Submission of a digital ELP for validation by the Project of study of the electronic European Language Portfolio (ELP) – September 2005.


Annex 1: The e-ELP and User-Centered Design (UCD)
The ability to afford technology has played a major role in reshaping teaching and assessment and has revolutionized the use of portfolios as a pedagogical, reflective, and assessment tool
. In light of these developments brought about by rapid technology growth and use in education, our digital ELP (e-ELP) was developed to examine the ways in which technology can support reflection and language learning. 

Technology is slow in being adopted in education settings for a variety of reasons including lack of infrastructure, lack of teacher training, curriculum constraints, assessment practices, and the resistance of education systems to change
. One of the most important factors for ensuring the use of technological tools within education contexts is user-centred design (UCD). The philosophy behind UCD is to make products usable and understandable. In developing our e-ELP, we followed a UCD approach placing the emphasis on the user and not on the technology. We began placing an early focus on the users and the tasks they are to complete using the e-ELP. We followed an iterative design during which users participate throughout the design, modification, pilot testing and revision phases of developing the e-ELP.

One of our major goals was that we design a product that is simple, shareable, and usable. The real value of the e-ELP is to be very user-friendly, otherwise teachers and students would not use it. Matters of usability are complex and, even if we can not make the interface completely ‘invisible’ for the user, we can take advantage of the organizational and display flexibility that it offers. Several of the usability issues were addressed by our UCD approach during which we engaged real users from the very beginning of the project and throughout the lifecycle of the final product. 

Our focus was to examine how digitalization could strengthen the ELP, from the users’ point of view (teachers and students). We concentrated on key issues, such as student’s reflection and self-awareness, self-assessment tools and learner’s autonomy, transparency of the learning process, learning sharing, and the provision for multimedia evidence of language learning.

Annex 2. The digital structure as a support of reflection

In the ELP, learners are asked to make their language competencies explicit, and illustrate their growth over time, thus making that submerged competence - that normally learners are not used to recognizing - evident and capitalizing it in their own learning process.
 The student’s reflection and self-awareness are key characteristics of the active learner. Therefore, we supposed that the ELP digitalisation’s goal would be that of transforming data in learning evidence for the learner, taking advantage of what technology can do to support language learning.

First of all, after some preliminary pilots with real users, we opted for structuring the e-ELP’s interface in a way that the learner is required to deal with the three parts contextually. In fact, the ELP tool bar allows the user to shift from the Language Passport, the Language Biography or the Dossier in every moment.

More over, one of the issues of the digital ELP is the distinction between writing the ELP and visualizing it, which is not possible in a paper format. In the paper-based ELP what the student writes is what he/she gets. In a digital version, these activities can be differentiated, which is something that increases the ease of compiling the ELP. It implies a more dynamic and less repetitive interface than having to enter – often similar - information for the Language Passport, Language Biography, and Dossier separately. As we can see from the following picture, in the e-ELP we worked the three-part structure’s visualisation in a way that seemed to us having both a usability and a pedagogical ratio for the users.

The standard three-part ELP structure presents some overlapping sections which comes from the fact that its organisation is based on the principle of having a documentary synthetic section followed by a pedagogical detailed section. We decided to try another approach for visualisation, characterising the Language Biography and the Language Passport as a language-focused section and an experiences-focused section.
	Exported e-ELP
	Visualisalized e-ELP

	
	

	Language Passport (P)
	Personal data (P1)

	P1. Personal data
	

	P2. Profile of language skills
	Language Passport

                  ↓

Language experiences:

· Language learning and use in the country/region where the language is spoken /is not spoken (P4 + B1)

· Profile of language skills (P2)

	
	

	P3. Self-assessment grid
	

	P4. Summary of language learning and intercultural experiences
	

	P5. Certificates and diplomas
	

	
	

	Language Biography (B)
	

	B1  My language learning history/biography and my most significant linguistic and intercultural experiences
	

	B2. My language learning aims (and goal-setting grid)
	

	B3. Self-assessment checklists
	

	B4. Learning to learn 
	Language Biography

                 ↓

Language competence:

· Profile of language skills and self-assessment grid (P2, P3)

· Self-assessment checklist (B3)

· Strategic, pragmatic and sociolinguistic grids (B5)

· Language for specific purposes grid (B6)

· Intercultural competence grid (B7)

· Learning competence (B4)

· Objectives and priorities (B2)

	B5. Strategic, pragmatic and sociolinguistic grids 
	

	B6. Language for specific purposes grid 
	

	B7. Intercultural competence grid 
	

	
	

	Dossier (D)
	Dossier (D, P5)


Therefore, in visualization, the Language Passport is interpreted as section where the student can describe his/her linguistic and intercultural experiences in detail, using a progressive data-entry format: a first grid to supply general information which unfolds a second grid for detailed and elaborated comments on the learner’s most significant linguistic and intercultural experiences. For this reason it becomes a section focused on the experience, that is on the linguistic and intercultural history of the learner. In other words, we do not supply just a synthetic grid, but we present an articulated grid to gather the student’s experience flow and to improve the introspective level of the Language Passport during data filling.

On the other side, the Language Biography is focused on competence, either linguistic – strictly speaking – intercultural, and learning: here the student can assess his/her language, cultural, and learning competence, that is to say what he/she is able to do with the language in communicative contexts. For this reason, it also includes two sections to improve his/her competence: Learning competence where the student can identify strengths and future needs to improve the way he/she learns languages; Objectives and priorities where he/she can set goals and priorities for the future language learning. 

Finally, we have a Dossier, which recollects the certificates and documents uploaded by the student while completing the above mentioned sections.

From a pedagogical perspective, this e-ELP model offers a more compact format that allows the user to: 

· have the Profile of language skills (and the self-assessment grid) adjacent to the Self-assessment checklist (Can do descriptors) as well as to his/her language learning history/biography and most significant linguistic and intercultural experiences

· have some grids on communicative competence (strategic, pragmatic, sociolinguistic and intercultural) next to - and integrated to – more ‘linguistic’ grids (Can do descriptors)

· treat experiences in a more holistic way

· underline the importance of the learning objectives and learning styles, interpreting them as autonomous sections inside the Language Biography

· consider certificates and diplomas as learning evidence, at the same level as other less formal documents.

From a usability point of view, this avoids having the student to report the same (or similar) data two times in different sections and to have to check “manually” their congruence. The student inserts his/her cultural and linguistic experience in a unique format, instead of (1) writing it in a summarized form for the Language Passport; then, (2) rewriting it in a narrative form for the Language Biography, and, finally, (3) selecting documents to attest it again for the Dossier. It is apparent that our modular digital structure implies a less repetitive interface for the student and a tighter contiguity among its sections:
 this also implies that the e-ELP is quicker to compile and update, while, in our experience, the paper format is quite time-consuming. This is another aspect of the UCD approach we followed (see Annex 1), since after several meetings with real users, teachers and students, we realised that they often get frustrated with the duplication of information in the paper-based ELP. 

In fact, in these meetings, we realised that characterising the Language Biography and the Language Passport as a language-focused section placed next to an experiences-focused section would help to strengthen the usability of the e-ELP for our specific target population (university students). This means avoiding the risk of distinction between a documentary and a pedagogical function of the ELP. For example, if the student needs to prepare his/her ELP for a job application, he/she could be tempted to compile just its Language Passport, which would fulfil the function of offering the owner’s brief profile for the receiver. Language Biography and Dossier risk being postponed and Language Passport data (especially the Profile of language skills) may not mirror the owner’s competence precisely. On the contrary, if the student is using the ELP as a pedagogical support to a language course, he/she will feel that the ELP is a demanding tool and will under-perceive its international-recognised mobility function.

For this reason, we projected a way to have the user in contact with the e-ELP as a complete tool (documentative and pedagogical at the same time) and we attempted to have a more student-centred tool and a less tool-centred student. In our opinion, the result is that the improved cohesion of the e-ELP’s sections supports visibility of learning data (learning evidence) and, consequently, facilitates the student’s reflection and self-awareness.

Annex 3. Can do descriptors and learner’s autonomy

A key point of language learning, as conceived by the ELP, is the student’s ability of a mature and sensible self-assessment of his/her language competence.
 To make students better self-evaluators the e-ELP is bounded by the clear language assessment criteria offered by the CEFR. In the e-ELP we supply 20 digital descriptors (see Appendix 1) which are grouped according to the communicative activities specified in the Self assessment Grid of the Language Passport: Understanding (Listening), Reading, Speaking (Spoken Interaction), Spoken Production, Writing (Written Production and Interaction). Each communicative activity comprises a number of descriptors. Each descriptor is codified  according to the category it belongs to and  a progressive number. For example:   RS3- I listen to public announcements and instructions.

For the development of the e-ELP descriptors we have referred to these types of descriptions:

- scaled descriptors, i.e. descriptors which belong to a common scale. Examples of such descriptors are: the descriptors of the Self Assessment Grid (CEFR 2001: 26-27), the Global Scale (CEFR 2001: 24) and the Illustrative scales (CEFR 2001, chapters4-5);

- descriptors of language proficiency and language competence that can clearly be related to scaled descriptors and which allow for comparisons between learner competencies, examination levels and the Common reference levels, for example the descriptors in the Bank of descriptors for self assessment in ELP (Lenz and Schneider, 2004);

- descriptors of other ELPs.

The e-ELP descriptors have originally been written in English and will be translated into six languages: Italian, Spanish, Greek, German and Swedish.

Working on this e-ELP model the main task consisted in relating the e-ELP descriptors of language proficiency and language competence to corresponding descriptors or elements of descriptors contained in the CEFR scales. All the descriptors can actually be related to existing CEFR descriptors in some way or other. However, type and degree of this relationship vary according to the following aspects
:

· some descriptors have a (partly) different wording but fully reproduce the content of the source descriptor;

· some descriptors have a (partly) different wording and  reproduce the content of the source descriptor in parts only, sometimes adding new elements;

· some descriptors fully integrate the content of two or more descriptors;

· some descriptors integrate elements from two or more descriptors;

· all descriptors can be interpreted and illustrated through examples.
The particular interface of a digital portfolio has determined some specific choices in the development and formulation of the descriptors. On one hand we had to take into account all the technical constraints of this tool; on the other hand we devised a format which would be enhanced by the interactivity and flexibility of the digital version. The e-ELP descriptors are formulated according to different levels of competence and proficiency covering the six common reference levels. The following example illustrates how the descriptor RW1- I read messages, letters and e-mails (correspondence) in the e-ELP was formulated taking into account the descriptions of the communicative activities of written reception at levels A1-A2 Reading correspondence (CEFR:69). The specification of some conditions helps the user to evaluate some features and constraints related to the actual use of language.

	Reading correspondence (CEFR:69)
	e-ELP descriptor  (Step 1- Levels A1-A2)



	A2 

Can understand basic types of standard routine letters and faxes (enquiries, orders, letters of confirmation etc.) on

 familiar topics.

Can understand short simple personal letters.

A1

Can understand short simple messages on postcards.


	I read messages, letters and e-mails (correspondence) and I can understand PHRASES and FAMILIAR WORDS in a message/ letter.

· The message/ letter should be VERY SHORT 

· I need to read the message/ letter SEVERAL TIMES 

· I need to know what the message/ letter is ABOUT 

· The message/ letter should be VERY SIMPLE from a linguistic point of view 

· I need some help to understand some WORDS and EXPRESSIONS (e.g. I need a dictionary) 

· I need a TRANSLATION of some words/ parts of the message/ letter.



Self-assessment is not easy, so the user is guided through four steps. Each step provides a description of specific skills used at a specific level and the progression from a step to the next one is marked by a little square of different colour:

STEP 1 [levels A1-A2]

STEP 2 [levels A2-B1]

STEP 3 [levels B1-B2]

STEP 4 [levels  B2-C1/C2]

The six-level description through these four steps is meant to contain the number of descriptors and make the process of self assessment less demanding and complex. 

At each step levels are defined  according to these features:

a) an increasing level of the skill(s) required in order to use the language for a particular purpose in a specific situation. For example:

	RS3
	I listen to public announcements and instructions

	STEP 1 [levels A1-A2]
	· and I can understand  the GIST, that is, I can get the MAIN IDEA of what is said

	STEP 2 [levels A2-B1]
	· and I can understand and I can understand the MAIN POINTS of what is said

	STEP 3 [levels B1-B2]
	· and I can understand MUCH OF WHAT IS SAID, also MANY DETAILS 

	STEP 4 [levels  B2-C1/C2]


	· I can understand MOST OF WHAT IS SAID, also some  IMPLICATIONS 


b) an increasing level of the skill(s) required and a gradual complexity of the text type and genre in order to carry out a specific task. For example:
	PS1
	I describe experiences

	STEP 1 [levels A1-A2] 


	· and I can describe myself, talk ABOUT MY LIFE and my study experiences and I can do it IN A SIMPLE WAY. 



	STEP 2 [levels A2-B1] 
	· and I can give short descriptions of events, PRESENT/ PAST ACTIVITIES, PLANS; I can tell STORIES and I can do it using BRIEF STATEMENTS or simple LISTS OF POINTS. 




c) the definition of some modifiers which indicate what restrictions apply in a particular context and may refer to aspects of linguistic competence (lexical, grammatical, semantic, phonological, ortographic competences), sociolinguistic competence (politeness conventions, register differences) and pragmatic competences (turntaking, thematic development, fluency, etc.). Other factors such as background noise (cfr. CEFR:4.1.3.), length of text and different forms of help (use of subtitles, translation, gestures, etc.) were also considered. 


The formulation of each descriptor is supplemented by examples of texts and tasks which are available in pop-up windows (see example of descriptor in Appendix 2).

In the design of the e-ELP, we tried to combine the “Can do descriptors” in a new format. We decided to use a syntactic combination that would allow the learner to focus on a relevant portion of the descriptors at a time (see Appendix 2). For example, when the user reads the descriptor “I can listen to public announcements and I can understand the gist” he/she has these options: 


If he/she chooses “Yes, but…”, he/she will be brought to a second step, where he/she is required to identify the relevant restrictions which apply under certain circumstances in a particular context of use. If the user chooses “Yes”, he/she can go directly to the following level while if he/she chooses “No, not yet”, he/she is brought back to the list of descriptors. This  way of building up a descriptor through the options expressed by the user aims at making the process of self assessment a better “tailor made” experience. In this way the user becomes aware of what he/she can do, of his/her weak points and what he/she needs to learn.

In the digital version, not only is input overload reduced and are descriptors presented in a more coherent system, but it is also possible to detect the possible inconsistencies in the users' self-assessment. The choice of restrictions is calculated according to specific “weights” which determine the final result of the self assessment and a final profile which states the level of proficiency and language competence assessed is shown to the user.

Annex 3 - APPENDIX 1: DESCRIPTORS OF SELF-ASSESSMENT IN THE E-ELP

	RS
	LISTENING

	RS1
	I listen to conversations between native speakers 

	RS2
	I listen to talks, lectures or reports (monologues):

	RS3
	I listen to public announcements and instructions

	RS4
	I listen to audio, media and recordings

	RAV1
	I watch TV, videos and films 

	
	

	RW
	READING

	RW1
	I read messages,  letters and e-mails (correspondence)

	RW2
	I read signs, notices, instructions and advertisements(for orientation)

	RW3
	I read descriptions , articles and reports ( for information and argument)

	
	

	PS
	SPOKEN PRODUCTION 

	PS1
	I describe experiences

	PS2
	I take part in a debate

	PS3
	I give a presentation

	
	

	IS
	SPOKEN INTERACTION

	IS1
	I take part in a conversation 

	IS2
	I take part in a formal discussion 

	IS3
	I take part in a conversation with a specific purpose 

	IS4
	I take part in a conversation to provide things and services

	IS5
	I take part in interviews and  exchange information   

	
	

	PW
	WRITING

	PW1
	I write descriptions and accounts of experiences (creative writing)

	PW2
	I write reports and essays

	IW1
	I write letters and e-mails (correspondence)

	IW2
	I write notes, messages, and forms 

	
	


Annex 3- APPENDIX 2: EXAMPLE OF DESCRIPTOR OF SELF-ASSESSMENT IN E-ELP (“RS3- I listen to public announcements and instructions”)

Communicative activity:

· medium

· text type
· skills                                                                                                                                                                                                                     Conditions/restrictions

	I listen to public announcements and instructions and I can understand the gist, that is, I can get the MAIN IDEA of what is said.
.

	No, not yet
	

	
	
	

	
	Yes.
	

	
	Yes, but…

Tick the appropriate boxes ONLY.
	· The BACKGROUND NOISE should be limited  
	

	
	
	· The pronunciation should be CLEARLY ARTICULATED
	

	
	
	· The MESSAGE should be quite SHORT
	

	
	
	· The MESSAGE should be spoken SLOWLY
	

	
	
	· I need to listen to the announcement SEVERAL TIMES.
	

	
	
	· The context must be FAMILIAR
	

	
	
	· I need the  WRITTEN TEXT of the message
	

	
	
	· I need the TRANSLATION of parts of the message.
	




pop up window: an example of 

task in a specific context

                                                                 pop up window:  an example of 

                                                                 contexts and text types 

Annex 4. Strategic, pragmatic, sociolinguistic, and intercultural competence grids

In the CEFR, great importance is given to the extension and diversification of the communicative language competence, which implies not limiting language learning and teaching to the linguistic competence
, but to conceive it in terms of communicative competence
. In addition, being competent in a language also means understanding its culture and being aware of the elements that are important to communication between members of different cultures. Lustig and Koester
 speak of “intercultural communication competence” and the CEFR of “Intercultural skills and know how”
.

Unfortunately, many academic contexts tend to privilege a partial view of language learning and teaching (lexical, grammatical, semantic, phonological, orthographic, and orthoepic competencies), in spite of a more complete approach to it (communicative and intercultural competencies). In fact, this is the case of the contexts where we work, hence we felt the necessity to provide our e-ELP model with grids to make our target population (university students and teachers) aware of the importance of the:

· sociolinguistic competence (linguistic markers of social relations, politeness conventions, register differences, etc.)
 

· pragmatic competencies (discourse competence, functional competence, and design competence)

· Intercultural skills

University students are adults who, in a very near future, are supposed to deal with complex communicative contexts (e.g. job market, specialised studies, social relations, etc.). Evidently, these competencies will be particularly vital for them. Not for nothing are they constituents of the high level language competence (from B2 to C2) that our students are supposed to have reached by the end of their university education. For this reason, in our e-ELP we introduced:

1. A sociolinguistic competence grid concerned with the ability to use the foreign language in its correct social dimension. 

2. A strategic competence grid concerned with some strategies to compensate possible failure in communication, to cope with some conditions and constraints of the context, to activate and co-ordinate the appropriate components of the linguistic competence necessary for task planning, execution, monitoring/evaluation, and repair.

3. A pragmatic competence grid concerned with the ability to arrange sentences in a coherent sequence, the ability to make a contribution that is true, clear, relevant and, as informative as necessary, and the ability to use the appropriate text structure.

4. An intercultural competence grid concerned with the ability to bring the culture of origin into relation with foreign cultures, the capacity to fulfil the role of intermediary and to deal with intercultural misunderstandings, and the ability to overcome stereotyped relations.

These grids are clearly bounded to the CEFR and, when available, we adopted its descriptors. For the Intercultural competence grid - for which the CEFR does not offer specific descriptors - we referred to Zarate, G., Enseigner une culture étrangère, Paris, Hachette, 1986 and Zarate, G., Représentations de l’étranger et didacqtique des langues, París, Hachette, 1993. It must be underlined that, after submitting these grids to our students, we had to make some ‘difficult’ choices, that is:

1. to avoid input overload, we had to reduce the number of descriptors to present to the user

2. we had to simplify the descriptor syntax, because these concepts are quite new for our students. For the same reason, we avoided a specific lexicon that only teachers would understand

3. we decided to opt for a pedagogical approach to self-evaluation. Instead of presenting these descriptors as a self-assessment checklist, we decided to focus the learner’s attention on the relevance of the experience (and not on the level). In fact, for some descriptors the CEFR offers no level while, for some others, levels seemed to be inappropriate to the very personal and intimate value that the descriptor could have for a student. Hence, in our e-ELP, students are required to reflect on the descriptor and to comment how she/he became aware of its importance.

Annex 5. Regular reflection upon the progress

Digitalisation can allow the introduction of free-writing areas where the teacher, the student him/herself or other students can write their comments on the e-ELP. We can imagine it as a sort of “post-it” that can be put on different sections of the e-ELP to empower transparency of learning ‘construction’. In this way, the digital ELP is complemented by a collection of comments with dates – written in the course of months or even years - which raises the student’s consciousness on the fact that learning is a process which grows over time. 

There are two possible uses of these notes:

1. the student him/herself puts notes: in this case they are as a learning diary because the owner can add reflections, experiences, anecdotes, examples, etc. 

2. Someone else puts notes: they could be teachers, friends, or schoolmates who can give their feedback to the owner’s e-ELP.

Let’s note that this ‘feedback function’ is also fundamental to encourage the learner to share his/her experience with other learners or with the teacher. And, even if the ELP is conceived as a personal document, we think that it is in its pedagogical vocation to become occasion for dialogue and experience sharing. We think that this sort of ‘socialization’ of the ELP is quite an interesting issue in technology and literacy studies.

Annex 6. Transparency of the progress

In addition to the student’s reflection (Annex 5) and self-assessment (Annex 3) in this e-ELP model is fundamental the transparency factor of the learning process. The ELP is a powerful tool of evidence since the student should document his/her learning in a detailed and explicit way. Nevertheless, is the ELP really able to clearly show the change over time? 

Due to the “fixed” nature of papers, the limit of the hardcopy versions is that it is not very practical for the student to change, correct, add, or integrate data to previous ones. One contribution of digitilization is that the information of the e-ELP can be stored in order to keep trace of the student’s modifications and updates over time. 

This data evolution can show the progress of the language learning in a sort of ‘historical function’
 that gives visibility to the recursive dynamism of learning.
 As already stated in Annex 2, we think that to enhance the explicitness of the learning development is a way to support the student’s self-awareness because data becomes learning evidence.
Annex 7. Integrated Dossier and multimedia evidence

As the Dossier is the part of the ELP where the student recollects evidence of his/her language experiences, a relevant aspect of our e-ELP is that this section can fully represent the multimedia evidence of language learning. Since the Dossier is particularly difficult to manage in the hardcopy version (because students do not know where to keep the non-paper materials), it tends to be undervalued and underused. Compared to the paper version, the digital Dossier makes it easier to collect not only paper documents, but also digital audio and video samples of the learner’s competence. 

It must be underlined that a comprehensive collection of documents is not a Dossier: a real dossier is a purposeful collection of samples, that is a selection of documents to fulfil a certain function. We think that the digital version can support this aspect, because it is easy for the user to compose a new dossier while exporting (see Portfolio>Export section) it and to share it (by e-mail, for example) without having to duplicate samples. The habit to make different dossiers for different purposes and receivers (e.g. a working dossier, a showcase dossier, a specific competence dossier, etc.) is therefore encouraged and technically facilitated in this e-ELP model.

Furthermore, in our e-ELP, the Dossier is directly integrated into the other sections. The window to upload certificates, attestations and documents is available in all the e-ELP’s ‘strategic’ points, i.e. where a document could better support the student’s declared competence or experience. This structural choice comes from our experience with university students: they tend to ‘forget’ their experiences. When working with the Dossier in class, many students happen to suddenly remember their experiences as a consequence of the a deep reflection on the biographical events. In other cases, they thumb through their documents and afterwards go back to their biography to update it. In both cases, it was apparent that a stronger integration of the Dossier inside the e-ELP would facilitate students to parallel competence/experience description and their demonstration.

Annex 8. Notes on the pilot testing of the e-ELP

The applying institutions are all experts in language teaching and learning and have worked for some years with students using the paper-based ELP. As paper-based prototypes of the e-ELP were developed, teachers from the partners’ institutions reviewed them and provided the design team with feedback. The focus group meetings were facilitated by a design expert, who worked closely with the language experts in reviewing the prototypes, identifying strengths and weaknesses, and offering suggestions for solutions. 

Once the first electronic prototype was developed (January, 2005), teachers and students reviewed it, under the guidance of the design team and discussed the various options provided on the screen and the functionality of the e-ELP. During the first round of pilot testing (from February, 2005), the first draft was shared with 2/3 teachers and their students from each of the participating institutions. An instrument was developed that guided the users through the process of reviewing, testing, and noting down suggestions for improving the e-ELP. Users were instructed to download the e-ELP from the project’s web site, run it on their personal computers, and complete a portfolio in a language of their choice. While they were completing the e-ELP, they were guided to note down technical errors, language errors, suggestions for improvement, inconsistencies, and so on.
Table 1 presents a part of the instrument that asked users to circle the numbers from each item that best described their experience with e-ELP. 

	
	Strongly Agree
	Agree
	Disagree
	Strongly

Disagree
	Not Applicable

	
	4
	3
	2
	1
	NA

	The program uses simple language
	4
	3
	2
	1
	NA

	Links and buttons are labelled meaningfully
	4
	3
	2
	1
	NA

	The program places information, navigation, options and other features in a consistent manner
	4
	3
	2
	1
	NA

	It is easy use the e-ELP
	4
	3
	2
	1
	NA

	Features and functions are easy to remember
	4
	3
	2
	1
	NA

	Using the e-ELP helps the user reflect on his/her language learning
	4
	3
	2
	1
	NA

	As a user I’m always informed about the location I am in every section of the e-ELP
	4
	3
	2
	1
	NA

	The e-ELP provides the user sufficient control and freedom to accomplish tasks
	4
	3
	2
	1
	NA

	The user can easily locate information
	4
	3
	2
	1
	NA

	The interface is aesthetically pleasant
	4
	3
	2
	1
	NA

	Information is organized meaningfully
	4
	3
	2
	1
	NA

	The available help and documentation are helpful to the user
	4
	3
	2
	1
	NA

	The value for using the e-ELP instead of the paper ELP is clear.
	4
	3
	2
	1
	NA

	The description of labels is informative and helps me make choices on the screen. 
	4
	3
	2
	1
	NA

	Uploading material (images, files, audio, video, etc.) within the e-ELP is easy.
	4
	3
	2
	1
	NA

	Modifying and updating the e-ELP is easy. 
	4
	3
	2
	1
	NA

	Exporting the e-ELP is easy.
	4
	3
	2
	1
	NA

	Browsing the e-ELP is easy.
	4
	3
	2
	1
	NA

	The functions of the e-ELP are of high quality.
	4
	3
	2
	1
	NA

	Rate the overall experience from using the e-ELP
	4
	3
	2
	1
	NA


Table 1. Instrument used with users to evaluate the first prototype.

In addition to the questions in Table 1, users were asked to rate their expertise in using computers and using the paper version of the ELP. Additional open ended questions included the following:

· What are the technical errors you noted?

· What are the language and pedagogical suggestions you have for improving the project?

· What other aspects of the e-ELP need to change?

· What are the things you feel work well?

· Briefly list and discuss the most important criteria/conditions that need to be met so that students and teachers use the e-ELP.

1. Following the result of this pilot testing, we prepared the last version of the prototype, which we are submitting for Validation. 










for example, at the supermarket, at the airport, at the station, at school, etc 


for example in the underground, street directions, operating instructions, answering machine instructions, telephone operator





In a supermarket you listen to an announcement: can you understand that it is closing time?





Yes


No, not yet


Yes, but only under certain circumstances





I have some HESITATONS and false starts 


I don’t know  how TO PRONOUNCE some words 


I need to use GESTURES to express what I want to say 


I need to say some words in my MOTHER TONGUE


 I need to ask for some help (e.g. WORDS, EXPRESSIONS) to go on speaking 
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