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Introduction
Well-designed assessment procedures are essential to meeting the needs of language minority
students acquiring English as their second language. Assessment is involved at many steps in
a continuum of services for these students: in initial identification, in the placement of students
into appropriate instructional programs, in monitoring the progress students make within these
programs, in reassigning students to different levels within a program depending on their
growth in English language skills, in moving students out of special programs and into mainstream classes, and in following the progress of these students in the mainstream. This
continuum is wholly dependent at each step on the appropriate selection, use, and
interpretation of relatively complex assessment procedures.

Background
Recently, there has been a growing interest among mainstream educators in
performance assessment due to concerns that multiple-choice tests, usually the only option
available from test publishers, fail to assess higher order skills and other skills essential for
functioning in school or work settings (Haney & Madaus, 1989; Neill & Medina, 1989;
O'Neil, 1992: Wiggins, 1999). Multiple-choice tests are not authentic because they do not
represent activities students typically perform in classrooms. In addition, multiple-choice
tests do not reflect current theories of learning and cognition and are not based on abilities
students actually need for future success (Herman, 1992). Another concern is that
standardized tests cannot be used to closely monitor student progress in the school
curriculum throughout the year since they are only administered once or twice annually.
These concerns are no less valid for educators of language minority students.

Purpose and Definitions
This publication describes performance assessment procedures and a portfolio
assessment framework for monitoring the language development of language minority
students in the upper elementary and middle grades. Performance and portfolio assessment
may also be used to meet other purposes, such as reassignment or reclassification, as
determined by teachers or other school staff. Although assessment of student progress in the
content areas merits description and critical analysis, examples of performance assessment
procedures provided here are limited to the monitoring of English and/or native language
development. We begin by defining basic terms to be used throughout this publication:
alternative assessment, performance assessment, and portfolio assessment (Baron, 1992a;
Stiggins, 1987; Tierney, Carter, & Desai, 1991).
Alternative assessment:
 is any method of finding out what a student knows or can do that is intended to show growth
and inform instruction and is not a standardized or traditional test;
 is by definition criterion-referenced
 is authentic because it is based on activities that represent actual progress toward instructional
goals and reflects tasks typical of classrooms and real-1ife settings;
 requires integration of language skills; and
 may include teacher observation, performance assessment, and student self-assessment.

Performance assessment:
• is a type of alternative assessment;
.
• is an exercise in which a student demonstrates specific skills and competencies in relation to
a continuum of agreed upon standards of proficiency or excellence; and
• reflects student performance on instructional tasks and relies on professional rater judgment
in its design and interpretation.
Portfolio assessment:
• is the use of records of a student's work over time and in a variety of modes to show the
depth, breadth, and development of the student's abilities;
• is the purposeful and systematic collection of student work that reflects accomplishment
relative to specific instructional goals or objectives;
• can be used as an approach for combining the information from both alternative and
standardized assessments; and
• has as key elements student reflection and self-monitoring.
Performance assessment and portfolios are complementary approaches for reviewing student language development and academic progress. Together they represent authentic assessment, continuous assessment of student progress, possibilities for integrating assessment with
instruction, assessment of learning processes and higher-order thinking skills, and a collaborative approach to assessment that enables teachers and students to interact in the teaching
learning process. One of the advantages of using performance and portfolio assessment with
language minority students is that the assessment can be conducted in the student’s native
language (O'Malley & Pierce, 1991).
Portfolios have been most widely used in the teaching of reading and writing, with a
strong focus on classroom instruction, student ownership and self-evaluation, and teacher
autonomy (Graves, 1983; Tierney, Carter, & Desai, 1991). More recently, portfolios have
been proposed and adopted as statewide student assessment management tools in addition to or
instead of standardized achievement test data (Baron, 1992b; Brewer, 1990; O'Neil, 1992;
Rothman, 1991; Vermont State Department of Education, 1990). Provided that the purpose of
portfolio contents is to expand understanding of a student's growth based on multiple
measures, different kinds of test and non-test data can be included in a portfolio. Portfolios
might also contain required information for state- or district-wide systems, but these data need
not dominate or divert portfolio assessment from being used to inform classroom instruction.
Performance assessment and portfolios are typically seen as sources of teacher and student
empowerment because control over assessment shifts from the administrators to those linked
most closely to instruction (Graves, 1983; Tierney, Carter, & Desai, 1991). While we believe this
shift of control over assessment is a positive one, we also believe that the most useful kind of
assessment is that which can be shared with other teachers who interact or will interact with
students. For this reason, we emphasize systematic approaches to assessment which can ensure
the reliability and validity of the results.

Performance Assessment
Performance assessment falls into two categories: achievement-related behaviors exhibited b)
the student (e.g., communication or reading skills) and achievement-related products that
students develop (e.g., written reports or projects). Performance assessments require that the
assessor:
(1) observe the behavior or examine the product that is reflective of achievement, and
(2) apply clearly articulated performance criteria so as to make a sound professional judgment
regarding the level of proficiency demonstrated. Intuitions, impressions, and "feelings" about
student performance are not a part of sound performance assessments. Like paper-and-pencil
tests, performance assessments must adhere to certain rules of evidence (Stiggins, 1990).
In this section, procedures are provided for the design of performance assessment tasks
and instruments that can be included in portfolios of language minority students and children
learning English as a non-native language. Procedures for assessing specific language skill
areas (oral language, reading, and writing) and their integration are described. Suggestions are
also provided for designing student self-assessment measures of language proficiency and
language learning strategies. Each category below includes brief descriptions of types of
assessment procedures and ways to design and administer performance tasks, with particular
attention to the development of appropriate scoring procedures. Each assessment technique
should be adapted as needed to match the developmental and language proficiency levels of the
students. This can include assessment in the students' native language.

Oral Language Assessment
Purposes/Types
To determine oral language comprehension and production, teachers can administer performance assessments which reflect tasks typical of the classroom or real-life settings. In this way,
assessment is authentic and aligned with both the curriculum and students' prior experience.
Oral performance assessments are not limited to a single type and can take various forms depending on their authenticity in relation to classroom activities. These can include: oral interviews, story retellings, simulations/situations, directed dialogues, incomplete story/topic
prompts which students are asked to complete, picture cues, teacher observation checklists, and
student self-evaluations (Bachman & Palmer, 1989; Gonzalez Pino, 1988; Omaggio, 1986; Oscarson, 1989).
Design/Administration
A major obstacle to conducting oral language assessment in the classroom is the time involved in administering the assessment to students one at a time. Alternatives to individual student assessment in large classes include the use of teacher observation checklists and the assessment of pairs or small groups of students at one time (Fox & Allen, 1983; Genishi, 1985;
Gonzalez Pino, 1988; Pinnell, 1985).
To conduct assessment in pairs, teachers can use cue cards and ask students to interview
each other or to interact following the directions on the cue cards (Gonzalez Pino, 1988). Cue
cards should be written at the reading level of the students to be assessed. In order to have
enough oral language production to assign a rating, at least five or six sentences should be
elicited from each student. Cue cards can easily be constructed by providing written
directions, called prompts, on index cards to elicit the performance teachers wish to assess.

For example, if a lesson has just been conducted on personal greetings and leave-takings, one
student's cue card might read, "Greet your classmate and find out where he or she has been for
the past few days." The other cue card could read, "Respond to your classmate's questions by
telling him or her that you have been at home sick. Find out from your classmate what you
have missed in class."
Depending upon the age and language proficiency levels of students in the class, teachers
can use picture cues or topic monologues to conduct individual oral assessments. To use picture
cues, the teacher presents pictures or photographs appropriate for the age and interest level of
the students being assessed. From among several pictures the teacher presents, students can be
asked to choose one or two pictures that they feel they can talk about. The teacher can lead the
student into talking by asking questions such as "What story does this picture tell? Has this
ever happened to you? What do you think will happen next?"
In using topic monologues, the teacher provides a topic for the student to address at length.
This is an authentic performance task for upper elementary and middle school students who are
often asked to present oral reports and syntheses of what they have read. If a lesson has just
been presented on foods to students at an intermediate level of English proficiency, for
example, a topic monologue such as the following might be appropriate: "Tell me about your
favorite food. Describe it and tell me why it is your favorite." For more advanced students,
the topic might be: "Give me the recipe for your favorite food."
Story retelling is an effective way to integrate oral and written language skills. Students
who have just read or listened to a story might be asked to retell the story or to summarize the
main idea. When pictures, topic monologues, cue cards, or story retelling techniques are used,
instead of the typical interview pattern of teacher-question/student-response/teacher-question,
teacher talk is reduced and more time is allowed for student language production.
Teachers may also want to assess students' ability to use academic language. Academic
language is the cognitively demanding and contextually-reduced language of content area instruction and is critical for success in mainstream classrooms (Cummins, 1982; 1983).
Academic language functions are the essential communication tasks that students must be able
to perform in different content areas; they determine whether the learning task will be simple
or complex (Dix, 1992; O'Malley & Chamot, 1990; Pinnell, 1985). For that purpose, teachers
can identify specific language functions that are germane to an instructional goal or activity
(O'Malley, 1991), such as:
 Seeking information
Using language to explore the environment or acquire information (e.g., using who, what,
when, where, and how to collect information);
 Informing
Reporting, explaining, or describing information or procedures (e.g., retelling a story,
telling the main idea of a reading passage, summarizing);
 Analyzing
Separating a whole into its parts (e.g., telling parts or features of a concept, a procedure,
an object); and

• Evaluating
Assessing the worth of an object, opinion, or decision (e.g.. selecting or naming criteria to
evaluate, prioritizing a list and explaining criteria, indicating reasons for agreeing or disagreeing).
Scoring
Teachers and/or raters should establish scoring criteria for a range of grade levels (e.g.,
Grades 4--6, 7-9) and identify at least three categories of proficiency: non-English proficient
(NEP), limited English proficient (LEP), and fluent English proficient (FEP). Because these
categories were originally intended for identification and placement purposes and consequently
tend to be broadly defined, for the purposes of monitoring student language development it
may be useful to differentiate bands of proficiency within each level, such as low,
intermediate, and high. This will enable the teacher to design instruction more appropriate to
students' needs and to monitor growth from one band to the next within levels as well as from
level to level.
Scoring criteria should be holistic, with a focus on the student's ability to receive and
convey meaning. Holistic scoring procedures evaluate performance as a whole rather than by
its separate linguistic or grammatical features. Depending on the goals of instruction,
grammatical accuracy and pronunciation may not be as important as skills critical to
comprehending and conveying meaning. Students are evaluated by using detailed criteria or
definitions of performance matched to a rating scale (Hamayan, et al., 1985; Navarrete, et al.,
1990).
Teachers wanting to score grammar and pronunciation may wish to treat these as
subscores and assign them weights which are less than the weight assigned to a subscore for
overall communicative ability (Hamayan, 1985; Gonzalez Pino, 1988). Well in advance of
the oral assessment, students should be provided with an explanation of how they will be
rated. If teachers plan to assign a grade to the oral assessment, they will have to determine
the scoring range which corresponds to specific letter grades at each grade level.
A holistic oral proficiency rating scale that teachers may want to use is the Student Oral
Proficiency Rating (SOPR). The SOPR is a matrix (adapted from the Student Oral Language
Observation Matrix/SOLOM developed by the San Jose Unified School District, California)
which allows for rating students in five categories of oral language proficiency:
comprehension, fluency, vocabulary, pronunciation, and grammar (see Figure 1). Within each
category, students can be rated at five different proficiency levels. The ratings for each
category are considered separate sub-scores, each ranging from 1 to 5, with 5 indicating the
approximate level of proficiency for a native speaker. A total score results when sub-scores for
the five categories are combined (Development Associates, 1988).
Reading Assessment
Performance assessment of reading with students who are learning English should focus
on reading comprehension rather than isolated reading skills, as is typical of many
standardized achievement tests. We suggest four approaches for the assessment of reading that
have been amply described in the literature: miscue analysis (Goodman & Burke, 1972); the
individual reading inventory (Cunningham, et al., 1983); anecdotal records (Goodman,
Goodman, & Hood, 1989; Rhodes & Nathenson-Mejia, 1992); and cloze tests (Cohen, 1980;
Hamayan, et al., 1985; Madsen, 1983; Oller, 1979). One additional approach which has not
been adequately described in relation to the reading behaviors of language minority students
and which we describe below is the use of rating scales.

FIGURE 1. Student Oral Proficiency Rating*
______________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Student’s Name
Grade
Language Observed
TOTAL SCORE
______________________________________________________________________________________________________________
School
City
State
______________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Rated by
Date
______________________________________________________________________________________________________________

DIRECTIONS: For each of the 5 categories listed below at the left, mark an “X” across the box that
best describes the student’s abilities.

CATEGORY

LEVEL 1

LEVEL 2

LEVEL 3

LEVEL 4

A. Comprehension

Cannot understand even simple
conversation.

Understands most of what is
said at slower-than-normal
speed with reputation.

Understands nearly everything at normal speed,
although occasional repetition
may be necessary.

Understands everyday
conversation and normal
classroom discussions
without difficulty.

B. Fluency

Speech is so halting and
fragmentary as to make
conversation virtually
impossible.

Has great difficulty following what is said. Can
comprehend only “social
conversation” spoken slowly
and with frequent repetitions.
Usually hesitant; often
forced into silence by
language limitations.

Vocabulary limitations are so
Misuse of words and very
extreme as to make conversation limited vocabulary make
virtually impossible.
comprehension quite
difficult.
Pronunciation problems so
Very hard to understand
severe as to make speech
because of pronunciation
virtually unintelligible.
problems. Must frequently
repeat in order to be
understood.
Errors in grammar and word
Grammar and word order
order so severe as to make
errors make comprehension
speech virtually unintelligible.
difficult. Must often
rephrase or restrict what is
said to basic patterns.

Speech in everyday communication and classroom
discussion is generally fluent,
with occasional lapses while
the student searches for the
correct manner of expression.
Occasionally uses inappropriate terms or must rephrase
ideas because of inadequate
vocabulary.
Always intelligible, though
one is conscious of a definite
accent and occasional
inappropriate intonation
patterns.
Occasionally makes
grammatical or word order
errors which do not obscure
meaning.

Speech in everyday conversation and classroom
discussions is fluent and
effortless, approximating
that of a native speaker.

C. Vocabulary

Speech in everyday communication and classroom
discussion is frequently
disrupted by the student’s
search for the correct manner
of expression.
Frequently uses the wrong
words; conversation somewhat limited because of
inadequate vocabulary.
Pronunciation problems
necessitate concentration on
the part of the listener and
occasionally lead to
misunderstanding.
Makes frequent errors of
grammar and word order
which occasionally obscure
meaning.

D. Pronunciation

E. Grammar

LEVEL 5

Use of vocabulary and
idioms approximates that of
a native speaker.
Pronunciation and
intonation approximate a
native speaker’s.

Grammatical usage and
word order approximate a
native speaker’s.

*This form is an adaptation of the Student Oral Language Observation Matrix (SOLOM) developed by the San Jose (California) Unified School District.
Adapted by Development Associates, Inc., Arlington, Virginia, and used with permission.

Signature of rater________________________________

Purpose
Rating scales can be used to collect information on a range of student reading
behaviors. Rating scales offer several advantages: they are systematic, require little teacher
time, and do not disrupt instructional time. A rating scale is a checklist that contains
predetermined performance tasks and a systematic procedure for indicating a student’s level of
performance relative to specific criteria. The number of levels in the criterion will be
determined by the focus of the assessment, but each will be precisely defined.
Design
Four types of information teachers can maintain in using a rating scale for reading
comprehension are reading skills, interest, applications, and reading strategies. Teachers
can collect information as frequently as is considered appropriate to the purposes of
assessment and instruction. For example, occasional checks on student progress could be
conducted biweekly, monthly, or quarterly, although other options are also possible.
The assessment of reading; skills is designed to reflect the student's ability to perform
functional reading tasks. Although teachers can select their own objectives depending on
local curriculum frameworks in language arts, some possible objectives are reflected in
Figure 2. Comprehension of stories read aloud can be expanded to include literal and
inferential comprehension, if desired. Teachers can determine if students have fluent
decoding skills by asking them to read aloud individually and by checking comprehension
through probe questions, such as "What was the main idea?" and "What do you predict will
occur next?"
One of the major concerns in reading assessment should be a student's level of interest in
reading materials. This interest can be shown in the variety of materials independently selected
by students. The applications category reflects integration of speaking, reading, and writing
skills. Applications may include a project, such as writing and presenting a skit, producing
artwork, writing a paper, keeping a reading log on the kinds of materials read and how often they
are read, or producing a self-report on reading ability. A teacher narrative or rating scale could be
used to assess student progress in each of the categories listed in Figure 2. These categories show
what students can actually do with reading materials and how they use them to achieve their own
purposes.
A fourth possible category for rating scales is the students' use of reading strategies. Substantial evidence indicates that students who use reading strategies comprehend text more
effectively than students who do not (e.g., Dole, Duffy, Roehler, & Pearson, 1991; Pressley,
1990), and that students from language minority backgrounds also benefit from the use of these
strategies (O'Malley & Chamot, 1990; Padron & Waxman, 1988). Used in conjunction with
miscue analysis, reading strategies assessment can reveal what kinds of strategies, techniques,
or approaches students use-to understand and remember information they have read, what they
do when they are given a reading assignment, and what they do to understand and remember
what they have read upon completing a reading passage. Some sample questions for
determining reading strategies (modified from Goodman, Watson, & Burke, 1987) are:
1. When you are reading and come to something you don't know, what do you do?
2. Who is a good reader you know? What makes that person a good reader?
3. If you knew someone was having trouble reading, how would you help that person?
What would your teacher do to help that person?
4. What would you like to do better as a reader?

From these kinds of questions, and from probe questions asked during an individual
reading inventory, teachers may be able to rate student performance relative to the strategies
indicated in Figure 2.
Administration
Teachers can collect information on reading skills using a rating scale while observing
students individually, in pairs, or in small groups. Ratings for specific skills such as literal and
inferential comprehension could be based on probe questions asked of students following a silent
reading exercise. Probe questions should reflect different levels of cognitive complexity, such as
the following (Maryland State Department of Education, n.d.):
-Knowledge
Who was the main person in this text? Where did the event take place?
-Comprehension
What was the main idea of the reading? Retell what you have read in your own words.
-Analysis
What are the parts or features of _________? How does _____ compare with _____? Outline the components of _______. What evidence supports __________?
-Synthesis
What would you predict will occur next? What ideas can you add to________? What
would you suggest is a solution for _______?
-Evaluation
Do you agree with the statement that_______? Prioritize_________according to _______.
What criteria would you use to assess _________?
The questions at each level of cognitive complexity can vary in the demand they place on
English language proficiency. For example, at the comprehension level students can name the
main idea of the story either orally or in writing by selecting from among a number of alternatives or by generating the idea on their own. At the evaluation level, students can prioritize a list
or provide criteria for the evaluation of an idea and write sentences indicating their assessment of
a concept. Thus, students. can be assessed far their ability to respond to higher order questions
even though they may have minimal skills in English.
Scoring
Scoring criteria should focus on the level of student performance relative to a standard.
The teacher can indicate student performance as being effective, sometimes effective, or needs
work, as in Figure 2. Another option is to indicate a student's ability to perform at three levels:
independently, with assistance, or does not perform task (Vygotsky, 1978). Below is an excerpt
taken from a rating scale on reading comprehension. In this rating scale, a teacher could rate
student performance in literal and inferential comprehension at the three performance levels as
follows:
Reading Tasks
Understands literal meaning
Draws inferences from reading

Independently

Criteria
With assistance

Does not do task

Figure 2. Literacy Development Checklist
Student___________________________________Teacher__________________________
_______
School____________________________________Academic
year______________________
MARK:

X Effective

/ Sometimes Effective

Reading Processes
1. READING SKILLS
Comprehends oral stories
Reading vocabulary
Fluent decoding
Literal comprehension in reading
Inferential comprehension

- Needs Work

1

Quarter
2 3
4

II. INTEREST
Initiates own reading
Shows pleasure in reading
Selects books independently
Samples a variety of materials
III. APPLICATIONS
Participates in language experience story development
Participates in reading discussion groups
Write appropriate dialogue journal entries
Chooses books of appropriate difficulty
Uses reading in written communication
IV. READING STRENTHS
Monitors attention
Notices miscues that interfere with meaning
Infers meaning based on:
Word Clues
Sentence structure
Story structure
Prior experience
Summarizes main ideas or key events
Links details to main ideas
Remembers sequence of events
Predicts conclusions
Requests help if needed
*Adapted from materials developed by the National Council of Teachers of English and by The Writing Lab of the
University of New Hampshire.

Writing Assessment
Purposes/Types
An assessment of writing provides an indication of how well students communicate in the
written language. Teachers can determine student progress in writing through direct measures
of functional literacy, such as writing samples, process writing, and dialogue journals. Writing
samples are the most commonly used performance assessment of writing ability and will be
described further.
Design
To construct a writing sample, the following steps are recommended:
(1) Select writing prompts that are developmentally appropriate. Use prompts that will
elicit writing from students on topics that are familiar and interesting to them and that reflect
writing styles commonly practiced at their grade level. Writing prompts should not depend upon
a student's knowledge of a content area..
(2) Provide a choice of topics. By giving options, teachers increase the possibility that
students will be interested in and capable enough to select one of the topics and write on it
(Hamp-Lyons, 1990; Reid, 1990). However, because the scoring of writing samples may differ
depending on the genre, the topics provided in a single assessment should be limited to one
genre, preferably one to which students have already been exposed. Representative topics may
differ by grade level and can include autobiographies, biographies, short stories, reports, and
critical analyses.
(3) Check the topics for cultural bias. If the topics consistently assess knowledge of a particular culture rather than of the English language, they are probably culturally biased. Writing
prompts may address relatively neutral themes, such as asking students to describe a favorite
relative. Alternatively, they may include more controversial topics designed to provoke
students to take a position, such as students' attitudes toward violence in school. Topics can be
checked for bias with cultural informants (other school staff or parents) who share or have
experience with the culture of the students.
Administration
Give clear directions. Students should know the amount of writing required, how much
time they have to write, and how their writing will be scored. A minimum of thirty minutes
should be provided to allow students to plan, organize, and revise their work. A minimum of two
paragraphs should be required of students. Decide whether students can use dictionaries or other
resource materials during the writing process and apply this rule consistently.
Scoring
In preparation for a writing assessment, students should be told what the scoring criteria
are, be given model papers that illustrate the range of scores assigned to writing samples, and be
provided opportunities through cooperative learning groups to discuss their work-in-progress
relative to the scoring criteria (Kolls, 1992). Students should be given opportunities to re-write
their products after receiving feedback from scoring.
Scoring writing samples of students in various grade levels means developing criteria to
apply to different levels and determining what scores mean with regard to student progress. At
a minimum, at least three categories should be established within each grade and level of
English language proficiency with regard to writing ability: low, intermediate, and high levels

of writing. For example, a student might be a high level writer at an intermediate level of proficiency for sixth graders.
To score a writing sample, use holistic scoring criteria which focus on the communicative
nature of the writing (see Figure 3). Other options include assigning relative weights to overall
fluency, organization, mechanics, and grammar. Depending on the goals of instruction,
teachers may want to assign lower weights to language conventions (e.g., mechanics and
spelling) and higher weights to expression (coherence, effective narrative strategies) in order to
encourage students to communicate freely through writing.
The most reliable way to score writing samples is to allow at least one other teacher or
staff member to score the sample separately, after both raters have discussed and agreed upon
the scoring criteria and have obtained similar scores on a few writing samples. Raters need to
establish consistently high interrater agreement levels with regard to the appropriate
classification of each student but not necessarily with regard to exact scores. A minimum
interrater agreement level of 80% is recommended. This means that two teachers rating a
sample of student papers should agree on the overall rating for at least 80% of the students (see
Figure 3).
Significant differences in the classification of students require negotiation, clarification
of the scoring criteria, and, perhaps, re-scoring the writing sample. If differences persist,
then raters should look at other evidence of student writing in order to determine progress
and decide
whether a student should be placed at a higher or lower level of instruction. The usefulness
of the writing sample depends upon the quality of the scoring procedure used and the degree
of interrater agreement established.
Anecdotal Records
Purpose
Anecdotal records are notes based on teacher observations of how students learn. They
can be used to determine a student's integration of reading and writing processes. The openended nature of the anecdotal record allows teachers to describe in rich detail each student's
development in literacy, to integrate these observations with other available information, and
to identify instructional approaches that may be appropriate (Rhodes & Nathenson-Mejia,
1992).
Design
Anecdotal records can be produced by following three guidelines:
(1) describe a specific event, process, or product;
(2) report rather than evaluate—save interpretation for later; and
(3) relate the material to other known facts about the student.

Administration
Students can be observed while engaged in learning activities which produce the behaviors
to be assessed. In completing the anecdotal record, the teacher will describe the specific learning
event and what the student actually did in that situation. For example, teachers may develop
anecdotal records of academic language skills by observing students as they work on math word
problems in cooperative learning activities. Students may also be observed and asked appropriate questions while reading aloud in order to determine their level of reading comprehension on
different types of materials. In addition to observations, teachers can review student products as
a means of developing anecdotal records. For example. teachers can keep anecdotal records on
student writing samples to document progress in literacy.

Figure 3. Sample Holistic Criteria
Rating

Criteria

5

•

Vocabulary is precise, varied, and vivid

•

Organization is appropriate to writing assignment and contains clear
introduction, development of ideas, and conclusion
Transition from one idea to another is smooth and provides reader with clear
understanding that topic is changing

•

4

3

•

Meaning is conveyed effectively

•

A few mechanical errors may be present but do not disrupt communication

•

Shows a clear understanding of writing and topic development

•

Vocabulary is adequate for grade level

•

Events are organized logically, but some part of the sample may not be fully
Developed

•

Some transition of ideas is evident

•

Meaning is conveyed but breaks down at times

•

Mechanical errors are present but do not disrupt communication

•

Shows a good understanding of writing and topic development

• Vocabulary is simple

•

Organization may be extremely simple or there may be evidence of
disorganization.
There are few transitional markers or repetitive transitional markers

•

Meaning is frequently not clear

•

Mechanical errors affect communication

•

Shows some understanding of writing and topic development

•

Vocabulary is limited and repetitious

•

Sample is comprised of only a few disjointed sentences

•

No transitional markers

•

Meaning is unclear

•

Mechanical errors cause serious disruption in communication

•

Shows little evidence of discourse understanding

•

2

1

0

•

•

Responds with a few isolated words
•

No complete sentences are written

•

No evidence of concepts of writing
No response

Source: S.S. Moya, Evaluation Assistance Center (EAC)-East, Georgetown University, Washington. D.C., 1990.

Scoring/Interpretation
The interpretation of anecdotal records relies on teacher judgment rather than numerical
scores. The teacher reflects on the meaning of the student's performance relative to instructional
goals and activities and other information available on the student. Through anecdotal records,
observations of students can be compared with information obtained from other assessment
sources, such as reading comprehension tests and writing samples, and recommendations can be
made for adapting instruction to student needs.
Self-Assessment: Language Proficiency
Purpose/Types
Self-assessment is an essential component of alternative assessment. Self-assessment enables students to reflect on their learning activities, task accomplishments, and progress in language development and other areas of instruction. Students see tangible evidence of learning
when self-assessments are conducted periodically throughout the school year and can make
plans to address areas where they feel they treed more work. Students can also discuss their
plans with their teacher and develop a schedule of learning and instructional activities through
mutual agreement. Self- assessment measures of language proficiency can take the form of
questionnaires, rating scales, and checklists.
Design
The limited research on self-assessment of language proficiency indicates that the more
closely self-assessment measures relate to a student's reasons for using the language, the more
reliable the information becomes (Oscarson,1989). It has also been found that the type of questions used in self-assessments influence the size of the correlations between self-rating scores
and scores obtained on language proficiency tests (Bachman & Palmer, 1989; LeBlanc & Painchaud, 1985).
Items that are related to the student's purposes for learning a language should provide more
reliable information than those which are not. However, because the research on self-assessment
of language proficiency has been conducted primarily with university students, the findings may
have limited application at the upper elementary and middle grade levels. Teachers should,
therefore, review the results of self-assessment relative to information generated from other
sources.
One example of a rating scale for a self-assessment of reading ability is provided in
Figure 4. Students are given a list of reading tasks and asked to indicate to what degree they
think they can perform each task. Selected reading tasks should be appropriate to the students'
grade level and reflect the local curriculum.
Figure 4. Self-Assessment of Reading Ability

Reading Tasks
1. Understand the main idea
2. Understand the details
3. Understand the vocabulary
4. Read quickly and still understand most of it

Criteria
All the Sometimes

Almost never

Administration
One of the advantages of using self-assessment measures is that they can be administered
individually, to groups of students, or to all students in the class simultaneously. They can be
conducted at the student's leisure, perhaps on a bi-weekly basis, or whenever the teacher wants
to get feedback from students on their learning progress.
Scoring
Scoring scales for self-assessment measures depend upon the types of questions used. A
three-point scale is illustrated in Figure 4, although some scales consist of as many as five or
ten points. Intervals on a five-point scale might be described as follows: (5 points) I can do
this all the time; (4) 1 can do this most of the time; (3) I can do this about half the time; (2) 1
can seldom do this; and (1) I can never do this (LeBlanc & Painchaud, 1985).

Self-Assessment: Learning Strategies
Purpose
Many teachers either implicitly or explicitly ask students to use various learning
strategies in performing classroom assignments. There are a number of planning, attentional,
self-evaluative, and study skills that teachers may include in their curriculum and guide
students in using (Ellis & Sinclair, 1989; O'Malley & Chamot, 1990; Oxford, 1990; Rubin &
Thompson, 1982; Wenden & Rubin, 1987). If teachers want to know whether or not students
are using these strategies, they can ask them to reflect on their use by performing a selfevaluation. Students can describe their strategies in dialogue journals or learning logs at the
end of each unit. A learning log is an ongoing record kept by students to evaluate their own
strategies for learning, although it can also be used to record language development and
content knowledge. Learning logs enable, students to identify goals they want to accomplish
through learning activities.
Design
Students may be asked to indicate whether or not they used any special techniques to help
themselves learn. The following strategies appear in Chamot, O'Malley, & Küpper (1991):
• I paid attention to the teacher.
• I took notes when I listened.
• I looked at the questions before I read.
• I took notes when I read.
• I looked at my notes after class.
• I repeated new words aloud.
• I used new words in sentences.
Administration and Scoring
Teachers can provide students with a weekly checklist to use for self-assessment and ask
students to keep this information in a notebook. The checklist can also be placed in a student
portfolio, and the teacher can add anecdotal notes regarding student progress in the systematic
use of learning strategies.

Summary
Performance assessments are often used because they provide an opportunity to measure
student performance across a range of skills and knowledge over time. Many performance measures are developed directly out of local curriculum objectives and student performance standards and, therefore, may be developed by teachers or other local staff. The performance measures suggested above can be used individually, in combination, or adapted to meet
developmental and language proficiency needs of students. However, the use of multiple measures can lead to problems in recordkeeping and interpretation if teachers and other school staff
lack ways of combining the information generated by them. In the following section, a framework for addressing these issues is presented.

Portfolio Assessment
Portfolios present a practical approach to assembling student work, interpreting evidence of
student performance, and assessing student performance relative to instructional objectives. The
concept of portfolios has been adopted from the arts where students maintain evidence of their
best work to illustrate their accomplishments (Jongsma, 1989). In classroom instruction, portfolios are used in a similar manner, but the contents of the portfolio may represent work in
progress, formal products, and ratings or other evidence of student knowledge relative to specific
objectives or purposes (Valencia, 1990).
There is no "right" way to design portfolios. Each classroom, school district, and state
will reflect a unique approach to authentic assessment, and in this sense, each student's collection
of documents will differ somewhat, depending on the purpose of the assessment (Tierney, Carter,
& Desai, 1991). Creating and maintaining student portfolios require that a variety of teacher and
staff decisions be made concerning the instructional goals or objectives to be assessed, who will
be involved in the portfolio design and interpretation, what instruments will be selected and how
student performance will be demonstrated, how portfolio information will be used, and how the
results will be conveyed to others. Because the entire portfolio process can be complex,
systematic review and evaluation of the process should be conducted on a periodic basis.
Steps to portfolio development should include designing the portfolio, planning for and
collecting the necessary data, analyzing the portfolio contents, and using the results (Moya &
O'Malley, in press). Each of these points will be described in the following sections.
Designing Portfolios
For the purposes of assessment, the material in a student portfolio is most useful when each
piece collected reflects progress toward particular learning goals. To this end, portfolios can be
designed following a multi-step process that involves:
• setting the purpose of the portfolio;
• focusing on specific learning goals;
• identifying performance tasks and/or selecting appropriate instruments;
• setting criteria;
• selecting students to be assessed;
• collaborating with other teachers and staff;
• conducting staff development; and
• involving students and parents in the portfolio development process.

Each of these steps is discussed below.

Purpose
Before collecting any samples of student work, the first step in planning a portfolio is to
determine the purpose for conducting the assessment, and how the results will be used (Moya &
O'Malley, in press; Navarrete et al., 1990). Will the results be used for making decisions related to
classroom instruction? Will they be used to determine whether a student is ready to move out of a
special English language support program, such as ESL, ESL-content, or bilingual education? Will
they be used to aid in assigning a student grade? Specifying how the results of the portfolio
assessment are to be used will assist in determining the goals to be assessed and the samples of
student work to be collected.

Specific Focus
The second step in portfolio design is focusing the portfolio on specific learning goals. Each
portfolio should have a specific focus determined by school staff. The focus may be on oral or written
language skills or on content area skills such as those required in mathematics, science, or social
studies. Objectives may also be selected from goals contained in local curriculum frameworks, state
guidelines, program objectives, or consensus among ESU bilingual and mainstream teachers
concerning important goals for learning. While it may be possible to collect student work for all
content areas as well as for English language skills in a single student folder, attempting to do this for
purposes of assessment could prove to be rather unwieldy. Providing a focus, on the other hand, avoids
having to go through an overwhelming amount of information in each portfolio.

Performance Task/Instrument Selection
Once learning goals and performance objectives have been identified, portfolio designers
need to identify performance tasks and instruments to be used to measure whether learning
goals are being attained. School staff should strive to combine traditional and performance assessment measures in order to get multiple indicators of a student's ability level. Standardized
tests are often required for district accountability needs. Using results obtained on
standardized achievement tests together with anecdotal records, rating scales, teacher
observation checklists, and writing samples to assess literacy skills provides much more
information than standardized test results alone. Furthermore, having multiple indicators of
student performance enables teachers to cross-check one type of information against another.
Each portfolio should also contain items which are required to assess progress on particular instructional goals and others which are optional. Required items might include those
which are necessary to communicate a student's progress to other teachers or to administrators
and can include a student's "best work," while optional items could include drafts of work in
progress, ongoing ratings of performance, and occasional pieces selected by the student
(Valencia, 1990). The use of required items introduces an element of consistency in the
evaluation of student portfolios. By making certain items obligatory and others optional,
teachers get the information they need for making instructional decisions while also
encouraging students to participate actively in portfolio design and use.
Setting Criteria
Teachers or school staff should determine criteria (performance standards) for interpreting portfolio
contents before collecting any student data. Performance criteria must be established in order to
determine the degree to which a student has attained the objectives each task/instrument is designed to
assess. Teachers need to identify and establish a minimum number of specific objectives that illustrate
attainment of the instructional goals. One way to set criteria is to require students to perform tasks either
independently or with assistance. Another possibility is to define expected student performance in

narrative or anecdotal form. The narrative can specify what the students should be able to do to meet the
criterion for performance or growth over time.

Staff Collaboration
If portfolio assessment is to be undertaken by a school-based team, it will be essential to identify
school staff willing to participate in the assessment process. Ideally, a cross-section of teachers, staff, and
administrators at each school who serve the same students) could become members of a portfolio
assessment team. For example, a team at the upper elementary levels might consist of an ESL or
bilingual education teacher, the grade level classroom teacher, a reading specialist, and the school
principal. At the middle school level, the team might consist of a student's ESL or bilingual education
teacher, content area teachers, and perhaps the school counselor. If portfolio assessment is a totally new
experience for school staff, it is probably a good idea to pilot test the approach with a small number of
staff and students before using it on a school-wide or district-wide basis.

Staff Development
All staff involved in the portfolio process should receive information and training on how to plan,
implement, and interpret portfolios, especially when portfolio assessment is to be conducted at the schoolbuilding or district-wide level. Staff preparation not only enables staff to collaborate with and support
each other, it also builds critical support for the portfolio process itself. Staff should receive training on
how to design portfolios, how to target specific learning objectives and select students (if portfolios are
limited to only a part of the student population), and how to set criteria for each portfolio. Staff
development will also be essential to planning individual portfolio contents and to designing,
administering, and scoring holistic, performance-based measures such as oral interviews, teacher
observation checklists, rating scales, and writing samples. Performance and portfolio assessment hold
great promise for improving assessment, but they can only reach their potential when teachers master
their use (Stiggins, 1990).

Student Selection
Portfolio teams or individual teachers need to consider several factors when deciding whether to
implement portfolio assessment with one or more students. If the classroom teacher is acting on his/her
own to gather the information (without any support from other school staff), initially it may be advisable
to limit the number of portfolios to only a few students. This can prevent teachers from being
overwhelmed by the data collection and analysis effort and giving up before experiencing the benefits of
portfolio assessment. On the other hand, if portfolio assessment is to be a school- or district-wide
initiative, and if more than a few teachers are going to be involved and provided staff development in its
systematic implementation, then many or all students can be included in the procedure.
Questions to ask regarding which students will participate in the portfolio process are: Will the
portfolio be used in only one classroom? Will it be used only with students participating in a particular
program (such as ESL, bilingual education, or Chapter 1)? Will the process be limited to a single or
multiple grade levels? Will all students in each classroom be assessed using a portfolio? Will the
procedure be limited to only those individuals needing frequent monitoring?

Student/Parent Involvement
The teacher and/or portfolio assessment team should encourage the active involvement of both
students and parents in the assessment process. A key element in portfolio assessment is student selfevaluation. Students are asked to reflect on their progress toward learning goals and encouraged to select
samples of their work which they believe illustrate progress toward these goals (Baron, 1992a; Palmer
Wolf et al., 1992; Tierney, Carter, & Desai, 1991). Teacher/student/parent conferences can be scheduled
at times convenient for the parents so that they can be informed of their child's progress. Portfolio
contents provide much more information to parents about their child's teaming than the percentiles
represented on standardized achievement tests. Furthermore, parents appreciate being given an

opportunity to respond to examples of student work, particularly items that show progress and substantiate
grades given to the student.

Planning for and Collecting the Data
Data collection for portfolio assessment consists of identifying information to be entered into the
portfolio, determining the frequency of data collection, creating a system to record and monitor the
frequency of data collection, and setting guidelines for the removal and updating of portfolio material.
These guidelines may vary depending on the purpose of the portfolio.
At the elementary and middle school levels, portfolios can be updated on a semester basis or at
each grading period. Some schools are experimenting with portfolios which present increasingly
comprehensive information on students by beginning with an initial portfolio every nine weeks, a
semester portfolio drawn from these, and a year-end portfolio (Palmer Wolf et al., 1992). However, if
the purpose is to closely monitor student progress, assessments should take place approximately every
four to six weeks. Occasional items can be placed in the portfolio on a more frequent basis and
removed when they have been superseded by more recent work or have become redundant. The
decision to remove or maintain portfolio materials is a collaborative one to be made between the
student and the teacher.

Analyzing Portfolio Contents
To determine whether a portfolio's contents reflect a student's progress toward learning goals, the
teacher or portfolio assessment team can match contents to specific learning goals and objectives on a
cover sheet, as illustrated in the Sample Portfolio Analysis Form in Figure 5 (adapted by Pierce from
Moya & O'Malley, in press). Note that student objectives are placed in the left-most column of Figure
5, followed by illustrations of student progress, and a specific citation or page reference to materials
that support each objective. When additional evidence of student progress for each objective is entered
or found in the portfolio, relevant page citations can be added.
Summary comments, interpretations, and recommendations can be added at the bottom of the
Portfolio Analysis Fore. These anecdotal notes help interpret and integrate the results of student
performance across various measures or skill areas. Forms such as the one in Figure 5

Figure 5. Sample Portfolio Analysis Form

Student:_________________________________ Date:_______________
Teacher:_____________________________________ Grade:__________
Educational Goal:_______________________________________________
Performance Task
 Demonstrates interest and
ability in a variety of writing
 Writes a short story

Contents Illustrating
Student Progress
Literacy Development
Checklist
Writing Sample: Dog
Story


 Expresses writing
preferences
 Shares writing with others
Summary Comments:

Self-Assessment of
Writing
Anecdotal Record

Date
3/20/92
4/22/92

4/24/92
4/6/92

offer several advantages: teachers can indicate the relationship between each item in the portfolio and
the objectives being assessed; they can make specific suggestions for instructional adaptations to
student needs; and they can sift through portfolio contents periodically to remove materials that,
although interesting, have no use in evaluating student progress.
To determine how students acquiring English as their second language are progressing in
comparison to other students, performance assessments can be administered to native or proficient
English-speaking grade-level peers in mainstream classes and average ratings calculated for these
students as well as for the English language learners. Administering any of the performance
assessments described in this publication to a locally selected, "average" group of English-speaking
peers will provide the most meaningful basis for comparison. This will inform the teacher regarding
both the English learner's progress and his/her preparation for functioning at an independent/average
level in a typical mainstream classroom.

Using Portfolio Results
There are a variety of ways in which portfolio results can be used. The Sample Portfolio
Analysis Form shown in Figure 5 is an essential component in many of then uses:
• diagnosis and placement-student strengths and needs are examined with regard to major curriculum objectives;
 monitoring student progress-growth in learning over the course of the semester or school year can
be monitored.
 feedback on the effectiveness of instruction-if individual students are not progressing, the
instructional approach should be re-evaluated and appropriate adaptations made to meet each
 student's needs. One possible conclusion is that a student needs instructional support beyond the
services provided by the classroom(s) in which the portfolio has been maintained;
 communication with other teachers-this one includes other members of the portfolio team and
those at other schools to which students may transfer.
 student feedback-portfolios enable students to comment and reflect on their progress and plan
what they would like to do to maintain or change it; and
 communication with parents-portfolios provide parents with concrete evidence which supports
instructional decisions.

Portfolios in Practice: Some Common Concerns
As a result of conducting workshops with teachers and administrators on portfolio assessment, it
has been our experience that, while the use of portfolios has many advantages, it is not without its
limitations. In this section we will describe some of the more commonly identified obstacles to
implementing portfolios and suggest procedures for overcoming them. We will also look briefly at
how portfolios have been used in some states and school districts as part of ESL/bilingual programs to
gain insights into real problems and possible solutions.

"Portfolios take too much time."
Teachers and administrators frequently express concerns that designing and using portfolios are
time consuming processes. This is commonly expressed by teachers in the initial stages of portfolio
assessment, but appears to become of lesser concern as teachers begin to establish a classroom
environment that encourages students to be increasingly independent and responsible for assessing their
own progress using portfolios (Kolls, 1992; Tierney, et al., 1991).
There are several ways to reduce the time involved in implementing portfolio assessment:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)

make the data collection part of daily instructional routines;
make students responsible for collecting information on a regular basis;
identify specific items that go into the portfolio and list them on a portfolio analysis form;
initially, use portfolios with only two or three students who need intensive monitoring;
use staggered data collection cycles where assessment data are collected from only a few students
daily or weekly;
(6) share responsibilities of data collection and interpretation with other school staff so that individual
teachers do not become overwhelmed by the process; and
(7) create common planning times for teachers and other staff involved in portfolio development.

"How do we decide what goes into the portfolio?"
The teacher or portfolio assessment team determines the contents of each portfolio by identifying
learning goals and specifying minimal levels of student performance that show whether students have
attained these goals. Instruments are then selected for eliciting the desired student performance and
criteria set for determining performance levels.

"How do we interpret the contents of a portfolio?"
A major concern in portfolio assessment is what to do with portfolio contents once they have been
collected. Prior to attempting to interpret this information, the teacher or portfolio assessment team
should identify learning goals, student performance levels that demonstrate attainment of these goals, the
tasks or instruments to be used to elicit student performance, the criteria for determining student progress,
and whether specific portfolio items will be required or optional. Next, the teacher or assessment team
must determine how much weight to give each item in the portfolio. As with the portfolio design process,
guidelines for interpreting portfolio results should be established in advance of data collection.

“How are others using performance-based assessment and portfolios?”
Most of the portfolios in practice that we know of in language arts, ESL, and bilingual programs are
used to assess literacy skills (see Figure 6). We know of few which focus on content area skills or oral
language proficiency. In Figure 6 we provide a sampling of contents suggested for reading/writing
portfolios b7y two ESL programs in two school districts in Virginia (Arlington and Fairfax) and two
language arts programs in one county in Florida (Orange County) and one elementary school in New
Hampshire (Stratham Memorial School).
What becomes immediately evident from Figure 6 is that while Arlington County and Stratham
Memorial School distinguish between reading and writing entries, Orange and Fairfax Counties indicate
core (required) and optional items, as we have recommended in this publication. In addition, all of the

portfolios indicated in Figure 6 incorporate many of the items we have described in this publication,
including test results, lists of books read, writing samples, learning logs, reading/writing checklists, and
student self-assessments.
At the state level, more and more states are moving to performance assessment to ensure that
students graduate with more than basic skills and to get a more complete picture of students’ abilities. A
1990 survey by the Center for Research on Evaluation, Standards, and Student Testing (CRESST) at the
University of California-Los Angeles found that nearly half of state testing programs either had
performance assessments already in place, were planning to implement them, or were exploring their use
(O’Neil, 1992). During 1990-91, the State of Vermont piloted the nation’s first statewide portfolio
assessment, which focused on mathematics and writing in Grades 4 and 8. The Vermont project was
designed by teachers and fully implemented in 1991-92. It involves teachers in reviewing the actual
classwork of students. It is important to note that major emphasis is being given to staff development and
building resources that support portfolio assessment implementation efforts (Vermont State Department
of Education, 1990).
In Connecticut, the State Department of Education has developed the Connecticut Common Core of
Learning Assessment Project in Science and Mathematics to design performance-based assessment tasks
for high school students that can be used by both teachers and policy-makers to determine what students
know and can do. This is a low-stakes project (the results are not being used for student promotion or
graduation) which allows Connecticut educators time to examine their curricular, instructional, and
assessment strategies and bring them into closer alignment with the new vision of science and mathematic
education (Baron, 1992b).
In Kentucky, a state school reform mandate calls for the implementation of the nation’s first
completely performance-based statewide assessment system by 1995. The system, which has already
begun to be implemented, will rely heavily on teacher assessment of student performance at Grades 4, 8,
and 12. The statewide assessment system will have three components: an accountability assessment and
two voluntary assessments—formal and informal—of student progress in classrooms. The state calls for
teachers and other school staff to collect student performance task results in an “accountability portfolio”
(Rothman, 1991).

Figure 6. Reading/Writing Portfolios: Sample Contents

A

Arlington County Public Schools, Virginia
Elementary ESOL ______Program

Reading
 Teacher observation log
 Examples of what student can read
 Books/materials read
 Audiotape of student reading
 Test results, formal and informal
 Conferencing forms
 Examples of skills mastered

B

Stratham Memorial Elementary School, New Hampshire
Reading Writing Portfolio

Reading
 Favorite books/authors list
 Genre graph, indicating type of literature preferred
 Journal entries
 List of completed books

C

Writing
 Writing sample and cover sheet
 List of completed pieces
Evaluation
 Goals and/or self-evaluation
 Annual narrative summary by student

Orange County Public Schools, Florida
Literacy Portfolio Components

Core Elements
 Reading Development Checklist
 Three writing samples
 List of books read independently

D

Writing
 First piece of writing each year
 Learning log, dialog journal
 January and May writing samples
 Drafts and final products from different genres
(personal narratives, exposition, letters, poems,
essays reports
 Graphics (illustrations, diagrams)

Optional Elements
 Student self-assessment
 Reading journals
 Audiotapes of student reading
 “Things I Can Do” List
 Test results, formal and informal
 Reading comprehension tests
 Running records (miscue analysis) and anecdotal
records)

Fairfax County Public Schools, Virginia
ESL Program

Core Elements
 Two writing samples
 Two oral production samples
 Informal reading assessment
 List of books read
 Results of Degrees of Reading Power (DRP) test,
Grades 7-12)

Optional Elements
 Dialogue journal excerpts
 Teacher observations
 Reading/writing checklists
 Student self-assessment
 Audio/videotapes
 Student-selected work

Summary and Conclusion
School-based student assessment procedures are beginning to change to keep pace with shifts in instructional
paradigms. As instruction for language minority students has moved in the direction of teaching language
and content-area skills in context, assessment has begun to incorporate a wider variety of measures that more
closely reflect the types of tasks that students are asked to perform in classrooms or in real-life settings. In
this sense, school-based assessment procedures are becoming more authentic. Changes in assessment are
especially important for language minority students and those acquiring English as their second language.
In addition to shifts in school-based assessment practices, state and national education initiatives are
moving toward higher standards of student performance and school accountability. Whether or not students
and schools are prepared to meet standards will depend upon the nature of the standards, whether students
are being assisted in meeting them, and what instruments are used to measure student progress. Clearly, these
shifts toward higher performance standards will have an impact on language minority students.
To be able to effectively monitor the progress of language minority students, assessment needs to be
conducted on an ongoing basis with procedures that promise to yield the most useful information for
classroom instruction. While standardized achievement tests cannot provide this type of information,
performance-based assessment can. Performance tasks and instruments must be carefully designed,

administered, and scored by teachers or assessment teams who have been trained on the assessment
procedures used. In addition, performance criteria need to be set and caters trained on appropriate scoring
procedures to ensure the reliability and validity of
results.
Portfolio assessment has the potential for becoming an effective management system for performance
assessment results. It represents a focused assessment of learning goals or objectives in English, native
language arts, and/or the content areas. It can be conducted on a classroom, school-wide, or district-wide
basis. At all levels, specific steps are recommended for implementing portfolio assessment, including:
identifying the purpose and focus of the assessment, designing the portfolio, collecting data, analyzing
portfolio contents, and using analysis of the results to make adaptations in instruction.
In this publication, we have addressed how performance and portfolio assessment can be used to
monitor the classroom progress of upper elementary and middle school students. Portfolio assessment has the
potential for being used in other ways, as well, such as:
(1) For students who are moving from one teacher or school to another, portfolios can be used to pass
along critical information on their strengths and needs so that the new teacher does not have to duplicate
assessments which have already been conducted;

(2) For students who are being considered for placement at different levels within an ESL or bilingual
education program, portfolio results can be used to determine their ability to function at various levels;
(3) For students who are being considered for transition from an ESL or bilingual education program to
a mainstream, English-only program, portfolio results can be used to measure performance relative to
gyrates in the mainstream; and
(4) For students who are being considered for prereferral to special education programs, portfolio results
can be used to determine whether performance is related to language proficiency, including both native
language and English literacy skills.
Portfolio assessment is currently being used on a limited basis and at various levels of implementation with language minority students and English language learners in school districts and
states throughout the country. A large number of teachers and staff, while valuing the nature of the
information generated by student portfolios, nevertheless feel that the constraints placed on their time
and resources by portfolio assessment preclude its use on a regular or expanded basis. We have
discussed some of the concerns expressed by practitioners and have made a few suggestions for
overcoming them. Key to addressing concerns about portfolios are an adequate program of staff
development and opportunities for teacher collaboration in planning and collecting student performance

samples. We hope that teachers and school staff continue to share with us their successes and failures in
implementing portfolios as we move toward gathering more information on this innovative assessment
approach.
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