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Abstract: This study sought to investigate how states communicate results for academic
achievement and English language proficiency (ELP) assessments to parents who are English
learners (EL). This objective was addressed by evaluating: (a) whether score reports and
interpretive guides for state academic achievement and ELP assessments in each state were
translated for EL parents; and (b) if so, whether recommended score reporting guidelines were
followed in practice. Results demonstrated that for state achievement tests, 29 states had
translated score reports and 28 had translated interpretive guides. Nearly every state translated
these materials for their ELP assessments in a wide variety of languages. Across ELP and state
achievement assessments, most states were found to limit statistical jargon, utilize
figures/graphics to communicate test results, and include follow-up information for parents, which
represent improvements observed in prior reviews. However, states rarely provided personalization,
statements on intended score use, a student’s score history, or a direct link to their interpretive
guide in their score reports. Recommendations on making score reports and interpretive guides
more accessible and interpretable for EL parents are discussed.
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Within the U.S. public education system, there has been an
increase in the proportion of students who come from non-
English-speaking homes and backgrounds.1 As an example,
recent estimates suggest that 8.06 million students (approx-
imately 16.7% of all students in the United States) have at
least one parent who is not fluent in English (hereon referred
to as EL parents; further description of this population is pro-
vided in the following paragraph; EdWeek, 2019; McQuiggan
et al., 2017). Approximately five million of these students,
who are referred to as English learners (ELs), receive spe-
cialized or modified instruction in the English language, and
account for 10% of the total U.S. student population (USDOE,
n.d.). Although 73% of all ELs speak Spanish as a first lan-
guage, there are more than 350 native languages represented
in U.S. public schools (U.S. Census Bureau, 2015). Due in part
to language, ELs have consistently facedmore academic chal-
lenges than their native English-speaking counterparts, with
only 63% graduating from high school (the national average is

1According to the Census Bureau’s 2016 American Community
Survey, 72% of public-school students aged 5–17 who report speak-
ing English “less than very well” were born in the United States com-
pared to 28% who were foreign born (Bialik et al., 2018).

82%; Sanchez, 2017).2 To improve this achievement gap, the
U.S. federal government has implemented policies that pri-
oritize the assessment and reporting of EL performance on
measures of English language proficiency and content knowl-
edge.
The focus of this study is on EL parents, many of whom

do not read, speak, or write fluently in English. It should be
noted that EL parents vary in home language, education, im-
migration status, and the EL status of their children.3 This
paper does not focus on the smaller subset of parents who are
not ELs with students who are. With that in mind, although
the findings/recommendations in this paper are designed to
advise score reporting practices for EL parents, many con-
clusions may also be beneficial to improving the visual (e.g.,
creating simpler designs) and linguistic (i.e., improving the
interpretability of language for the intended audience) ac-
cessibility of score reports for parents outside this focal
group.

2Beyond linguistic challenges, ELs tend to be homeless, migrant,
served by Title I schools, and classified as possessing learning dis-
abilities at higher rates than the general student population (US-
DOE, n.d.).
3The publicly available American Community Survey data from

which the prior statistics were created does not provide an EL par-
ent subgroup analysis.
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Federal Policies on Providing Linguistically Accessible
Score Reports for EL Parents
While score reporting is important because it allows parents
to learn about their child’s strengths and weaknesses, prior
research has shown that parents will not engage with a score
report if they feel that their English language proficiency
is not sufficient to do so or if they are unable to interpret
the results (Kim et al., 2016). This finding suggests that to
effectively communicate assessment results to EL parents,
information must be linguistically accessible.
To address this concern, section §1111(b)(2)(B)(x) of the

Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA; 2015) requires states
to provide student assessment result information to parents
in their native language, to the extent practicable. A failure
to provide such accessibility would exclude EL parents from
receiving the same information and materials as English-
speaking parents due to their language status. As noted by
Faulkner-Bond et al. (2013), this exclusionary practice can
be interpreted as a violation of individuals’ civil rights based
on Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. This act stipu-
lates that no person in the United States should be denied
the same benefits as others from institutions receiving fed-
eral aid, such as schools, based on their race or national ori-
gin (federal courts have established that language is a proxy
for the latter; see Zuckerman, 2010).
Clearly, providing linguistically accessible score reports

to EL parents is an important first step in communicating
information about their child’s assessment results; however,
language is only one of many factors that may influence the
interpretability of such information. In the sections that
follow, we discuss prior research on outlining best practice
guidelines for reporting scores to parents, summarize the
literature on state score reporting practices, and provide the
rationales and objectives for the current study.

Score Reporting Recommendations from Parents
To date, there has been limited research investigating how
best to communicate assessment results to parents in gen-
eral, let alone those that are ELs. The research efforts in this
area have relied on conducting parent focus groups to ascer-
tain how states can increase interpretability when reporting
assessment results. From these studies, a number of trends
can be summarized.
First, parents like to know the purpose and content of the

assessment itself as well as the consequences associated with
the test results (Kim et al., 2016). Second, the first piece
of information that they would like to see is their child’s
overall performance and whether their child met proficiency
(Kannan et al., 2018). To do so, Miller and Watkins (2010)
showed that communicating scores via graphical represen-
tations can assist parents’ comprehension. Third, although
both criterion- and norm-referenced scores are viewed as
important (A-Plus Communications, 1999), parents gener-
ally prefer the latter, with particular interest in comparative
information in relation to the school average (Kannan et al.,
2018; Kim et al., 2016; Zapata-Rivera et al., 2014). Fourth, as
parents desire information on how to help their child improve
their performance (Zapata-Rivera et al., 2014), they tend to
pay more attention to subscores than composite scores (Kim
et al., 2016). Fifth, although parents view interpretive guide
information as potentially useful, they do not want the guide
itself to be too lengthy (Kim et al., 2016).

Finally, interpretability of assessment results may differ
based on parental education-level and English language
proficiency (Kannan et al., 2018; Miller & Watkins, 2010;
Zapata-Rivera et al., 2014). In regard to EL parents, research
conducted by Zapata-Rivera et al. (2014) suggests that they
would like to see example questions in their native language
and have a rollover vocabulary feature that translates English
terms into their native language when a score report and
interpretive guide is not provided in that language.

Score Reporting to Parents in Practice
To evaluate whether the recommendations noted above have
been followed in practice, a handful of studies have investi-
gated how state testing programs report scores to parents.
One of the earliest studies was conducted by Barber et al.
(1992) who surveyed 50 assessment directors across the
United States in 1987. Of the 41 states represented in the sur-
vey, only 13 required that test scores should be sent to par-
ents. Of these 13, none mandated that parents should receive
either information on how their child performed relative to
previous tests, or strategies for helping their children perform
better.
In an updated study, Goodman and Hambleton (2004)

conducted an analysis of individual-level score reports and
interpretive guides developed to communicate state aca-
demic achievement assessment performance for parents and
guardians. Of the 11 U.S. states surveyed, all were found to
provide parents with a score report and some form of an in-
terpretive guide, and most states reported assessment results
in relation to both state-defined performance levels and sub-
domains. However, a number of areas for improvement were
noted, which included a need to provide information regard-
ing measurement error, reduce statistical jargon (e.g., terms
such as standard error), and increase interpretive informa-
tion for test users (e.g., defining critical performance levels).
The most recent analysis conducted by Faulkner-Bond

et al. (2013) focused on parental score reporting practices
for ELP assessments across the United States. Overall, the
authors found that while most states provided parents with
score reports, many did not provide estimates of measure-
ment error, information on progress or “growth” in rela-
tion to prior test performance, or advice on how students
could improve their performance. Most states were found
to make interpretive information available to parents; how-
ever, many of the guides were developed for specific use
by teachers, administrators, and policy makers. Finally, con-
sidering that many EL parents are expected to be nonna-
tive English users themselves, the authors evaluated whether
states translated score reports and/or interpretive guides.
They found that translated materials, particularly for inter-
pretive guides, were rare. Overall, these studies suggest that
although there have been advancements in reporting assess-
ment results to parents,many areas of improvement still need
to be addressed.

Study Rationale and Objective
To promote parents’ involvement in their EL children’s learn-
ing, it is imperative that states effectively communicate as-
sessment results concerning ELP and academic content pro-
ficiency that can be understood by those parents. However,
themost recent surveys of score reporting practices were con-
ducted before the passage of ESSA, and thus, may not reflect
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current federal policies nor changes to testing programs. Sec-
ond, research has rarely focused on communication efforts
specifically for parents. To date, the only national review of
score reporting practices that has considered this area was
conducted by Faulkner-Bond et al. (2013); however, their pri-
mary focus was on ELP assessments. Thus, there has not been
a study on score reporting practices for EL parents on state
academic achievement tests nor an updated study for ELP as-
sessments in nearly a decade.
To address these limitations, the objective of this study is

two-fold. First, we evaluate the availability of linguistically
accessible score reports and interpretive guides for state aca-
demic achievement and ELP assessments for EL parents. Sec-
ond, for those resources that are translated for EL parents,
we look to investigate whether recommended score reporting
guidelines are followed in practice. These study objectives are
addressed via the following research questions:
1. Are score reports and interpretive guides provided (i.e.,

translated) in a language that EL parents can under-
stand?

2. For those reports that are accessible for EL parents, do
states follow best practice guidelines to support parents’
comprehension of their child’s performance?

The findings from this study have the potential to inform
practitioners about areas of need for improving score report-
ing practices for EL parents.

Method
The sections that follow describe the data collection, variable
coding, and interrater agreement processes of our systematic
review.

Data Collection

For all 50 states and the District of Columbia, we sought to
collect the score report template, interpretive guide, and lin-
guistic accommodations made available to EL parents.4 This
was done by visiting each state education agency’s (SEA)
website to: (a) identify the academic achievement and ELP
testing program that the state engaged in; (b) determine if
parental score reports and interpretive guides were distinct
from other states’; and (c) if so, obtain the information noted
above. If these documents could not be located by searching
the agency’s website, a Google search was conducted. In cases
where these documents were not made available online, con-
tact information for state assessment directors was acquired,
either via the SEAwebsite or by contacting the SEA’s helpline.
State assessment directors or related personnel were then di-
rectly emailed to request themissing documents (an example
email is reproduced in Appendix A of the online supplemen-
tary document). If neither source responded or stated that
the document requested was unavailable, data were coded as
missing. A total of 34 states were contacted regarding aca-
demic achievement score reports and guides, of which 29 re-
sponded. For EL assessments, 12 states were contacted and
10 responded. This data collection was completed between
June 1 and July 1, 2020.

4Although there were states that participated in a testing con-
sortium (e.g., Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium [SBAC],
WIDA Consortium), results were disaggregated for each state.

Variable Coding

To examine score reporting practices, we relied on prior
studies to guide our variable coding (e.g., A-Plus Commu-
nications, 1991; Faulkner-Bond et al., 2013; Goodman &
Hambleton, 2004; Hambleton & Zenisky, 2013; Kannan et al.,
2018; National Education Goals Panel [NEGP], 1998; Roduta
Roberts & Gotch, 2019; Zapata-Rivera et al., 2014). For each
assessment type (state academic achievement and ELP
tests), variable coding was conducted separately for score
reports and interpretive guides. The coding process con-
sisted of first engaging in coder training, which involved both
authors coding three testing programs together. During the
training set, the first and second author carefully discussed
any inconsistencies in their ratings, upon which certain
variables (e.g., intended use; described below) were further
operationalized. After completing this training, the second
author coded all remaining testing programs, while the first
author coded a 20% overlap for interrater reliability.

Score report variables. Variables coded for score reports fell
into the following categories: (a) linguistic, (b) layout, (c) in-
tended use, (d) test performance, (e) statistical jargon, and
(f) supplementary information variables.

Linguistic variables. First, we coded for whether a score
report was made available, and if so, the availability of trans-
lations for EL parents. If a translation was made available, we
coded for the languages provided. If no translation was made
available, we examined whether linguistic accommodations
were offered (e.g., mouseovers). If neither were presented,
all further coding was stopped, as the contents of a score re-
port were coded as inaccessible to EL parents.

Layout variables. Several variables related to the lay-
out of the score report were included, which were drawn
from Faulkner-Bond et al. (2013) and Goodman and Ham-
bleton (2004). Specifically, we coded for: (a) score report
length; (b) whether score reports contained graphics; (c) if
so, whether there was supporting text to aid in the under-
standing of those graphics; (d) the incorporation of color into
the score report; and (e) availability of a HTML link to sample
test items.

Intended use variables. Based on the recommendations
of Roduta Roberts and Gotch (2019), we coded for whether
score reports contained: (a) a title clearly identifying what
the report was for; as well as statements on (b) assessment
purpose; (c) intended use of the assessment results; and (d)
the knowledge and skills measured by the assessment.

Test performance variables. The largest category of vari-
ables was associated with the communication of test perfor-
mance. This consisted of whether the following were pro-
vided: (a) a snapshot or summary of performance; (b) raw
scores; (c) scale scores; (d) criterion-related information;
(e) norm-referenced information; and (f) self-referential in-
formation (i.e., progress or growth scores). Further, for raw
and scale scores, we also evaluated whether testing programs
provided the full score range and confidence intervals or
errors bands. If criterion-related information was provided,
we examined if performance categories were defined, while
if normative and self-referential feedback were offered, the
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level of comparisons to others (class, school, district, state,
nation) and past performance (e.g., growth percentiles, pre-
vious year’s test scores, other representation of “progress”)
were respectively coded.

Statistical jargon variables. Building off thework of Kan-
nan et al. (2018), the inclusion of statistical jargon was eval-
uated by dichotomously coding for the presence of any of the
following terms: mean/average, median, mode, standard er-
ror, percentile, quartile, subscore, error band, and reliability.
Furthermore, if any of these terms were employed, we exam-
ined if a description or definition was provided on the score
report.

Supplementary information variables. Based on the re-
search of Roduta Roberts and Gotch (2019), the presence of
supplementary information on score reports was investigated.
Specifically, we were interested in knowing: (a) whether test
results were linked to possible follow-up activities for improv-
ing learning; and (b) the availability of contact information
for parents with questions about their child’s performance.
Lastly, we coded for whether a translated parent website with
test resources was available.

Interpretive guide variables. Some states differentiated
between parent guides and interpretive guides, typically
designing the interpretive guides for other assessment stake-
holders such as teachers and school administrators. For this
study, we first looked for a parent guide as the primary focus
of this research is on parental accessibility. If that was not
available, we then looked for interpretive materials that were
generally designed for nonparental educational stakeholders
(e.g., teachers), but were made accessible to parents. Vari-
ables coded for interpretive guides fell into two categories:
(a) linguistic and (b) interpretive information variables.

Linguistic variables. Similar to score reports, wewere in-
terested in knowing: (a) whether an interpretive guide was
available to parents; (b) if so, the mode of delivery; (c) and
the targeted audience (parents, teachers, administrators, all
of the above). If an interpretive guide was accessible to par-
ents, we next coded for the presence of translated versions
(and if available, the language translated), and if not present,
the inclusion of linguistic accommodations to assist EL par-
ents’ access to the content. Further coding of interpretive
guide content was ceased when it was determined that nei-
ther translations nor linguistic accommodations were avail-
able.

Interpretive information variables. To understand the
contents of interpretive guides, the presence of the follow-
ing descriptions/inclusions were coded for: (a) performance
level descriptors; (b) scoring rubrics; (c) possible uses or in-
terpretations of scores; (d) common misuses or misinterpre-
tations of scores; (e) example questions; and (f) definitions
of any jargon included on the associated score report. In ad-
dition, as parents have noted a preference for shorter inter-
pretive guides (Kim et al., 2016), we coded the page length of
each testing program’s document.

Interrater Reliability

Interrater agreement of variable coding was evaluated be-
tween authors for 20% of state academic achievement and

ELP testing programs. Cohen’s kappa and percent agreement
were calculated separately for the 142 coded variables in-
cluded in our study using the R package irr (Gamer et al.,
2012). Adequate interrater agreement was established based
on obtaining Cohen’s kappa and percent agreement values of
.80 and 80%, respectively (Landis & Koch, 1977). Across vari-
ables, the median kappa value between the two raters was
.76,5 while percent agreement was 93.96%. Any disagreements
were resolved through consensus prior to conducting the final
analysis.

Results
Results are presented first for academic achievement fol-
lowed by ELP assessments (Table 1).

State Academic Achievement Assessments

Sample state academic achievement assessment score re-
ports were available for 49 states6 and the District of
Columbia.7 Many of these states belonged to test consortia
that shared the same assessment (but not necessarily the
same score report), such as Partnership for Assessment of
Readiness for College andCareers (n= 3; PARCC) or Smarter
Balanced Assessment Consortium (n= 20; SBAC). Addition-
ally, many states used assessments developed by Pearson (n
= 19).8 Of the 50 available states, 29 provided translated
score reports and 28 had translated interpretive guides. Eight
states provided only a translated interpretive guide but were
nonetheless included in the score report analysis as they
translated their English score report template. A total of 38%
had both a translated score report and a translated interpre-
tive guide. Below we present score report and interpretive
guide variables separately.

Score reports. With the exception of the language subsec-
tion that follows this paragraph, the presented score report
analyses included score reports that were not translated
from English, but had a translated interpretive guide (the
guide included a translation of the English score report
template). The assumption is made that translated score
report templates effectively communicate information on
the score report to EL parents.

Language. The 29 translated score reports were avail-
able in 26 total languages. On average, each state with trans-
lated materials offered score reports in 3.9 non-English lan-
guages (SD = 4.04), although many states only offered a
single language of translation beyond English (n = 13). Of

5We observe that one possible issue in reporting kappa is how it
handles variables with 100% agreement, and no variation in the re-
sults (for instance, both coders rate that 100% of score reports have
a certain feature). In these cases, kappa cannot be calculated. This
was the case for 58 variables.
6Alabama was the exception, as they are in the process of devel-

oping a new state assessment, and example score reports for their
most recent assessment are not yet available to the public.
7For the remainder of the analysis, when we refer to “state” it in-

cludes the District of Columbia.
8Other companies such as the Data Recognition Corporation and

Riverside Insights produced large-scale assessments, but how many
states employed these assessments is not publicly available.
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Table 1. Presence of Score Report and Interpretive Guide Documents by State

State

Academic
Achievement

A

Report
B

Translated
C

Academic
Achievement

A

Report
B

Academic
Achievement

A

Interpretive
Guide

D

Translated
C

Academic
Achievement

A

Interpretive
Guide

D
ELP

E

Report
B

Translated
C

ELP
E

Report
B

ELP
E
Inter-

pretive
Guide

D

Translated
C

ELP
E

Interpretive
Guide

D

Alabama N
1

NA N
1

NA Y Y Y Y
Alaska Y

2
N Y N Y Y Y Y

Arizona Y Y N NA Y
2

Y Y N
Arkansas Y N Y Y Y Y Y N
California Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
Colorado Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
Connecticut Y Y Y N Y Y N NA
Delaware Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
Washington D.C. Y Y Y N Y Y Y Y
Florida Y Y Y N Y Y Y Y
Georgia Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
Hawaii Y N Y N Y Y Y Y
Idaho Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
Illinois Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
Indiana Y Y Y

3
Y Y Y Y Y

Iowa Y Y Y Y Y Y Y N
Kansas Y N Y Y Y

2
Y Y Y

Kentucky Y N N NA Y Y Y Y
Louisiana Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
Maine Y

2
N Y N Y Y Y Y

Maryland Y
2

Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
Massachusetts Y Y Y N Y Y Y Y
Michigan Y N Y N Y Y Y Y
Minnesota Y N Y Y Y Y Y Y
Mississippi Y N Y N Y Y N NA
Missouri Y N Y N Y Y Y Y
Montana Y N Y Y Y Y Y Y
Nebraska Y Y Y Y Y Y Y N
Nevada Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
New Hampshire Y

2
N Y N Y Y Y Y

New Jersey Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
New Mexico Y N Y

3
N Y Y Y Y

New York Y Y Y N Y Y Y Y
North Carolina Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
North Dakota Y N Y N Y Y Y Y
Ohio Y

2
N Y Y Y Y Y N

Oklahoma Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
Oregon Y Y Y Y Y Y Y N
Pennsylvania Y N Y Y Y Y Y Y
Rhode Island Y Y Y N Y Y Y Y
South Carolina Y Y Y N Y Y Y Y
South Dakota Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
Tennessee Y N Y Y Y Y Y Y
Texas Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
Utah Y

2
N Y N Y Y Y Y

Vermont Y N Y N Y Y Y Y
Virginia Y N N NA Y Y Y Y
Washington Y N Y Y Y Y Y N
West Virginia Y

2
Y Y N Y Y Y N

Wisconsin Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
Wyoming Y

2
Y Y Y Y Y Y Y

A
“Academic Achievement” refers to large-scale statewide academic achievement assessments.

B
“Report” refers to the score report associated with the specified assessment.

C
For both score reports and interpretive guides, “translated” indicates that all linguistic components of a score report or interpretive guide were

presented in more than one language.
D
“Interpretive Guide” refers to additional supplemental documents provided with the score report to aid in its comprehension.

E
“ELP” refers to English Learner Proficiency assessments such as WIDA.

1
State was in process of developing new score reports and could not provide a copy.

2
No access to score report, but interpretive guide has example score report embedded.

3
Interpretive guide information for this state was embedded in the score report.
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those states providing more than one language, four trans-
lated score reports in 10 languages ormore: Massachusetts (n
= 16), Illinois (n = 10), Rhode Island (n = 10), and Texas
(n= 10). Across states, Spanish was the most commonly pro-
vided non-English language (n= 28 states), followed by Chi-
nese (n = 11), Vietnamese (n = 10), and Arabic (n = 9).
Of the 23 states that did not have a translated guide, no other
linguistic accommodation or aids appeared to be offered. Go-
ing forward, the following analyses will look at all 37 states
that had either a translated score report or a translated in-
terpretive guide that included a translated English language
score report template.

Intended use. Most of the 37 coded score reports con-
tained a statement about the assessment’s purpose (n= 26),
and many of those gave a description of the knowledge and
skills measured by the assessment (n = 32). Further, every
score report was broken down by subdomain, but not all de-
scribed what the subdomains consisted of beyond a title (n
= 25). As for the intended use of the assessment, less than
half of the score reports (n = 18) stated how scores would
be utilized for students (e.g., student placement, academic
decision-making, or informing intervention programs).

Layout. A single snapshot score (i.e., a scale, criterion,
or norm-referenced score summarizing a student’s perfor-
mance on the assessment), was present on every report. Most
of the score reports (n= 32) referred to the student as “your
child,” “your student,” or referenced parents, guardians, or
families. Only 23 score reports were personalized, with even
fewer referencing the student by name in the body of text of
the score report (n = 13). In terms of data visualization, al-
most every state made use of color (n = 36) and graphics
(defined as any nontextual depiction of a score, not neces-
sarily a graph; n = 37). Most of those containing graphics
also contained text to aid interpretation of visualizations (n
= 33). When looking at a combination of math and ELA state
assessments, the average score report was 3.3 pages long (SD
= 1.24).

Test performance. The most common indicators of a stu-
dent’s overall performance were a scaled score (n= 37) and
a criterion score (n= 37). For most states, the criteria were
defined beyond name alone—either numerically (n= 36) or
descriptively (n = 33). Other indicators of student perfor-
mance included raw scores (n = 3), and norm-referenced
scores to the school (n = 27), district (n = 26), and state
(n= 30). Twenty-one states also had a self-referenced score
history, which was most commonly represented as a compari-
son of criterion scores over time (n= 15). For scaled scores,
it was typical for states to define the full score range (n =
34), and less common for them to give error bands around
that score (n= 20).
While every state included subdomain scores, there was

some variance in how they were presented. Similar to the
overall score, criterion scores were very common (n = 29)
for reporting subdomain results. Unlike the overall score, it
was far less common for these criteria to be defined either
numerically (n = 2) or descriptively (n = 18). In addition,
some states provided the raw score (n = 14), scaled score
(n= 4), or a norm-referenced score (n= 4) for each subdo-
main.

Jargon usage. In general, little statistical jargon was
found throughout the translated score reports. The terms
“mean” and “average” were the most common (n = 22), but
also the least explained when used (n = 1). Other terms,
such as “percentile” (n = 12) and “standard error” (n = 7)
also appeared, but far less frequently. That said, when used,
they weremuchmore likely to be explained either in the score
report or the associated guide (n = 12 and 7, respectively).
The following terms never appeared across the sample: “me-
dian,” “mode,” “quartile,” “confidence interval,” or “reliability.”

Follow-up information. If a parent was interested in de-
termining how to utilize obtained test score information,most
states (n= 23) offered them some guidance. These supports
included: (a) tasks students could complete to better them-
selves in a domain; (b) links to websites with learning activ-
ities; (c) practice tests; (d) guides to talking to your child
about their test scores; (e) guides to parent teacher confer-
ences; and (f) links to more in depth information about pro-
ficiency levels and test construction. In addition, some states
(n= 19) described who the parent might contact if they had
questions regarding either scores on the report, or the score
report itself, such as their child’s teacher (n = 14), school
(n = 6), principal (n = 3), or district (n = 3). About half
of the states with translated score reports also had translated
websites with resources regarding the assessment (n= 18).9

Interpretive guides. Like score reports, most states had
some interpretive materials (n = 46), but only 28 offered
these materials in a language other than English. Of the 28
states with translated interpretive guides, nine belonged to
states that did not offer translated score reports. This section
will look at each of the 28 states with translated guides.

Language. A total of 27 distinct languages were found
across all 28 guides. On average, each state had 3.7 languages
available (SD= 3.7). The trends in interpretive guides closely
mirrored those of score reports, with Spanish as the most
common translated language (n= 27), followed by Arabic (n
= 11), Chinese (n= 10), and Vietnamese (n= 9). The states
offering the most translations were Ohio (n = 11), Texas (n
= 10), Minnesota (n = 10), and Illinois (n = 10). No other
linguistic accommodations or supports were found in the non-
translated interpretive materials.

Layout. Translated interpretive guides were either a
stand-alone document (n= 21), included as part of the origi-
nal score report (n= 2), or hosted online (n= 5). Excluding
websites, interpretive guides tended to be longer than score
reports, at 5.52 pages on average (SD = 5.86). In general,
these guides were designed specifically for parents (n= 24),
but it was unclear how parents could locate them as it was
uncommon for states to provide a link directly to the guide
from the score report (n= 9).

Interpretive information. It was typical for interpretive
guides to describe the intended use of the test score (n =
21). Less common was describing the knowledge and skills

9The most common method of translation for parent websites was
embedding a Google translate HTML widget directly on the page,
meaning that resource pages could be translated into many more
languages than were available on the score report itself.
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required for the assessment (n = 13), but in the case when
it was not included in the guide, it was often already included
on the score report itself (n= 12). Several guides also noted
that the scores ought not to be used as the sole indicator of
a student’s academic abilities (n= 4). Only four guides con-
tained performance level descriptors, one described a scoring
rubric, and four included sample test items.

Follow-up information. Like score reports, some of the
interpretive guides had follow-up information for parents
seeking resources on how to improve their student’s perfor-
mance. Specifically, a total of 11 guides offered suggestions
for steps to help students improve, and 11 had information
on who to contact with more information regarding the score
report.

ELP Assessments

A total of 11 distinct ELP programs were identified based on
unique score report and interpretive guide combinations. The
most represented, WIDA, had 35 states and the District of
Columbia as members. Overall, all 11 ELP testing programs
provided translated score reports, while 7 had translated in-
terpretive guides. Going forward, the analysis will be done at
the state level, similar to the work of Faulkner-Bond et al.
(2013).10

Score reports.

Language. A large variety of translation options were of-
fered for ELP assessments—on average, programs provided
reports in 35.08 languages (SD = 18.16). That said, the ma-
jority of translations were offered by WIDA states (n = 46)
and Ohio (n = 32). Every state had Spanish as a translation
option, followed by Arabic, Chinese, and Vietnamese (all with
n = 45). Of the 46 languages offered by WIDA, 18 were not
made available for the other testing programs.

Intended use. A statement on the purpose of the assess-
ment was present on most reports (n = 42), but very few
contained a statement on how the scores would be used (n
= 3). Like the state academic achievement reports, most of
the ELP reports described the knowledge and skills neces-
sary to succeed on the assessment (n= 46), but none linked
directly to an example of what assessment items might look
like. Every score report was broken down into subdomains (n
= 51), with most testing programs describing the knowledge
and skills that comprised each subdomain (n= 46).

Layout. A score snapshot was available on 13 reports in
the form of a criterion score. Notably,WIDA did not offer a sin-
gle snapshot, but instead displayed color-coded scores on all
four of their subdomains. Beyond the snapshot, most score re-
ports made use of graphics to display a student’s performance
(n= 45), with 44 of those having supporting text to aid score
interpretation. All but one of the score reports made use of
color in some capacity. The length of ELP score reports was
consistent: they were mostly one-page (n= 47) or two-pages
long (n = 4; M = 1.08, SD = .27). In comparison to state

10We acknowledge that programs such as WIDA may dispropor-
tionately influence the results, but this should give a fuller picture
of trends nationwide and aligns with previous research on the topic.

achievement reports, ELP score reports were much less per-
sonalized. Specifically, almost no states had any personaliza-
tion (n = 4), and of those that did, only half referred to the
student by name in text beyond the headers. Additionally, ELP
score reports were much less likely to have language indicat-
ing that the score report was to be read by parents, such as
directing the report to the parent, guardian or family of the
student (n= 5).

Test performance. An overall criterion score was re-
ported in each program, and in some cases the criterion levels
were defined numerically (n= 40), and in far fewer cases, de-
scriptively (n = 15). Most assessments also reported a scale
score (n = 47), although fewer described the scale score
range (n = 40) or provided a confidence interval (n = 42).
A minority reported norm-referenced scores to the state and
district (n = 7), and even less reported on a student’s score
history (n= 2).
On every score report (n= 51), the overall score was bro-

ken down into four subdomains: listening, speaking, reading,
and writing. In most cases, these subdomain scores were pre-
sented as a criterion score (n = 50) and a scaled score (n
= 48). Subdomain criterion scores were typically defined nu-
merically (n = 40), and much less frequently, descriptively
(n = 15). Two reports also contained self-referenced crite-
rion scores showing a student’s ELP history, while none con-
tained norm-referenced subdomain scores.

Jargon usage. Very little statistical jargon was employed
on the ELP score reports. The term “confidence interval” ap-
peared on the WIDA score report, meaning 36 states included
the term and described it in their interpretive guide. The
terms “mean” or “average” were used seven times, “standard
error” five times, and “percentile” once. None of the other
coded terms (“median,” “mode,” “quartile,” “subscore,” and
“reliability”) appeared on the sampled score reports. Of the
terms that did appear, only “mean” or “average” were not de-
fined in either the score report or supporting guide.

Follow-up information. Guidance on who parents could
contact with questions could be found on five score reports.
Additionally, five score reports provided activities and prac-
tice tasks for students to improve their performance. Lastly,
most of the programs had a parent resource website that was
available in more than one language (n= 42).

Interpretive guides. Nearly every ELP program had an in-
terpretive guide (n= 49), and of those, 42 were published in
languages other than English.

Language. Translated interpretive guides were made
available in 16 languages, with each program having an aver-
age of 10.76 translated versions (SD = 3.27). Every program
that offered a translation provided guide information in Span-
ish, while four languages (Bengali, Khmer, Korean, and Pun-
jabi) were offered by one state. One program, WIDA, offered
the most translations (12 languages); three states only had
Spanish available. For states without translations, no other
linguistic accommodations or supports were offered.

Layout. The interpretive guides were mostly stand-alone
documents (n = 40), although one was directly attached to
the score report, and one was a website (which was linked to
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directly from the score report). The average length for trans-
lated interpretive guides was 1.98 pages long (SD= .42), with
most of the guides only 1-page in length (n = 36). For the
most part, these guides were developed specifically with par-
ents in mind (n = 41), although as with state score reports,
only two included a direct link to the guides, which may have
potentially limited their accessibility.

Interpretive information. These interpretive guides of-
fered little guidance on information not included on the score
reports—only one interpretive guide described the knowl-
edge and skills necessary to succeed on the assessment. Most
of the translated guides described the intended use of the test
score (n = 40), but none described possible test score mis-
uses. Sample test items were not included in any of the inter-
pretive guides.

Follow-up information. Activities designed to help a stu-
dent improve and information on who to contact with follow-
up questions were each described on 40 reports.

Discussion
This study sought to investigate how states communicate as-
sessment results of academic knowledge and ELP to EL par-
ents. From our review, a number of key trends were observed.
Below we separate these trends by successful practices and
areas in need of future improvement.

Successful Practices

One of themost important contributions of this studywas doc-
umenting the prevalence of translated materials across state
ELP and academic achievement assessments. Our findings
noted a 70% increase from 2012 in the number of states that
had translated score reports and interpretive guides for their
ELP assessment (i.e., translated materials are available in al-
most every state; Faulkner-Bond et al., 2013). Although we
do not have comparative information for academic achieve-
ment assessments, nearly three-quarters of states had trans-
latedmaterials for this assessment type. In addition, we found
that states made a concerted effort to increase accessibility
to a broad linguistic audience, with the average state offer-
ing their materials in 35 different languages for their ELP
score reports (WIDA provided score reports in 46 different
languages). However, most state education agencies catered
to Spanish speakers, the largest EL group in the United States
(Spanish score reports and interpretive guides were made
available for 97% of the 37 state academic achievement as-
sessments and 100% of the 51 state ELP assessments with
translated materials).
For those states that translated their materials, a num-

ber of positive trends were observed in score report and/or
interpretive guide designs. For instance, besides the terms
“mean” and “average,” we observed minimal use of statisti-
cal jargon, following prior recommendations (e.g., Goodman
&Hambleton, 2004). Concerning the reporting of scores,most
states followed the recommendation that key findings should
be highlighted by utilizing both charts and/or graphics (e.g.,
Zenisky & Hambleton, 2012). For instance, 100% and 88% of
translated academic achievement and ELP reports contained
graphics, respectively, which most often came in the form of a
score snapshot that clearly provided a summary of results to
parents. To increase interpretability of the graphics/scores,

many state and ELP score reports contained either a text
or graphic description and definition of measurement error
(20/37, 54.1%; 42/51, 82.4%, respectively), which has been
recommended by prior researchers (e.g., Roduta Roberts &
Gotch, 2019).
Finally, to assist parents in helping their children improve

test performance, it has been advocated that follow-up guide-
lines should be made available (e.g., NEGP, 1998). We found
that this information was present on the majority of state as-
sessment score reports (23/37; 62.2%), andwhile it did not ap-
pear on as many of the ELP score reports, it was available on
numerous interpretive guides (40/49; 81.6%). Furthermore,
many of the state assessment score reports (19/37; 51.4%)
and the majority of ELP interpretive guides (40/51; 78.4%)
provided parents with information on who they could contact
should they have any questions regarding their child’s test
scores. Taken together, these results suggest that states are
following many recommended practices for improving clarity
and interpretability of assessment results for parents. How-
ever, in saying that, we also documented a number of areas in
need of future improvement.

Areas in Need for Future Improvement

As noted earlier, most states did have translations for score
reports and interpretive guides for their assessments of aca-
demic content knowledge, but in many cases, those transla-
tions were limited exclusively to Spanish, and to a lesser ex-
tent Chinese, Vietnamese, and Arabic. Although these four
languages represent the native language for 81.2% of the U.S.
EL student population (National Center for Education Statis-
tics, 2020), approximately one million students come from a
home in which the language spoken is not one of these four.
As a result, there is a need to improve accessibility for these
disparate language groups on this assessment type. Further,
translated interpretive guides were found to be both far less
available than translated score reports and offered in fewer
languages. Thus, greater efforts should be made to improve
accessibility of these materials, as they can assist in improv-
ing interpretability of scores for parents.
Beyond availability of translated materials, several de-

sign aspects can be improved upon. One area of need is
in better communicating to parents both the purpose of
the assessment and how assessment results will be used
(see Goodman & Hambleton, 2004; Kim et al., 2016; Roduta
Roberts & Gotch, 2019). Most states included the prior, but
fewer academic achievement and ELP assessments included
statements on intended use. This is especially important for
ELP assessments as the results have high-stakes implications
for students (e.g., whether they receive instructional support
services). Echoing Kim et al. (2016), we argue that parents
should be made aware of how such scores will impact their
children, which may be important due to the unfamiliarity
that many EL parents may have about the U.S. education
system (e.g., Zapata et al., 2014).
Other layout recommendations, such as personalization

in the body of the report (Goodman & Hambleton, 2004)
and directly linking to sample test items (Goodman & Ham-
bleton, 2004; NEGP, 1998), were mostly unavailable across
assessment types. The latter was rated as a highly important
and useful feature of score reports by EL parents (Kannan
et al., 2018), but was rarely featured on score reports of
any assessment type. Providing such information may be of
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assistance in giving parents a better idea of what their chil-
dren are being assessed on and how they are being assessed.
Two areas of improvement are noted for the reporting

of scores. First, few ELP score reports included norm-
referenced information (7/51; 13.7%), most likely, due to
the difficulty in constructing meaningful norming groups for
ELs given the diversity of this population. However, as prior
research has shown that parents value norm-referenced
information (Kannan et al., 2018; Zapata-Rivera et al., 2014),
testing programs may look to identify solutions to providing
such information. Second, as suggested by Kim et al. (2016),
score reports should have a student score history, which we
found to be rarely present across assessment types. Providing
both types of information allows parents to see how their
child: (a) has progressed over time in their academic content
knowledge and ELP; and (b) where the child compares to
other students in the school, district, and state. However,
without such information, scores may be less meaningful to
parents as the scores lack context. For example, a “profi-
cient” score one year may indicate a negative trend if every
previous year the student was “excelling.”

Recommendations for Practice

Given these areas of improvement, we provide the follow-
ing general recommendations that may contribute to the
increased accessibility and interpretability in reporting
assessment results to EL parents. In addition to these, we
recognize the diversity that exists within and between states
and recommend that each state agency conducts interviews
or focus groups with parents to directly determine their
specific needs.
• Linguistic Accessibility: To increase linguistic accessi-
bility, we recommend the use of internet-based score re-
ports in which Google translate can be embedded. Such
a practice is currently utilized to great effect for par-
ent websites, allowing accessibility to a broad variety of
languages.11 Furthermore, we found that in some states
the responsibility of translating score report materials is
placed on local school districts. Such a practice may bur-
den practitioners with limited knowledge of translation
practices and financial resources. Thus, we would rec-
ommend score reporting should be coordinated at the
state level rather than at the local level. For language
populations that predominantly reside within one or two
districts, state agencies might partner with translators
from those districts. In doing so, smaller districts, or dis-
tricts with much smaller populations in that language
group, would still have access to the translated materi-
als. This would ensure that every state is meeting federal
guidelines on language accessibility.

• Intended Use: Parents should know how scores are used
to impact their children’s learning. This is most impor-
tant for ELP score reports, which have tangible personal
stakes that parents should be aware of, and as a result,
should be clearly stated on the score report. It is also
recommended that states note potential score misuses.
Such information would arm parents with knowledge to
protect their children from unintended consequential

11Research on people’s comprehension of Google translations has
had mixed results depending on the context (Bahri & Mahadi, 2016;
Guo, 2016), so we recommend future research explore this tool
specifically in this context.

decisions. In addition, score reports ought to provide
a description of the skills required within each subdo-
main, beyond just the title of the subdomain—previous
research has shown parents want to know this. One help-
ful way to do this is by including example items in the in-
terpretive guide or providing a direct HTML link to these
items in the score report.

• Test Performance: Most states do an excellent job
of reporting normative information on state academic
achievement score reports, but we suggest that states
consider how this information could also be included on
ELP score reports, so that parents can better contextual-
ize their child’s scores. Beyond providing a basis for gaug-
ing their children’s learning, this information can also
serve as an important indicator of school quality for par-
ents, as it allows them to use their child’s performance as
a proxy for instructional effectiveness (A-Plus Commu-
nications, 1999). Similarly, a comparison of performance
levels or scale scores to depict student progress between
years should also be included to better assist parents in
evaluating their child’s performance. This is especially
true on ELP score reports where personal stakes are
higher. Lastly, in line with prior recommendations, score
reports should provide measurement error graphically,
with a description of those error bands either in the re-
port or in the translated interpretive guide.

• Statistical Jargon: In general, jargon usage was em-
ployed at a minimum, which is a trend that should con-
tinue going forward. That said, it ought not to be as-
sumed that parents understand even basic statistical
terms such as “mean” and “average,” as not all parents
understand such jargon (Zapata-Rivera et al., 2014);
these terms should be summarized in the interpretive
guide or the score report if utilized.

• Follow-up Information: First and foremost, we recom-
mend that interpretive guides, and access to translated
interpretive guides be (a) included with the score report
or (b) linked to directly from the score report, so that
parents may immediately access these materials if they
have questions. With that in mind, we also encourage
SEAs to include on both the score report and interpre-
tive guide information on who to contact if parents have
additional questions, follow-up activities parents can do
with their children to help their scores improve, as well
as a link to a website with parent resources available in
different languages.

Limitations and Future Research Directions

The findings from this study should be interpreted in light of
a number of limitations. To begin with, our analysis of score
reporting practices was based on the analysis of resources
made available via testing programs’ websites. This required
the assumption that all resources were both up-to-date and
accessible to the general public. Web-based score reports, if
they existed, were not typically made available to the general
public; thus, our analysis is based on the static reports that
states did provide. Although we made every effort to contact
representatives of testing programs when information was
not made publicly available, in some cases, we were unable
to get a response. In instances in which information was
available, we did not follow up with states to ensure its
accuracy, so it is unclear whether such information was
up-to-date. Therefore, the information collected may not be
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reflective of current score reporting practices for all testing
programs sampled. In addition, much of the data collection
and coding was conducted by one coder, so the final sample
may reflect some amount of coder bias.
Additionally, a number of assumptions weremade concern-

ing parental accessibility of score reports. As an example,
it was assumed that the availability of a native language
translation would assist parents in better understanding
their child’s performance. Yet, such an assumption requires
that parents can read in their native language, which may
be untenable if parents did not receive formal education
in their native language and/or speak a language in which
the written form is not widespread (e.g., Hmong). In such
circumstances, availability of a native language translation
would not increase accessibility. Furthermore, it was as-
sumed that native language score report materials would be
helpful in increasing parents’ interpretability without consid-
eration for media platform delivery. However, accessibility of
such information may be limited for foreign-born and nonna-
tive English speakers if delivered electronically, as they have
been shown to have less access to (and, when controlling for
access, less use of) the Internet than native English speakers
(Brown et al., 2016). Therefore, states should consider how to
provide assessment result information using both electronic
and nonelectronic means to increase accessibility for this
population.
Finally, our evaluation of score reporting and interpre-

tive guide characteristics was based on prior literature
that has recommended best practices primarily for native
English-speaking parents (e.g., Goodman & Hambleton,
2004). Given that audience analyses of score reporting prac-
tices have previously been conducted for other assessment
stakeholders (Jaeger, 2003; Zapata-Rivera & Katz, 2014), it is
unclear whether such practices are effective for EL parents.
The limited research that has investigated subpopulation
differences in parental reporting preferences suggests that
interpretability and comprehension may vary by education
level (regardless of native language) and English language
proficiency (e.g., Kannan et al., 2018). Such results indi-
cate the importance of score report designers considering
parental heterogeneity. To do so requires further research
to better understand: (a) if nonnative English speakers in-
terpret score reports in the same way as their native English
counterparts, after controlling for education level; and (b) if
not, consider how linguistic accommodations (e.g., bilingual
dictionary, rollover text description of terms) that go beyond
translations can be built into score reporting systems to
increase interpretability. However, what parents want to
know may be at odds with the information they need for
valid interpretation and use of assessment results, so future
research should explore what score report information sup-
ports appropriate use of assessment results (Zapata-Rivera,
vanWinkle, & Zwick, 2010, 2011). These lines of inquiry may
provide fruitful recommendations for increasing score report
accessibility for EL parents in the future.
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