficiency to comprehend and process the content of the test questions. 
How much English proficiency is enough to take a mathematics or science test in English without a lack 
of English interfering with item comprehension? What is the test measuring if the student does not have 
that degree of proficiency. 

Even more fundamental than these assessment-related concerns is the question of how educators can 
know when an EL is able to fully access the academic discourse in classrooms where English is the 
language of instruction. What evidence would support a decision to exit a student from service? 

These are among the questions that led five states to seek funding to explore validity questions related 
to ELPAs as they are designed and implemented in actual practice. This funding came in the form of an 
Enhanced Assessment Grant the US Department of Education awarded to the state of Washington to 
support the Evaluating the Validity of English Language Proficiency Assessments project (EVEA; CFDA 
84.368). Washington state and its four states partners, Idaho, Indiana, Montana, and Oregon, 
collaborated with national language development and assessment experts to develop validity evaluation 
plans that would ultimately help all states address questions about the meaning of ELPA scores and how 
they relate to scores on other tests and to decisions about instruction and accountability. 

None of the five EVEA states was a member of either the WIDA or ELDA consortium; thus, none had the 
support of other states or an organization to help them work through their validity questions. In 
addition, each of these states had to develop, adopt, or adapt ELD standards and ELPAs for use in its 
own unique context. 

This paper is one of several documents the EVEA states and their colleagues from edCount, LLC, the 
National Center for the Improvement of Educational Assessment, and the University of California at Los 
Angeles produced to explore issues such as those described above in ways that would be generalizable 
to the concerns any state may have. Below, we first clarify the uses to which ELPA and ELA assessment 
results are put and then explore the nature of English language proficiency where academic English is 
the target of both instruction and assessment. We next consider possible inter-relationships between 
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notions of ELP and ELA and then propose a set of analyses that a state or group of states could use to 
test the theoretical relationships between English language proficiency and ELA. 

Basic Distinctions between ELD and ELA 

Although each addresses aspects of grade-relevant English language skills, ELPAs and ELA assessments 
are designed to measure different constructs that are delineated via different sets of standards. Further, 
these assessments are intended to yield scores that are used for different purposes. 

Both ELA and ELD relate to four modalities: reading, writing, speaking, and listening. Reading and 
listening are receptive modalities, meaning that they are means by which individuals receive input. 
Writing and speaking are the parallel expressive modalities to reading and writing, meaning that they 
are the means by which individuals share information with others. Although the Common Core State 
Standards (CCSS) include all four modalities, many states’ ELA standards exclude speaking, listening, or 
both. Even when states’ ELA standards include one or both of the speaking and listening modalities, 
most state ELA assessments exclude them. Under Title III of NCLB, states’ ELD standards and 
assessments are required to address all four modalities. 

As the foundational ELA modalities, reading and, to a lesser extent, writing, are most representative of 
what users of current ELA assessments scores consider to be “ELA.” Concern about reading skills 
undergirds state and federal general education policies. Although the ELA CCSS include a strong focus on 
writing as well as attention to speaking and listening skills, to date, writing has less frequently appeared 
in states’ standards and one would be hard pressed to find worried mention of speaking and listening 
skills in any public discourse about ELA performance. Although distinct, when reading and writing are 
both measured on a state ELA assessment, the scores for these measures are often combined to yield a 
‘literacy’ indicator. 

Further, the reading portion of states’ assessments typically focuses on literary and informational texts, 
and occasionally poetry. The intent of such reading measures at earlier grade levels is to make claims 
about students’ abilities to decode text and to comprehend what they have read. In later grades, ELA 
standards and assessments are generally meant to support deeper inferences are made about a 
student’s ability to understand abstract language and find underlying meaning and messages in richer 
text. In contrast, the reading sections of ELPAs rarely go that far at any grade level. Reading is far more 
about decoding, vocabulary, and understanding of grammatical structures and discourse patterns than 
about comprehension of complex literary, informational, or poetic ideas. Similarly, writing in ELPAs 
focuses more on a student’s ability to express thoughts in grammatically correct and fluent sentences, 
while ELA writing focuses more on organization of one’s ideas and the ability to persuade, describe, 
inform, or entertain. 

More generally, ELPAs are designed to measure an academic English language proficiency construct, or 
group of constructs, as defined in ELD standards. As noted above, these standards vary across US states, 
but generally relate to the complex sets of linguistic skills that non-native speakers of English are to 
acquire as they gain proficiency in English. Here, we are primarily interested in English that is acquired 
intentionally through instruction, in a pre-kindergarten to grade 12 academic setting, and for the 
purpose of allowing students to access and participate fully in, academic discourse conducted in English. 

Several studies indicate an absence of any common academic English framework, which has resulted in 
varying approaches to developing ELA and ELD standards (Kim & Herman, 2009; Wolf, Herman, Kim, et 
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al., 2008; Wolf, Kao, Griffin, et al., 2008; Wolf, Kao, Herman, et al., 2008). However, there is some level 
of agreement among applied linguists as to the definition of academic English being the ability of 
students to comprehend and analyze texts, ability to write and express themselves effectively, and 
acquisition of academic content in all academic areas (Anstrom, DiCerbo, Butler, Katz, Millet, & Rivera, 
2010; Bailey & Heritage, 2008; Francis & Rivera, 2007; Francis, Rivera, Lesaux, Kieffer, & Rivera, 2006; 
Scarcella, 2003 Solomon & Rhodes, 1995). Francis et al. (2006) indicate that “mastery of academic 
language is arguably the single most important determinant of academic success for individual students” 
(p. 7). Picking up on both the variability in operationalization of ELD/ELP and the commonalities in 
expert judgments about this construct, Anstrom and colleagues (2010) indicate that:  

Most likely there will never be a single definition of [academic English] AE, but a broad 
national framework that captures the many dimensions of AE could serve as a 
foundation for states to use in operationalizing AE for their own purposes. As a point of 
departure, the framework could be envisioned as a series of matrices for each content 
area based on empirical evidence that provides specific linguistic detail (vocabulary, 
discourse, syntax/grammar) across the dimensions of (a) grade level or grade cluster and 
(b) modalities/domains (listening, speaking, reading, writing). Companion documents 
would demonstrate the interrelated nature of the linguistic features across the 
dimensions and provide guidance for states in how to use the framework to review and 
refine their state’s system of ELD standards, curricula, and assessments. The 
development of such a framework would draw on the collaborative work of educators 
representing a range of expertise, including linguistics and the content areas as well as 
curriculum and test development, all sharing a common vision about the need for 
practical guidance based on empirical evidence. The framework would be a living 
document that evolves as new evidence becomes available and would be an invaluable 
resource in shaping a national research agenda on AE. (p. 12) 

Thus, this form of English language proficiency, academic English proficiency, may best be thought of as 
“language ability across relevant modalities [reading, writing, speaking, and listening] used at sufficient 
levels of sophistication to successfully perform all language-related school tasks required of students at 
a specific grade level (given adequate exposure and time to acquire the second language)” (Bailey & 
Heritage, 2010, p. 3). In terms of the generalizability of language skills, academic language proficiency is 
understood to be situational, depending heavily upon context (Byrnes & Canale, 1987; Lowe & 
Stansfield, 1988). Students’ abilities to perform well on discrete measures of basic language proficiency, 
such as formulating declarative sentences or simple questions (e.g., “The sky is blue”, “When is the next 
bus arriving?”), may be sufficient to function in general settings, but are not sufficient to allow access to 
the full range of discourse in academic settings (Bailey, 2010). 

Operationalizing Academic English Language Proficiency 

As mentioned previously, an ELPA must measure four domains: reading, writing, speaking, and listening 
and states are required to report student performance scores separately for each of these modalities. 
State must also report a ‘comprehension’ score that is generally based on some combination of reading 
and listening items. Most states also report a composite score that is based on items from all four 
modalities. 

Development of language abilities varies in nature and rate across the reading, writing, speaking, and 
listening modalities as well as by the student’s age and native language and native language proficiency 
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(Bailey, 2008; Kopriva, 2007; McKay, 2006). Second-language development theories stress the 
importance of both communicative (speaking and writing) and participatory language (listening and 
reading; Abedi, 2008; Bauman, Boals, Cranley, Gottlieb, & Kenyon, 2007; Cummins, 1981; Lara, Ferrara, 
Calliope, Sewell, Winter, Kopriva, Bunch, & Joldersma, 2007). 

Although states are required to report separate scores for each modality and both research and theory 
support the notion that the modalities are somewhat distinct from one another, it also appears that a 
single latent higher order factor of language ability usually provides the simplest and most interpretable 
factor structure for language assessments (Bachman, Lynch, & Mason, 1995; Bachman & Palmer, 1981, 
1982; Bae & Bachman, 1998; Byrne, 2006; Conway, Lievens, Scullen, & Lance, 2004; Kenny & Kashy, 
1992; Kunnan, 1995; Lance, Noble, & Scullen, 2002; Llosa, 2007; Marsh & Grayson; 1995; Rindskopf & 
Rose, 1988; Sawaki, 2007; Shin, 2005). However, given that effective instruction must address each 
modality and evidence that a student’s abilities can vary across modalities within a year and this 
variance can change across years (Abedi, 2004; Sawaki, Stricker, & Oranje, 2007), continuing the practice 
of measuring each modality separately on ELPAs remains wise. 

In determining a composite ELPA score, different models for weighting the four domains have emerged 
across ELPAs and tend to be based on perceptions of relative importance (Bailey, 2007; Scarcella, 2003). 
When the guiding philosophy of the state is that all four modalities be treated as equally important, the 
ELPA scores across reading, writing, speaking, and listening are simply combined without relative 
weighting. For instance, on the California English Language Development Test (CELDT), each of the four 
domains has equal weight in developing the composite score. Scores in other states may reflect 
different weights based on theories indicating that certain modalities (e.g., reading and writing) are 
more essential to the acquisition of academic English or are more important skills in academic 
classrooms. An example of such relative weighting is the Texas English Language Proficiency Assessment 
System (TELPAS) composite score, which consists of 75% reading, 15% writing, and 5% each of speaking 
and listening. One of the EVEA states, Indiana, uses the weighting 35% reading, 25% writing, 20% 
listening, and 20% speaking. 

The World-Class Instructional Design and Assessment (WIDA) consortium generates a composite score 
that consists of 35% reading, 35% writing, 15% listening, and 15% speaking for its ACCESS ELPA. This 
weighting scheme is supported in WIDA’s Guiding Principles of Language Development with the theory- 
and research-based perspective that students develop language proficiency in listening, speaking, 
reading, and writing interdependently, but at different rates and in different ways (Gottlieb & Hamayan, 
2007; Spolsky, 1989; Vygotsky, 1962). 

Relationships between ELPA scores and ELA scores 

As indicated above, ELA assessment yield scores that are used to make decisions about the effectiveness 
of schools’ and school districts’ approaches to teaching English language arts, typically conceptualized as 
reading and perhaps writing. ELPA scores are used to make decisions about school districts’ (or consortia 
of school districts’) effectiveness in supporting ELs’ acquisition of the English they need to participate 
fully in English-speaking academic classrooms. For the purposes of EVEA, the states agreed to evaluate 
two primary purposes of ELPAs: determining a student’s readiness to exit the ELD program and to 
evaluate program effectiveness. This, and the above-mentioned common understanding that ELA and 
ELA assessments relate to more complex and advanced English language skills, would suggest that a 
student would need to achieve proficiency on an ELPA before she could fully access any English-speaking 
academic classroom, including and perhaps particularly the ELA classroom. However, states share 
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anecdotes about students who were proficient on their ELA/reading assessment yet below proficient on 
the ELPA. While there are explanations regarding the number of domains addressed by each, the 
influence of Type I and Type II errors in setting cut scores on each, and the types of tasks in each 
assessment, it is reasonable to expect some relationship between the two scores. From a face validity 
perspective, it is difficult to argue why a student who is not proficient in the English language could be 
proficient in English language arts. 

This leads us to the five EVEA states’ questions about how the ELPA score are or should be related to 
ELA scores and how ELPA scores may be helpful in making decisions about ELs’ participation in other 
content area assessments. As a start, this paper addresses these questions by considering:  

1. How are the four domains (separately and collectively) a measure of English language 
proficiency?  

2. What is the theoretical relationship between English language proficiency (both as a whole and 
by domain) and English language arts (ELA) assessments? 

English Language Proficiency and English Language Arts 

The fundamental validity question regarding ELPAs is whether a student who is deemed proficient by an 
ELPA can successfully function without language supports in academic classes taught in English. These 
days, academic reading/language arts and mathematics are accompanied by large-scale summative test 
in grades 3–8 and at specific points in high school. Test developers of state content assessments have 
been sensitive to the fact that these assessments must measure grade-level mastery in ways that are 
accessible to all students. Following best practice, item writers cannot assume students are native 
English speakers and need to develop items to measure the construct without allowing the English 
language to be a barrier to demonstrating knowledge. This issue becomes complicated in English 
language arts, which must measure English knowledge as related to reading and writing. Items can be 
written in ways that are more accessible to students who are not native English speakers, but they still 
must access grade-level language arts standards. Students taking an ELPA are often at a disadvantage in 
taking an assessment that is not in their native language because it is impossible to disentangle how 
their performance on the ELA is a function of their acquisition of the language or of their understanding 
of the academic content.  

Although a common academic English framework would be helpful for determining what students need 
to learn in different content domains, such a framework still would not address the relationship 
between ELPAs and academic content assessments, such as English language arts. That may be because 
there has not yet been an explicit discussion of how attainment of the English language is related to 
academic reading and writing, there is only an acknowledgement that “students’ development of 
academic language and academic content knowledge are inter-related processes” (Bailey, 2007; Collier 
& Thomas, 2009; Echevarria, Vogt, & Short, 2008; Gee, 2007; Gibbons, 2009; Gottlieb, Katz, & Ernst-
Slavit, 2009; Mohan, 1986; Zwiers, 2008). 

ELPAs focus on students’ attainment of the English language by measuring how well they read, write, 
listen, and speak English. ELA assessments measure students’ mastery of academic content standards in 
reading and writing for a specific grade level. One might hypothesize that strong performance on the 
ELPA would be a pre-requisite for strong performance on the ELA assessment, particularly since most 
ELA assessments are administered in English with no language accommodation. 
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In the few studies that have examined the relationships between state ELA and ELP assessments, 
reading and writing scores from ELPAs have been shown to be significant predictors of performance on 
ELA assessments (Bailey & Butler, 2007; Cook et al., 2009; Crane, Barrat, & Huang, 2011; Kato et al., 
2004; Parker, Louie, & O’Dwyer, 2009). Parker and colleagues (2009) further argue that the domains of 
reading and writing (literacy skills) are more closely associated with academic ELA performance than are 
the English language domains of speaking and listening (oral skills). 

These studies show moderate to moderately high correlations between the composite scores for ELP 
and performance on ELA assessments. However, ELA and ELP assessments were not developed to have 
any explicit connection to each other, so the meaning of one score is unclear in the context of the 
student’s score on the other (Crane et al., 2011). Furthermore, because test scores on content 
assessments are affected by both ELP and content knowledge, we could be underestimating English 
learners’ actual content achievement by design on more than just the ELA assessment (Cook, 2010; 
Winter, 2011). 

To further explore current relationships among ELPA and ELA assessments, Oregon, one of the states 
participating in the EVEA project, gathered some data comparing the two assessments. Assessment and 
language experts in Oregon wanted to analyze the rigor of their cut scores on the state reading 
assessment. As is shown in Table 1 below, the state reading results of EL students in grades 3 and 4 were 
summarized by those students’ ELPA proficiency level. The Oregon ELPA consists of five levels, with the 
highest level (level 5) defined as the English language proficiency level, indicative of readiness to exit the 
ELD program. The higher the ELPA proficiency level, the higher the scale score on the reading 
assessment, as seen in other studies (see Cook, 2011). However, using the current cut scores for 
reading, the average score reading score for students at Level 3 on the ELPA was at or above the 
proficient cut score. However, students at level 3 on the ELPA are considered emerging, meaning they 
are just beginning to use English for academic purposes. They still require visual organizers for 
responding in written form. They are not yet at the developing stage where they could respond to 
context-embedded or reduced situations, meaning they still have not developed the English language 
skills they need for performing more complex academic tasks. Thus, there appears to be a mismatch 
between the two tests on the interpretation of a student’s English language ability.  

The state proposed increasing the cut scores for both grades 3 and 4. The proposed increase is between 
the average score of students scoring at the developing level (level 4) and the proficient level (level 5). A 
question for this state and others doing such analyses is around the assumptions or beliefs that underlie 
the assessments. Oregon may have interpreted this information as evidence that their reading 
assessment cut scores were too low. Or they may have interpreted this data as indicating that their ELPA 
levels and descriptors underestimate what students can do at those levels. If these assessments were 
not developed to have a similar foundation or continuum for reading, it will be impossible for anyone to 
truly understand what the relationship of these scores mean (Francis & Rivera, 2007). Thus, interpreting 
the relationship of scores on these assessments will be more meaningful in disentangling English 
language acquisition and mastery of academic content when the underlying relationships have been 
clearly articulated. 
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Exhibit 1. Relationship of ELPA and Reading Results in Oregon for ELD students in Grades 3 & 4 

  OAKS Reading 2009-10 Results OAKS Cut Scores 

Grade 

2009-10 ELPA 
Performance 

Level # of Students Mean Scale Score 
Current 
Reading 

Proposed 
Reading 

03 

1 391 190.2 

204 212 

2 1941 199.1 

3 1895 206.1 

4 1497 210.2 

5 557 214.3 

04 

1 184 196.9 

211 217 

2 918 203.3 

3 1238 209.2 

4 1814 213.9 

5 1278 218.8 

Connecting ELD and ELA 

To support further exploration of relationships between ELD and ELA, this paper proposes a set of steps 
that could be conducted to empirically test basic connections between the ELD and ELA theoretical 
frameworks. 

As the Oregon example makes clear, it can be difficult to interpret relationships between performance 
on ELPAs and performance on ELA assessments. We suggest states consider the following questions as 
they revisit their ELD standards:  

 How do you conceptualize the relationship between ELD and ELA standards? What about with 
other academic content areas? 

 How do you conceptualize the importance of each of the four domains as measures of English 
language development? How will these be further articulated by grade level and with academic 
content? 

 How will you develop ELD standards that can disentangle students’ acquisition of language from 
their understanding of the content? 

Likewise, states should consider these questions as they revisit and revise their ELPAs: 

 What other analyses can you use to better study the relationship of data from ELP with ELA 
assessments? 

 How can you use data from both ELP and ELA assessments when setting achievement standards 
and defining cut scores on each test? 
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 How do you operationalize the importance of each of the four domains as measures of English 
language development in scoring of individual domains and for an overall composite score? How 
do you then set achievement standards? How should you define separate proficiency levels for 
different language skill domains? 

 What analyses can you conduct to disentangle English language development across the 
domains as they relate to learning academic content? 

 Do you believe native language assessment of content is the only way a student can show 
complex understanding of academic content? If yes, how will you develop assessments in the 
native languages of all your ELs? If only a majority of languages will be served, what will be done 
for measuring the academic knowledge of ELs whose native languages are not included in that 
majority? 

 What data will you recommend be used to identify, classify, and reclassify students for ELD 
programs? 

Some questions district and/or school administrators may consider in their development and support of 
EL programs: 

 Do you see English language development and ELA as separate subjects? If yes, how do you 
support English learners in learning the academic content? If no, how do you support ELs’ 
development of English within the academic context? 

 What resources do you need to better prepare and support your teachers to best serve ELs? 

 In what ways can the school be organized to expose students to both language development 
and content? How will this design be extended into classrooms?  

 What data will be used to identify, classify, and reclassify students for ELD programs? 

Teachers may provide insights if they are asked to provide responses to questions such as:  

 What type of information do I need to better understand my ELs’ acquisition of English? 

 What type of information do I need for identifying, classifying, and reclassifying students for ELD 
programs? 

Conclusions 

As of June 2010, the Blueprint of Education proposes to “establish new criteria to ensure consistent 
statewide identification of students as English Learners, and to determine eligibility, placement, and 
duration of programs and services, based on the state’s valid and reliable English language proficiency 
assessment” (USDE, 2010, p. 20). To do this, states are being called upon to make such new criteria 
actionable, with ELPAs that better measure and serve English learners. While practitioners may ask 
themselves the questions listed above as part of their renewed efforts for better supporting ELs, some 
general recommendations for next steps are included here for consideration:  

1. Make an explicit connection with academic and ELD standards. Recommendations from research 
(e.g., Wolf, Herman, Kim, et al., 2008; Wolf, Kao, Griffin, et al., 2008; Wolf, Kao, Herman, et al., 
2008) have proposed using the current academic English frameworks as a foundation for directly 
linking academic and ELD standards. Further, the information from the assessments that measure 
these connected standards needs to provide a good understanding of student learning to be useful 
to educators (Abedi & Gandara, 2006; August & Shanahan, 2006). 
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2. Ensure the ELPA is well aligned to ELP standards that are demonstrably connected to the academic 
content standards. This will ensure that the assessment measures what is expected and will provide 
teachers the expectations they need to teach (Johnson, 2005; La Marca, 2001; Näsström & 
Henriksson, 2008). In addition, formative and interim assessments for measuring ELP should be 
aligned to these same ELP standards if progress is to be measured within a school year (Cawthon, 
2004; Mohamed & Fleck, 2010). 

3. Test developers continue their work on using Universal Design and bias/sensitivity rules when 
developing items to ensure the assessments that are developed do not have high language loads 
that will impede English learners from demonstrating their content knowledge. Some of the 
techniques currently used that should be continued include reducing the use of low frequency 
words and complex language structures, as well as simplifying language (not the content), as long as 
this does not disrupt the construct-relevant language aspects of cognitive processing. These 
methods should be used from the outset of item development, not only later as a part of item 
reviews (Abedi & Hejri, 2004; Abedi, Hofstetter, & Lord, 2004). 

4. Examine the way the four domains (reading, writing, listening, and speaking) contribute to a 
measure of English language proficiency. This information will be used for score reporting and may 
have implications for how standards are set; for instance, a state may want to consider setting 
separate cut scores by domain. It will be important to define how these four domains represent 
multiple constructs or a single construct before deciding on developing a composite score and 
potentially weighting different domains. A continued effort to explore and research score reporting 
is needed for validation of different weighting and reporting methods (Bailey, 2007; Sawaki, Stricker, 
& Oranje, 2007; Scarcella, 2003; Wolf, Herman, & Diete, 2010). 

5. Examine the policies that are used for identifying, placing, and exiting students from English 
language programs. ELPAs should be one of multiple measures that are used for such purposes. If 
involved in a consortium, agreement should be made on the common standards, assessments, cut 
scores, and classification policies for ELs, to ensure consistency in operationalizing the theories into 
practice. 

6. Be cautious in concluding anything from the correlational studies between ELPAs and academic 
content assessments. Until the two types of assessments are based on an integrated set of 
standards that will support their relationship, any inferences made from these analyses will lead to 
an incomplete and, perhaps, erroneous interpretation of what these results mean. 
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