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Evaluation of English Learners

The majority of school-based referrals for evaluation are
based primarily on poor academic attainment, especially
in the areas of reading and writing.

Unfortunately, ELs are at greater risk than native English
speakers for poor academic achievement because:

ELs face the double challenge of learning academic content
and the language of instruction simultaneously.

Even more unfortunate is that this means that ELs are also
at greater risk for referral for school-based evaluation.

Source: Goldenberg, C. (2008). Teaching English language learners: What the research does—and does not—say. American Educator, 32 (2) pp. 8-23, 42-44.



Understanding First and Second Language Acquisition

Basic Interpersonal Communication Skills (BICS)
e ability to communicate basic needs and wants, and ability to carry on basic interpersonal conversations
e takes 1 - 3 years to develop and is insufficient to facilitate academic success

Cognitive Academic Language Proficiency (CALP)
e ability to communicate thoughts and ideas with clarity and efficiency
e ability to carry on advanced interpersonal conversations
e takes at least 5-7 years to develop, possibly longer and is required for academic success

Cummins’ Developmental Interdependence Hypothesis (“Iceberg Model”)
¢ BICS is the small visible, surface level of language, CALP is the larger, hidden, deeper structure of language
e each language has a unique and Separate Underlying Proficiency (SUP)
e proficiency in L1 is required to develop proficiency in L2,
eCommon Underlying Proficiency (CUP) facilitates transfer of cognitive skills

BICS - L1 BICS - L2
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Source: lllustration adapted from Cummins (1984) Bilingual And Special Education: Issues In Assessment and Pedagogy.



For Els, Validity is Not Established by Age Alone

Approximation between Age, Grade, and Word Type for Native English Speakers

17 18 19+

Emergent Intermediate Advanced Emergent Advanced
BICS BICS BICS CALP CALP

Word Type

The chronological age of an EL, by definition, does not indicate how long the individual has been learning English.
Exposure to English can vary considerably among ELs of the same age or grade.

Some ELs may start learning English upon school entry at the age of 5.

Other ELs may start learning English upon school entry that occurs at a much later date, such as at the age of 10 or 5t
grade.

A 17 year old EL may have been learning English for as long as 16+ years, or a 17 year old may have been learning
English for as little as 1 month.

Comparing ELs by age alone, will not control or provide fairness regarding the wide range of variability in their
respective exposures to English and the amount of time they each may have been learning English across their lifetimes.

This table is reproduced from the Technical Manual of the Ortiz PVAT and is Copyright © 2017 Multi-Health Systems Inc. All rights reserved.



Does L2 cognitive performance suggest difference or disorder?
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For diagnostic purposes in determining whether a disability exists, use of a monolingual English speaking
comparison group is discriminatory and makes it appear incorrectly that both students might have some type of
disability that is actually due to differences in linguistic/cultural development.



Isn’t Language-Matching the Most Important
Factor of Testing with ELs?

No. For native English speakers, growth of cognitive abilities and knowledge acquisition are tied
closely to age and assumes normal educational experiences. Thus, age-based norms effectively
control for variation in development and provide an appropriate basis for comparison. However,
this is not true for English learners who may neither live in a “mainstream” culture nor benefit to
an equivalent degree from formal education as native English speakers.

Development Varies by Experience — Not necessarily by race or ethnicity
“The key consideration in distinguishing between a difference and a disorder is

whether the child’s performance differs significantly from peers with similar
experiences.” (p. 105)

- Wolfram, Adger & Christian, 1999



Does L1 cognitive performance suggest difference or disorder?

Compared to this group, Chaseito’s

Compared to this group, score is still likely to be low even if

Panchito’s score is still he is receiving L1 instruction

likely to be low even if he is o
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\ @ native Spanish student performance
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Similarly, use of a monolingual, native-language speaking group remains discriminatory because neither student
is monolingual anymore (even when receiving native language instruction) and for diagnostic purposes, these
differences in development continue to make it appear incorrectly that both have some type of disability.



Does L2 academic performance suggest difference or disorder?

General Pattern of Bilingual Education Student Achievement
on Standardized Tests in English

Simultaneous bilingualism
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*Note 1: Average performance of native-English speakers making one year's progress in each grade. Scores in parentheses are percentile ranks converted from NCEs.

Adapted from: Thomas, W. & Collier, V. (1997). Language Minority Student Achievement and Program Effectiveness. Washington DC: National Clearinghouse for Bilingual Education.



Only true peer comparison can address difference or disorder

Chaseito’s score Compared to a true peer
group, his score is at the
46'™ percentile rank

(50)
16 84 PURPLE = Distribution of scores for
\ native English or native Spanish

/ student performance
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percentile rank

BLUE = Distribution of scores for
ELL student performance
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Whether conducted through RTI/MTSS or testing, only use of a “true peer” comparison group provides the basis for
making non-discriminatory diagnostic decisions as long as there is control for developmental language differences
between English learners and English speakers and among English learners and other English learners.



What'’s the Problem with Tests and Testing with ELs?

For native English speakers, growth of language-related abilities are tied closely to age because the process
of learning a language begins at birth and is fostered by formal schooling. Thus, age-based norms effectively
control for variation in development and provide an appropriate basis for comparison. However, this is not
true for English learners who may begin learning English at various points after birth and who may receive
vastly different types of formal education from each other. It is their experiences that differ, not merely their

heritage languages and cultures.

Development Varies by Experience — Not necessarily by race or ethnicity

“It is unlikely that a second-grade English learner at the early intermediate phase of language development is going to
have the same achievement profile as the native English-speaking classmate sitting next to her. The norms established
to measure fluency, for instance, are not able to account for the lanquage development differences between the two

girls. A second analysis of the student’s progress compared to linguistically similar students is warranted.” (p. 40)
- Fisher & Frey, 2012




For ELs the Problem in Testing is Test Score Validity

NO BIAS POTENTIAL BIAS
* Items « Construct Validity
(content, novelty) (nature and specificity of the

intended/measured constructs)

* Structure
(sequence, order, difficulty)

- Reliability Even when the intended
(measurement error/accuracy) variable is measured,

inferences and
[ ] . .
Factor structure _— interpretation may not be
(theoretical structure, relationship of

variables to each other) valid if comparability in

.. - development is lacking...
* Predictive Validity

(correlation with academic success or

achievement) * Interpretive Invalidity
(it can undermine the validity of
* Differential Item Functioning evaluative judgments and
(DIF is not often found) meaning assigned to scores)

“As long as tests do not at least sample in equal degree a state of saturation [assimilation of fundamental experiences and activities]
that is equal for the ‘norm children’ and the particular bilingual child it cannot be assumed that the test is a valid one for the child.”
Sanchez, 1934



Test Score Validity and Defensible
Interpretation Requires “True Peer” Comparison

Example of Potential Construct Invalidity: Example of Potential Interpretive Invalidity:
“Assemble these blocks together in the correct “After putting a blue block on top of a purple
manner so they appear identical to this illustration.” one, put the green block on the blue one.”

B

A test designed to measure visual A test designed to measure English language
processing (Gv) in ELs must avoid over- ability (Gc) is valid for ELUs ability in English,
reliance on language ability (Gc) or else but poor performance cannot be ascribed to
measurement of visual processing may a potential disability unless developmental

be confounded with language ability. differences in English have been controlled.



Fundamental Requirements for Evaluation of ELs

Questions and concerns: If typical methods are insufficient, then what can we do?
Where are the legal requirements, professional standards, ethical guidelines, etc.,
that specify best practice? Is there a difference between a bilingual evaluation and
an evaluation of an EL? Do we all need to be bilingual to evaluate ELs? What are
the “best” tests to use? Etc.

“...few national or state standards exist that define basic competencies as to what

constitutes a “bilingual” psychologist. Mere possession of the capacity to communicate

in an individual’s native lanquaqge does not ensure appropriate, non-discriminatory

assessment of that individual. Traditional assessment practices and all their inherent

biases can be quite easily replicated in any number of languages” (p. 291).

Flanagan, McGrew & Ortiz, 2000

Source: Flanagan, D.P., McGrew, K.S., & Ortiz, S.O. (2000). The Wechsler Intelligence Scales and Gf-Gc theory: A contemporary interpretive approach. Boston, MA: Allyn & Bacon.



Fundamental Requirements for Evaluation of ELs

NASP ¢
e Position Statement

This document represents the . e
The Provision of School Psychological Services to Bilingual® Students
very first official position by e e o M o S o

Although English langnage learners (ELLs), :nclusive of those that ate exposed to two or more
languages, are the fastest growing subgroup of students within onr nation’s public schools (NEA,

N AS P O n S C h O O | S C h O | O 2007), typically they do not fare well in the U.5. educational system. Samson and Lesaux (2009) found
p y gy that bilingual stndents were nnderrepresented in special education in the primary grades, but

overrepresented beginning in thurd grade. Fusthermore, ELLs are naderrepresented in gifted edueation

. o e (Eang, Artiles, & Kozlesk, 2009). Inadequrate or inappropriate psychoeducational assessment practices,

S e rV I C e S t O b I | I n u a I St u d e n t S W a S restricted access to effective insteuetion, lack of nadesstanding about langnage acquisition and prios

g academic experiences in one of moge langnages and associated impact on academic achievement and

grade level expectations, inappropriate special education referral practices, and limited training all have

d d . 2 O 1 5 been found to contrbute to these phenomena (Sullrran, Z011).
adopted in .

Given the increasing diversity of the nation’s public schools, NASP recognizes the critical importance
of establishing best practices in the provision of school psychology services when working with English
langnage learness. This includes supporting students with diverse backgronads by nsing eultucally and
LEngmistically appropeiate methods, inchnding delivery in the language that best meets the stmdents’
needs. Schools are expected to provide effective and comprehensive supposts and services to help these
students succeed in all domains: academically, socially, behaviorally, and emotionally. School

L] L] L] N - - - - -
psychologists should ensuce that preveation, asseszmeat, consultation, intervention, advocacy, and
S e rve S a S O I C I a p O I Cy O family—sehool collaboration services for bilingnal =tndents are implemented effectively.
THE ROLE OF THE SCHOOL PSYCHOLOGIST

a n d i S ap p I i Cab I e to A L L s Ch o O I NASP affiems the editical ole that cultueally and lingnistically cesponsive school psychologists play in

helping to close achievement gaps and decrease overrepresentation and nnderrepresentation of ELLs in
special and gifted education, respectively. Best practices require training that includes, but is not Lmated

S Ch OIO is ts W h e t h e r O r n Ot to, the developmental processes of langnage acquisition and acenlincation, their effect on standardized
p y g ) test pecformance, and the effectiveness of instmetional strategies and interventions. All school
psychologists are responsible for providing equitable and cultirally responsive secvices to students and
h bili | themsel
they are bilingual themselves.

families.

" Whereas the teoms Exnglich Jaguape Jearmer (ELL) and bilingual are used interchangeably in this document, and whereas
Filiggeial often refers to an individual with proficiency in two languages, our use of the term bilipral is general and intended
to refer to all individuals with any degree of expedience m and exposure to 2 language other than Bnglish, inchuding children
who enter the 11.5. school system (ELLs) and for whom English was not the native or heritage language. W recognize that
an individnal need not be bilingnal to be an EIL. and conversely, an individual need not be an EIL to be bilingual.

HASP Poaltion Statament: Ellingual Services

& 2015 National Association of School Psychoiogisis, 4340 East West Highway, Sie. 402, Bethesda, MD 20814 | www.nasponlinz.org | 301-657-0270



Fundamental Requirements for Evaluation of ELs

According to the NASP Position Statement:

“Given the dearth of bilingual school psychologists, particularly in languages other than
Spanish, it is important to recognize that monolingual, English-speaking school psychologists
will likely conduct the vast majority of evaluations with bilingual students. Therefore, proper

training in the requisite knowledge and skills for culturally and linquistically responsive

assessment is necessary for all school psychologists.” (p. 2; emphasis added).

NASP (2015). Position Statement: The Provision of School Psychological Services to Bilingual Students.
Retrieved from http://www.nasponline.org/x32086.xm|




Score Validity Requires Construct Validity Not “Caution”

According to the APA, evidence-based practice is defined as “the integration of the best available research with
clinical expertise in the context of patient characteristics, culture, and preferences (p. 273)

In what manner is evidence-based assessment of ELs conducted and to what extent is there any research to
support the use of any of the following methods as being capable of establishing test score validity?

eModified Methods of Evaluation

e Working around the language by modifying/altering the assessment

eNonverbal Methods of Evaluation

e Avoiding the language by evaluating areas unrelated to language

eDominant Language Evaluation

eChoosing a language based simply on relative proficiency

Whatever method or approach may be employed in evaluation of EL’s, the fundamental obstacle to unbiased
interpretation rests on the degree to which the examiner is able to defend claims of validity (construct and

interpretive) that are being used to support conclusions. This idea is captured by and commonly referred to as
a being a able to distinguish “difference vs. disorder.”



Limited Methods for Addressing Test Score Validity

Example of Modified and Altered Assessment: The CCAST

The Checklist for Cross-cultural Administration of Standardized Tests (CCAST; Collier, 2016) is a tool for documenting cultural
and linguistic modifications to standardized assessment instruments.

Score Range

Degree of Applicability

Markedly Different

Moderately Different

}

Slightly Different

8-13 Not appropriate for use with this student.
14-20 Will need extensive modification to be valid.
Analysis of Test Content 21-27 Must modify most items and procedures.
28-34 Appropriate with specific modifications.
35-40 Appropriate for wuse with this student without
modification.
Score Range Degree of Applicability

8-13

Little to no modification was done on this test.

14-20

Few modifications were made.

Modifications 21-27

Specific modifications were necessary.

28-34

Most items and procedures had to be modified.

35-40

Complete modifications were necessary.

II1. Scoring and Interpretation

/

—

Scoring and Interpretation

Assessment Item

Modifications ( Standard

Modified
Score

Score
AN

The CCAST is Copyright © 2016 Dr. Catherine Collier. Excerpts provided here are in compliance wit

ovisions known as Fair Use.



Limited Methods for Addressing Test Score Validity

ISSUES IN MODIFIED METHODS OF EVALUATION

Modified and Altered Assessment: Just workaround the language.

¢ use of a translator/interpreter for administration helps overcome the language barrier but is also a violation of
standardization and undermines score validity, even when the interpreter is highly trained and experienced; tests are not
usually normed in this manner

e in efforts to help the examinee perform to the best of his/her ability, any process involving “testing the limits” where there
is alteration or modification of test items or content, mediation of task concepts prior to administration, repetition of
instructions, acceptance of responses in either languages, or elimination/modification of time constraints, etc., violates
standardization even when “permitted” by the test publisher except in cases where separate norms for such altered
administration are provided

e any alteration of the testing process violates standardization and effectively invalidates the scores which precludes
interpretation or the assignment of meaning by undermining the psychometric properties of the test

e alterations or modifications are perhaps most useful in deriving qualitative information—observing behavior, evaluating
learning propensity, evaluating developmental capabilities, analyzing errors, etc.

e a recommended procedure would be to administer tests in a standardized manner first, which will potentially allow for
later interpretation, and then consider any modifications or alterations that will further inform the referral questions

e because the violation of the standardized test protocol introduces error into the testing process, it cannot be determined
to what extent the procedures aided or hindered performance and thus the results cannot be defended as valid



Limited Methods for Addressing Test Score Validity

Examples of Popular Nonverbal Tests
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Limited Methods for Addressing Test Score Validity

ISSUES IN NONVERBAL METHODS OF EVALUATION

Language Reduced Assessment: Just avoid the language.

e “nonverbal testing:” use of language-reduced ( or ‘nonverbal’) tests are helpful in overcoming the language obstacle,
however:

e jtisimpossible to administer a test without some type of communication occurring between examinee and examiner, this is
the purpose of gestures/pantomime

e some tests remain very culturally embedded—they do not become culture-free simply because language is not required for
responding

e construct underrepresentation is common, especially on tests that measure fluid reasoning (Gf), and when viewed within
the context of CHC theory, some batteries measure a narrower range of broad cognitive abilities/processes, particularly
those related to verbal academic skills such as reading and writing (e.g., Ga and Gc) and mathematics (Gq)

¢ all nonverbal tests are subject to the same problems with norms and cultural content as verbal tests—that is, they do not
control for differences in acculturation and language proficiency which may still affect performance, albeit less than with
verbal tests

e language reduced tests are helpful in evaluation of diverse individuals and may provide better estimates of true functioning
in certain areas, but they are not a whole or completely satisfactory solution with respect to fairness and provide no
mechanism for establishing whether the obtained test results are valid or not



Limited Methods for Addressing Test Score Validity

Measuring Relative Language Proficiency

f’ _anguaqge rroriciency i1esting @
v Speaking KEEP CALM
/ Listening ITS ONLY A LANGUAGE TEST LANGUAGE
'/ Comprehension 7 PROF|C|ENCY
o Reading 7 TESTING

. — A Critical Survey

LANGUAGE
PROFIENCY
TESTS




Limited Methods for Addressing Test Score Validity

ISSUES IN DOMINANT LANGUAGE EVALUATION

Determining the language of evaluation: Just choose a language.

e generally refers to the assessment of an EL after it has been determined that the examinee is more proficient (“dominant”)
in one language than the other

e being “dominant” in a language does not imply age-appropriate development in that language
e dominance does not inform instructional intervention, progress, growth, or expected test performance
e dominance is often affected by preferences that are shaped by social factors including identity development

e direct evaluation in the native language (L1) can only be conducted by a bilingual evaluator and is not an option available to
monolingual English-speaking evaluators

¢ bilingual ability is no guarantee of nondiscriminatory assessment--native language assessment (L1) can be just as biased
and inequitable as assessment in English (L2)

* in contrast to assessment in English, native language evaluation assessment is a relatively new idea without a substantive
empirical base to guide or support standards of practice

e both L1 and L2 test norm samples fail to control for variability between and among ELs relative to their own amount of
exposure to English and to that of monolingual, native English speaker

e without a research base, there is no way to evaluate the validity of test results derived simply by testing in the dominant
language and any subsequent interpretations would be specious and amount to no more than a guess



An Evidence-based Approach Requires Evidence not “Caution”

EIIIIIIII

Evaluation
Issues and
Methods

Modified or
Altered
Assessment

v vV X X X X X X

Language

x| x v v X X X X X

Assessment

Dominant
Language
Assessment in
L1: native only

X X X X X X

v v v X X X X

Dominant
Language
Assessment in
L2: English only

X

Statements like, “scores should be interpreted with extreme caution” do nothing to establish validity of subsequent
interpretation. Typical approaches for addressing test score validity are limited and have little, if any, research which
indicates any of them effectively produce “valid” scores for English learners. Even nonverbal approaches fail to provide
a satisfactory or comprehensive solution to the examination of exclusionary variables and test score validity.



Summary of Research on the Test Performance
of English Language Learners

Research conducted over the past 100 years on ELs who are non-disabled, of average ability, possess
moderate to high proficiency in English, and tested in English, has resulted in a basic and ubiquitous
finding:

English Learners and Native English speakers tend to perform differently on
standardized, norm-referenced tests of intelligence and general cognitive ability.

So what explains these findings? Early explanations relied on genetic differences attributed to racial
inferiority. But even early researchers noticed that language differences (i.e., lack of proficiency)
likely played a role in this difference, particularly because ELs also tended to perform better on
nonverbal tests than on verbal tests (Ortiz, 2019).

Ortiz, S. O. (2019). On the Measurement of Cognitive Abilities in English Learners. Contemporary School Psychology, Vol. 23(1) 68-86.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40688-018-0208-8



Research Foundations for EL Evaluation

ELs and non-EL’'s perform differently: Broad ability level

Mean FSIQ by Group Sample
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Styck, K. M. & Watkins, M. W. (2013). Diagnostic Utility of the Culture-Language Interpretive Matrix for the Wechsler Intelligence Scales for Children—Fourth Edition Among Referred
Students. School Psychology Review, 42(4), 367-382.



Research Foundations for EL Evaluation

ELs and non-EL's perform differently: Index level

Mean WISC-1V Indexes for Non-EL and EL Group Samples
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Styck, K. M. & Watkins, M. W. (2013). Diagnostic Utility of the Culture-Language Interpretive Matrix for the Wechsler Intelligence Scales for Children—Fourth Edition Among Referred
Students. School Psychology Review, 42(4), 367-382.



Research Foundations for EL Evaluation

ELs and non-EL’'s perform differently: Subtest level

Mean WISC-IV Subtest Scores for Non-EL and EL Group Samples
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Styck, K. M. & Watkins, M. W. (2013). Diagnostic Utility of the Culture-Language Interpretive Matrix for the Wechsler Intelligence Scales for Children—Fourth Edition Among Referred
Students. School Psychology Review, 42(4), 367-382.



Research Foundations for EL Evaluation: EL to ES

Language influences EL test performance in a linear, continuous manner, not dichotomously

Degree of language ability or acculturative knowledge measured or required by a subtest

Low < Moderate » High
100 ~J» Normative mean score for English
speakers stays the same
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= = = = = English learners declines proportionally
Im/' » w n ‘\U’T (age does not control for language development)
Performance for English learners on subtests that require Performance for English learners on subtests requiring
little, or no age-based linguistic or cultural knowledge full age-based linguistic or cultural knowledge acquisition
acquisition is at or close to normative expectations. is much lower than the normative expectations.

The more a test requires age-based developmental language proficiency and acculturative knowledge, the more the effect on test performance.




Research Foundations for EL Evaluation: EL to ES

Comparison of overall “average” test performance at the subtest level: EL to ES
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Typical “average”

Research Foundations for EL Evaluation: ES vs. ES

Range for Non-ELs
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Research Foundations for EL Evaluation: EL to ES

Research-based mean performance of ELs on the WISC Subtests

Mercer Vukovich & Cummins Nieves-Brull
1972 Figueroa, 1982 1982 2006
Information 85
Tests with “high” L Vocabulary 80 83 61 7.5 87
language demands Similarities 7.6 8.8 6.4 8.2 89
Comprehension 7.8 9.0 6.7 8.0 89
 Digit Span 8.3 8.5 7.3 * 90
Tests with “mod™  _ Arithmetic 8.7 9.4 7.4 7.8 92
language demands
Picture Arrangement 9.0 10.3 8.0 9.2 96
— Block Design 9.5 10.8 8.0 9.4 97
e Object Assembly 9.6 10.7 8.4 9.3 98
Tests with “low —_ . -
language demands Picture Completion 9.7 9.9 8.7 9.5 97
Coding 9.6 10.9 8.9 9.6 99

*Data for this subtest were not reported in the study.




Fairness in Determining “Average” Performance: EL to ES

Typical “average”

Range for ELLs
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Fairness in Determining “Average” Performance: EL to ES
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Research Foundations for EL Evaluation: EL to ES

The influence of language on subtest level performance in English speakers and English learners.

Table 3. Variance Explained by Exogenous Variables (Individual Test Performance) by Age Group.

Variance explained

Individual test 7-10 [1-14 15-18
Highest

Language Verbal Comprehension 79¢ .86¢ 8l C-LIM
Demands  General Information Tle .85¢ 86c  Level5

Concept Formation 67¢ W &7F
Visual-Auditory Learning 400 375 A4lb C-LIM
Delayed Recall Visual-Auditory Learning 3% .32b 376 Level4

Analysis Synthesis 29> 44b A7b

Sound Blending 255 320 355

Auditory Working Memory 22> 44b 32b

Retrieval Fluency 22b 225 .28b
C-LIM

Memory for Words .18b 326 23"
Level 3

Numbers Reversed A7P 26P 300

Pair Cancelation B 1o 1P

Rapid Picture Naming 16> 072 16>

Incomplete Words A3 315 23k
Visual Matching .13b .15b 6t C-LIM
Decision Speed 120 .15b Jd9b  Level2

{ Auditory Attention .10b 200 5P
Lowest Spatial Relations .08 .léb .16b LM

Planning 072 [2b I1b
Language ¥ ¥ v ; v ’ Level 1

Demands Picture Recall 022 062 .10b

*Source: Cormier, D.C., McGrew, K.S. & Ysseldyke, J. E. (2014). The Influences of Linguistic Demand and Cultural Loading on Cognitive Test Scores. Journal of Psychoeducational
Assessment, 32(7), 610-623.



The Culture-Language Interpretive Matrix (C-LIM)

A Systematic Framework for Organizing and Guiding Evidence-Based Practice

Translation of Research into Practice

1. Research on test performance of ELs establishes the foundations upon which the C-LIM is based and its only purpose is to
assist in determining the extent to which obtained results are likely valid (a minimal or only contributory influence of
cultural and linguistic factors), possibly valid (minimal or contributory influence of cultural and linguistic factors but which
requires additional evidence from native language evaluation), or likely invalid (a primary influence of cultural and
linguistic factors).

2. Organization of the C-LIM as a matrix and graph, are simply visual organizers of this research and serve as a de facto “EL
norm sample” for the purposes of examining cognitive, linguistic, and neuropsychological test results relative to
exclusionary factors (i.e., cultural and linguistic differences). Achievement tests require a vastly different evidentiary base.

3. Because it relies on empirical studies that used standardized, English-language administration, norms, and scoring with
non-disabled EL populations, the C-LIM can only be used if tests are also administered in English and without any form of
modification to the administration or scoring protocols.

4. Although some native-language tests (e.g., WISC Spanish, Bateria) are included in the C-LIM, examination of those results
should be accomplished independent of results from tests administered in English. Moreover, there is some, but likely
insufficient research to promote the use of the C-LIM as being valid for ELs who are given native-language tests and such
use should be viewed as exploratory and informational only.

Free version of C-LIM and other materials available at: http://facpub.stjohns.edu/~ortizs/CLIM/




The Culture-Language Interpretive Matrix (C-LIM)

A Systematic Framework for Organizing and Guiding Evidence-Based Practice

Translation of research into practice

“To properly meet the definition and its exclusionary criteria, LEAs would first
have to identify the primary cause(s) of a student’s low achievement. For
instance, if a child has limited English language proficiency, and it influences
behavior and learning, it could appear as though the child has SLD. During an
evaluation, it would be incumbent upon the school to determine whether the
behavior or learning issues are primarily caused by one or more of these
exclusionary factors. In the example above, the process of ruling out
exclusionary factors would likely result in the determination of the child
needing linguistic interventions and/or instructional support based on their
limited English proficiency. Thus, the appropriateness of considering SLD will
have been “ruled out” for this child and disability identification would not be
appropriate.

Importantly, however, SLD can coexist with other disabilities, including limited
English proficiency, sensory impairments, motor difficulties, emotional
problems, etc. Any such factors may well be seen as contributory to the
observed learning problems in the classroom and do not rule out a learning

disability as long as they are not the primary reason for such difficulties.” (p. 6)

What a Specific Learning Disability
Is Not:
Examining Exclusionary Factors

Meghan Whittaker, Esq.
Samuel 0. Ortiz, Ph.D.

National
Center for
Leaming
Drsabiibey




Application of Research as Foundations for the Cultural and Linguistic
Classification of Tests and Culture-Language Interpretive Matrix

Matrix arrangement of expected subtest level performance for ELs vs. ES

DEGREE OF LINGUISTIC DEMAND
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Application of Research as Foundations for the Cultural and Linguistic
Classification of Tests and Culture-Language Interpretive Matrix

Research-based mean performance of ELs on the WISC Subtests

Mercer Vukovich & Cummins Nieves-Brull
1972 Figueroa, 1982 1982 2006
Information —> [5
Tests with “high” ] Vocabulary 80 83 61 7.5 87 —> | 5
language demands Similarities 7.6 8.8 6.4 8.2 89 —>| 4
| Comprehension 7.8 9.0 6.7 8.0 89 —>»| 4
Digit Span 8.3 8.5 7.3 * 90 —>| 3
Tests with “mod” —___ Arithmetic 8.7 9.4 7.4 7.8 92 —>| 3
language demands
Picture Arrangement 9.0 10.3 8.0 9.2 96 — 3
— Block Design 9.5 10.8 8.0 9.4 97 —>| 2
et with o’ Object Assembly 9.6 10.7 8.4 9.3 98 —>| 2
ests with “low —_ . .
language demands Picture Completion 9.7 9.9 8.7 9.5 97 —>\ 1
| Coding 9.6 10.9 8.9 9.6 99 >\1

*Data for this subtest were not reported in the study.



Application of Research as Foundations for the Cultural and Linguistic
Classification of Tests and Culture-Language Interpretive Matrix

SAMPLE OF RESEARCH-BASED MEANS REGARDING EXPECTED PERFORMANCE FOR ENGLISH LEARNERS
DEGREE OF LINGUISTIC DEMAND

LOW MODERATE HIGH

2 _ _
. 0 SS= 99 SS=97 < o1
z
2 / 3
@]
|
E' E /
=R SS=89
g u SS=97 =
o g
LL
o / 4
L
L
(nd
0 e
(| T

% SS=91 SS=85

3 5

Because research is conducted with highly proficient ELs, these values represent performance only for
“slightly different” individuals. Those with less English proficiency will score proportionally lower.



Application of Research as Foundations for the Cultural and Linguistic
Classification of Tests and Culture-Language Interpretive Matrix

Matrix of WISC subtest means arranged by EL vs. ES test performance

DEGREE OF LINGUISTIC DEMAND

LOW MODERATE HIGH
Coding Block Design Digit Span
Object Assembly

=

@)
o -
P
o
S Level 1 SS=99 | Level 2 SS=97 | Level 3 SS=91
— v
:E' w | Picture Completion Arithmetic Comprehension
oo
2 o
— L
= =)
2 0O
O =
L
o Level 2 SS=97 | Level3 SS=91| Level 4 SS=89
L .
o Picture Arrangement Information
8 Similarities
a) Vocabulary

HIGH

Level 3 SS=91 | Level 4 SS=89 | Level 5 SS=85
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Print CLIM Matrix

Name: Age: Grade: Date:

DEGREE OF LINGUISTIC DEMAND

LOW MODERATE HIGH
WISC Coding 99 WISC Block Design 97 WISC Digit Span 91
WISC Object Assembly 99
5
- —_—— —_—— —_——
Cell Average = 99 Cell Average = 97 Cell Average = 91
Score Score Score
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=
3 - ||
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B [ [ |
:E | || .
4
= =
w
o] _— _— _—
e
e - | -
o

Cell Average = Cell Average = Cell Average =

Score
WISC Picture Arrangement 91 | | WISC Information 85 |
| | WISC Similarities i
WISC Vocabulary 85

HIGH

Cell Average = Cell Average = Cell Average =
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Fairness in Determining “Average” Performance: EL to EL

Although it has long been recognized that language likely account for the differences in test
performance between English leaners and native English speakers, its influence has rarely
been examined directly as a confounding variable and there has been a tendency instead to
use “cultural” and “racial/ethnic” variables as proxies for language.

EL vs. ES: In general, research with ELs indicates that language (including acquisition of
acculturative knowledge) has a powerful and significant effect on test performance that can
>;‘ be discerned at every level of testing, broad ability, index/composite, or subtest. <
EL vs. EL: In addition, differences in exposure to and development in English varies among

ELs such that the influence increases proportionally on tests that use, measure, and rely

more on language and language-based abilities.

. J
When understood as such, the impact of language on test performance of ELs is not seen to 'T‘
be a simple “verbal vs. nonverbal” dichotomy but rather a continuum formed by a linear
and proportional attenuation of performance relative to both ESs and other ELSs.

Evaluation MUST account for Evaluation MUST also account
EL vs. ES differences for EL vs. EL differences



Research Foundations for EL Evaluation: EL to EL

General ability level performance as compared to other English learners

Mean WJ Il GIA across the four levels of language
proficiency on the New York State ESL Achievement Test

110
101.0
100 e e e eeas
Diff is about
90 89.55 — 1SD (15 pts)
< 7] B i on average
G 82.29 __J>=— But can be
as much as
— 80 _ 25D (30 pts)
2 71.75
< 70
. E
50 N | | [
Proficient Advanced Intermediate Beginner
NYSESLAT Level

Source: Sotelo-Dynega, M., Ortiz, S.0., Flanagan, D.P., Chaplin, W. (2013). English Language Proficiency and Test Performance: Evaluation of bilinguals with the Woodcock-Johnson IlI
Tests of Cognitive Ability. Psychology in the Schools, Vol 50(8), pp. 781-797.



Research Foundations for EL Evaluation: EL to EL

Subtest level performance as compared to other English Learners

Domain specific scores across the seven WJ Ill subtests according to language proficiency level on the NYSESLAT
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Research Foundations for EL Evaluation: EL to EL

Subtest level performance as compared to other English Learners

Mean subtest scores across the four WASI subtests and four WMLS-R subtests according to language proficiency level
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test performance drops as a function of the
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Degree of Cultural Loading

Moderate Low

High

Low

Slightly Different: 3-5 points
Moderately Different: 5-7 points
Markedly Different: 7-10 points

Degree of Linguistic Demand

Moderate

Research Foundations for EL Evaluation: EL to EL

Research-based subtest means regarding expected test performance EL vs. EL

High

Slightly Different: 5-7 points
Moderately Different: 7-10 points
Markedly Different: 10-15 points

Slightly Different: 7-10 points
Moderately Different: 10-15 points
Markedly Different: 15-20 points

Slightly Different: 5-7 points
Moderately Different: 7-10 points
Markedly Different: 10-15 points

Slightly Different: 7-10 points
Moderately Different: 10-15 points
Markedly Different: 15-20 points

Slightly Different: 10-15 points
Moderately Different: 15-20 points
Markedly Different: 20-25 points

Slightly Different: 7-10 points
Moderately Different: 10-15 points
Markedly Different: 15-20 points

Slightly Different: 10-15 points
Moderately Different: 15-20 points
Markedly Different: 20-25 points

Slightly Different: 15-20 points
Moderately Different: 20-25 points
Markedly Different: 25-35 points

Slightly Different: Includes individuals with very high levels of English language proficiency (e.g., CALP) and high acculturation, but still not entirely comparable to
mainstream U.S. English speakers. Examples include individuals who are third generation in the U.S., have well educated/higher SES parents, have attended dual-language
program for at least 6-7 years, or demonstrate native or near native-like proficiency in English language conversation and solid literacy skills. (Not a common category)

Moderately Different: Includes individuals with moderate to higher levels of English language proficiency (e.g., advanced BICS/emerging CALP) and typical EL acculturative
learning experiences. Examples include individuals who were born or came early to the U.S. with limited English speaking parents, usually from low to very low SES with
parent’s having low or limited literacy even in their own language, generally received formal education in English only or primarily in English since starting school.

Markedly Different: Includes individuals with low to very low levels of English language proficiency (e.g., early BICS) or very limited acculturative learning experiences due to
unusual influences on development. Examples include extremely low and limited parental SES and education, recently arrival in the U.S. or residence for in the U.S. 3 years
or less, lack of prior formal education, exposure to trauma, violence, abuse, neglect, time spent in refugee or resettlement camps, changes in or multiple early languages.
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DEGREE OF DIFFERENCE FOR EVALUATION

sesnsrasssannens  "Slightly Different” The blue line represents the expected rate of decline for individuals considered to be siightly different
sesssssensenenss "Moderately Different” The green line represents the expected rate of decline for individuals considered to be moderately different (most typical) Cross-aattefy @
sessessenarsnees “Markedtly Different” The red line represents the expected rate of decline for individuals considered to be markedly different g

"NOTE; Tests mavked with an esterisk [*) io the menu bor of the C-LIM Anafyrer peovide occess to matrices thot may be helpful in evaivatiog the volidity of test scoves wiven using Spanish-looguoge tests fie, Baterio- 0L WISC-IV Sponish]. Use
of these matrices shouid be considered EXPERIMENTAL ONLY as there is insufficent research at this time to support an evid based pottern of expected pesfe for E1s ov firmly estabiish dassificotion of subtests from such batteries
Use for qualitative analysis only.




The Culture-Language Interpretive Matrix (C-LIM)

Guidelines for Addressing Exclusionary Factors via Examination of Test Score Validity

There are three basic criteria that, when all are met, provide evidence to suggest that test performance reflects
the primary influence of cultural and linguistic factors and not actual ability, or lack thereof. These criteria are:

1. Overall Pattern of Decline: There exists a general, overall pattern of decline in the scores from left to right Results
and diagonally across the matrix where performance is highest on the less linguistically demanding/culturally are likely
loaded tests (low/low cells) and performance is lowest on the more linguistically demanding/culturally loaded INVALID
tests (high/high cells), and; only if ALL
L : . conditions
2. Within Expected Range: The magnitude of the aggregate test scores across the matrix for all cells fall
within or above the expected range of difference (shaded area around the line) determined to be most are MET.
representative of the examinee’s background and development relative to the sample on whom the test was
normed. Results
are likely
3. No Significant Score Variability: There is no variability in the scores that form the aggregate in any one cell VALID
or any variability between or among cells in the same level where high score performance may be masking when ANY
the presence of low performance. Variability is defined as one score below average AND below the expected condition is
range, and the next lowest score is 1SD (15 points) higher and within the expected range. ] NOT MET

Interpretation: When ALL three criteria are MET, it may be concluded that the test scores are likely to be INVALID because
they were influenced primarily by cultural/linguistic variables and cannot be interpreted. When any ONE criterion is NOT MET,
the results can be assumed to be likely VALID and may be interpreted if further evidence is generated to support conclusions.



Interpreting Test Score Validity with the C-LIM
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C-LIM Summary Graph: Evaluation of Cultural/Unguistic influences
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Example of “likely invalid” score pattern—overall general
decline AND scores within or above expected (“average” or
typical) range AND scores show no important variability.

Interpretation: Performance PRIMARILY due to linguistic and
cultural factors, scores CANNOT be interpreted specifically,
and provide no evidence to support disability.

1)

Example of “likely valid” score pattern—no overall decline OR
scores below expected (“average” or typical) range OR scores
show important variability.

Interpretation: Performance NOT PRIMARILY due to linguistic
and cultural factors, scores CAN be interpreted but need
further validation to provide evidence of possible disability.




C-LIM Guidelines for Evaluating Test Scores

General pattern of decline AND all scores within or above the expected range for ELs.

Name: _Sydney « W) IV COG Age: 9 Grade: _ 5 Date: __10/9/2020

C-LIM Summary Graph: Evaluation of Cultural/Linguistic Influences
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CULTURE/LANGUAGE INFLUENCE: PRIMARY — all test scores are LIKELY INVALID
Interpretation: “average” or typical functioning, no evidence to suggest cognitive or linguistic deficits that might support disability.



C-LIM Guidelines for Evaluating Test Scores

General pattern of decline OR one or more scores below expected range for ELs.

Name: _Carmen - KABCH Age: 8 Grade: 3 Date:

C-LIM Summary Graph: Evaluation of Cultural/Linguistic Influences
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CULTURE/LANGUAGE INFLUENCE: — low test scores are LIKELY VALID.
Interpretation: suggests possible evidence of cognitive or linguistic deficit that may be confirmed with additional testing and evaluation.



C-LIM Guidelines for Evaluating Test Scores

No general pattern of decline.

Name:  Benjamin - WISC-V age: 10 Grade! _§ Date:

C-LIM Summary Graph: Evaluation of Cultural/Linguistic Influences

DEGREE OF DIFFERENCE FOR EVALUATION: ) Sigrty Detterent (@) Moceratsy Difteren (O Mareegty Difterert

Important of
to note
variability
that may
mask low
scores.

......
ey
.....

&0

2 2 3
Low(/Lowl LowC/Modl ModC/Lowl LowC/HiL ModC/ModL HiC/Lowl ModC/Hil HIC/ModL HIC/HiL J

CULTURE/LANGUAGE INFLUENCE: MINIMAL - test scores are LIKELY VALID.
Interpretation: suggests possible evidence of cognitive or linguistic deficit that may be confirmed with additional testing and evaluation.



C-LIM Guidelines for Evaluating Test Scores

No pattern of decline BUT at least one or more scores below expected range for ELSs.

Name: Benjamin - CELF-S Age: 10 Grade:  5th Date: Y2200

C-LIM Summary Graph: Evaluation of Cultural/Linguistic Influences
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CULTURE/LANGUAGE INFLUENCE: MINIMAL —test scores are LIKELY VALID.
Interpretation: suggests possible evidence of language impairment that may be confirmed with additional testing and evaluation.



C-LIM Additional Interpretive Issues

General pattern of decline, but all scores NOT within expected range

Name: _Fran - CTOPP-2 Age: 19 Grade: _4th _ Dute; __ ¥3/2020
C-LIM Summary Graph: Evaluation of Cultural/Linguistic Influences
S ———

. |
g All scores lower than expected range
oo [ o 2 K for “moderately different” ELs. May
i suggest ID more so than SLD or SLI.

LowC/Lowl LowC/ModL ModC/Lowl lO;AI(/Hil ModC/ModL HK!KOM ModC/Hil HiC/ModL HIC/HiL J
CULTURE/LANGUAGE INFLUENCE: — low test scores are LIKELY VALID.

Interpretation: suggests possible evidence of general cognitive deficit that may be confirmed with additional testing and evaluation.



C-LIM Additional Interpretive Issues

General pattern of decline BUT not all scores within expected range

Name: _Hadji - WJ IV and CELFS
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C-LIM Summary Graph: Evaluation of Cultural/Linguistic Influences

DEGREE OF DIFFERENCE FOR EVALUATION:

2

Age: 11

Grade:  Bth Date: __ 682020

(D) Sightly Different - o OIM y Different

I
High-language scores lower than expected
but low- and mod-language scores within
expectations. May suggest SLI.
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rate of
decline
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ModC/NModl

decline
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CULTURE/LANGUAGE INFLUENCE:
Interpretation: suggests possible evidence of language-related learning deficit that may be confirmed with additional testing and evaluation.

— low test scores are LIKELY VALID.



C-LIM Additional Interpretive Issues

Mean C-LIM cell aggregates for WPPSI-IIl subtests arranged by degree of cultural loading and linguistic
demand for ELs identified with language impairment, learning disability, and intellectual disability.

HC-LL LC-ML MC-ML

o [S-NL e=he=f|-N| efff]-|D efisF]-S]

Source: Tychanska, J., Ortiz, S. O., Flanagan, D.P., & Terjesen, M. (2009), unpublished data..



C-LIM Additional Interpretive Issues

The Impact of Language Development on Native-Language Tests

Mean Subtest Mean Subtest Mean Subtest
98 Gv — Visual Processing 111 Ga — Auditory Processing 107 Ga — Auditory Processing
95 Gs — Processing Speed 102 Gv — Visual Processing 103 Gv — Visual Processing
95 Gsm — Short Term Memory 99 Gs — Processing Speed 95 Gs — Processing Speed
92 Gf — Fluid Reasoning 95 Gf — Fluid Reasoning 95 Gf — Fluid Reasoning
89 Ga — Auditory Processing 90 Glr — Long Term Memory 82 Gsm — Short Term Memory
89 Glr — Long Term Memory 88 Gsm — Short Term Memory 77 Glr — Long Term Memory
85 Gc — Crystallized Knowledge 85 Gc — Crystallized Knowledge 73 Gc — Crystallized Knowledge

*Source: Esparza Brown, J. (2008). The use and interpretation of the Bateria 111 with U.S. Bilinguals. Unpublished dissertation, Portland State University, Portland, OR.
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C-LIM Additional Interpretive Issues

Bateria Ill Performance Means Ordered by Broad Ability Domain

Bateria lll - Spanish Instruction

110
105
100
95
90
85
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75

70
Gv Gs Gf Glr Gsm Gc

Native-language testing for students receiving bilingual
instruction appears to result in a pattern of attenuation due to
differences in native-language development. Students
receiving bilingual instruction are less developed in Spanish
than the monolingual, Spanish-speakers in the norm sample.

Bateria lll - English Instruction

Ga Gv Gs Gf Glr Gsm Gc

Native-language testing for students receiving ESL only
appears to result a pattern of attenuation due to
differences in native-language development. Students
receiving ESL are even less developed in Spanish than
the monolingual, Spanish-speakers in the norm sample.

*Source: Esparza Brown, J. (2008). The use and interpretation of the Bateria 111 with U.S. Bilinguals. Unpublished dissertation, Portland State University, Portland, OR.



C-LIM Additional Interpretive Issues

The Impact of Language Development on Native-Language Tests

Except for Ga, all
other abilities follow a
very similar pattern as
that seen for test
RPETTI scores with ELs when
administered tests in

Spanish is a highly English.

transparent language
having very regular
sound-symbol
correspondence.
English, in In addition, the
comparison is an provision of native
opaque languag e ||R— R N language instruction
where sound-symbol results in less
correspondence s attenuation of
significantly lower and performance than
therefore, more does instruction in
difficult. English only.

Ga Gv Gs Gf Gsm Glr

- Native Language Instruction ==s==English Language Instruction e Norm Sample

*Source: Esparza Brown, J. (2008). The use and interpretation of the Bateria 111 with U.S. Bilinguals. Unpublished dissertation, Portland State University, Portland, OR.



Interpretive Errors in C-LIM Studies: Styck & Watkins

So why didn’t the Styck & Watkins studies support the C-LIM? At the
group level, the scores for ELs appeared to show a clear pattern of
decline, yet they concluded otherwise:

“The valid C-LIM profile (i.e., cell means did not decline) emerged in the mean
WISC-IV normative sample and the ELL sample. Thus, neither sample of
children exhibited the invalid C-LIM profile when group mean scores were
considered” (p. 374) (emphasis added).

The normative sample should not and rightly “did not decline” as they
were not ELs and not disabled. However, the EL sample did range
from a high on Picture Concepts (55=98) to a low on Vocabulary
(SS=85), largely in accordance with prior research and the C-LIM
classifications.

*Source: Styck, K. M. & Watkins, M. W. (2013). Diagnostic Utility of the Culture-Language Interpretive Matrix for the Wechsler Intelligence Scales for
Children—Fourth Edition Among Referred Students. School Psychology Review, 42(4), 367-382.



Interpretive Errors in C-LIM Studies: Styck & Watkins

Comparison of overall “average” test performance at the subtest level: EL to ES
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Interpretive Errors in C-LIM Studies: Styck & Watkins

The most egregious error in the Styck & Watkins studies is found in the examination of
Individual patterns of performance within the C-LIM.

In this regard, the researchers incorrectly expected to find patterns of decline (does not
support disability) in each individual case which is precisely opposite of what they should
have expected to find, no decline (support for a disability) because their sample was
comprised of ELs who had already been identified as having a disability.

The authors noted that “roughly 97% of (n = 83) of participants were identified as meeting
criteria for an educational disability (86% as SLD)” (p. 371). Yet, only 9 ELL cases (10.5%)
resulted in invalid scores (no disability). Thus, the C-LIM suggested invalid scores in 9
cases, 3 of which were likely correct (those without disabilities) so that the C-LIM was
consistent with and supported the placement decision of the child by the district in 93% of
the cases (89.5% + 3.5%). Moreover, the results of analyses with the WISC-IV normative
sample show that declines relative to language are unusual, perhaps even indications of
potential SLI in monolingual, native English speakers as described by Cormier et al. (2014).



Interpretive Errors in C-LIM Studies: Styck & Watkins
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Far from undermining the validity of the C-LIM, the Styck & Watkins studies provide powerful support for the clinical
utility and validity of the C-LIM when evaluating EL test performance using current research and an evidence-base.

—l

Invalid Pattern

No evidence of
disability

Expected N = 3 (out of 86)

Correct (N =3, 3.5%)
Incorrect (N =6, 7.0%)

Correct C-LIM pattern found in 89.5% + 3.5% = 93% of all cases

Valid Pattern

Evidence of
disability

Expected N = 83 (out of 86)

Correct (N =77, 89.5%)




Interpretive Errors in C-LIM Studies by Styck & Watkins

Overall decline and within -——

expected range = no disability

Invalid Scores N=9 N =100

(decline) (N=6, 7.0%) (N=3, 3.5%) (4.9%)
Valid Scores N=77 N=1,933
No decline or below expected (no decline) (89.5%) (95.1%)

range = possible disability

The authors noted that “roughly 97% of (n = 83) of participants were identified as meeting criteria for an educational
disability (86% as SLD)” (p. 371). Yet, only 9 ELL cases (10.5%) resulted in invalid scores (no disability). Thus, the C-LIM
suggested invalid scores in 9 cases, 3 of which were likely correct (those without disabilities) indicating that the C-LIM was
consistent with and supported the placement decision of the child by the district in 93% of the cases (89.5% + 3.5%).

Moreover, the results of analyses with the WISC-IV normative sample show that declines relative to language are unusual,
perhaps even indications of potential SLI in monolingual, native English speakers as described by Cormier et al. (2014).

*Table adapted from: Styck, K. M. & Watkins, M. W. (2013). Diagnostic Utility of the Culture-Language Interpretive Matrix for the Wechsler Intelligence Scales for Children—Fourth Edition Among Referred Students. School Psychology Review, 42(4), 367-382.



Summary of Research Foundations for EL Evaluation

1. COMPARED TO ENGLISH SPEAKERS (EL to ES): Test performance of ELs is moderated by
the degree to which a given index or subtest relies on or requires age- or grade-expected English
language development and the acquisition of incidental acculturative knowledge.

2. COMPARED TO ENGLISH LEARNERS (EL to EL): Test performance of ELs is further
moderated by the degree to which an EL varies in terms of their own developmental English
language proficiency and acculturative knowledge acquisition.

Proper interpretation of EL test performance thus requires a true peer group of other ELs that is based not on
the language spoken by the individual but on comparison to other ELs with the same degree of English
exposure and development.

With two exceptions, current test norm samples lack control for developmental differences in English language
exposure. This means that interpretation of test scores at any level must be made within the context of
research which provides the only empirically-derived, albeit very rough, true peer standard or “norm group”.

Use of research on the relative test performance of ELs based on language exposure (as reflected by the
degree of “difference” the student displays relative to the norm samples of the tests being used) is the very
foundation and sole purpose of the C-LIM.



Translating Research into Practice

Evaluation Norm sample Measures a . Adheres to the Substantial Sufficient to Accounts for Most likely to Provides
. . Does not require . ) e . . . .
Issues an d representative of  wider range of the evaluator to test’s research base on identify or variation in yield reliable and  extensive data
bilingual school-related be bilingual standardized bilingual diagnosis bilingual valid data and regarding
M eth Od S development abilities 6 protocol performance disability development information development
Modified or
Altered
Assessment
Reduced-
language
Assessment

Dominant
Monolingual

Dominant

Monolingual / /

Assessment in

L1: native only

Assessment in / / /

L2: English only

Integrated

Approach / / /
(L2+L1)

An evidence-based approach to evaluation of ELs must consider issues beyond test score validity. An integrated
approach can resolve relevant validity issues by applying research on EL test performance to establish a “true peer”
reference group for disability-based evaluations that does not require the evaluator to have bilingual competency.



The Bilingual English-Spanish Assessment:

Sampling bilinguals—categorical (3 levels of exposure)

Authors: Elizabeth D. Pena, Vera F. Gutierrez-Clellen, Aquiles

befd»)

Language Group

Iglesias, Brian A. Goldstein, Lisa M. Bedore.

Table 5.2 Sample Distribution by Age and Language Exposure

Performance is based
on comparison to peers
grouped by three

]

categories based on

Functional Bilingual Bilingual Functional | Total
: : Balanced : :
Age Monolingual:{ | Dominant: <% Dominant: onolingual:
) . Bilingual y :
English Spanish Spanish
/ 7.80% \% 3.20% M 12.80% 31%
5 9.20% 3.90% 6.70% 6.40% 12.00% 38%
6 6.70% 3.80% 7.00% 4.90% 8.90% 31%
Total 24% 11% 17% 15% 34%

language development.




The Ortiz Picture Vocabulary Acquisition Test
Sampling bilinguals—continuous (99 levels of exposure: 1%-99%)

B = Author: Samuel O. Ortiz

s PVAT Table 5. Length of Exposure to English: Ortiz PVAT nglish Learner Normaive Sample .
- English Learner English Learner Normative
Normative Sample (N) Sample (%)
0—6 months 128 10.8
7-11 months 131 11.0
1-2 years 168 14.1
3—4 years 165 13.9
5 years 119 10.0
6—7 years 118 9.9
8-9 years 113 9.5
10-11 years 90 7.6
12-13 years 70 5.9
14-15 years 51 4.3

16 years or more 37 3.1
Total 1,190 100.0

Length of Time Exposed to English

Performance is based on Table 6. Percentage of Life Exposed to English: Ortiz PVAT English Learner Normative Samp
. f t Percentage of Life Exposed to English English Learner English Learner Normative
comparison ot €xac (%) Normative Sample (N) Sample (%)

amount of language 0—20 280 23.5
development determined ‘ 21-40 196 16.5
by percentage of lifetime 41-60 196 16.5

exposure—not by category. 61-80 209 17.6

81-100 309 26.0
Total 1,190 100.0




Practical Considerations in Addressing Score
Validity When Testing ELs

The usual purpose of testing is to identify deficits in ability (i.e., low scores) which means that validity is more of a
concern for low scores than average/higher scores because:

« Test performances in the average range are NOT likely a chance finding and strongly suggests average
ability (i.e., no deficits in ability)

« Test performances that are below average MAY be a chance finding because of experiential or

developmental differences and thus do not automatically confirm below average ability (i.e., possible
deficits in ability)

Therefore, testing in one language only (English or native language) means that:

« It can be determined that a student DOES NOT have a disability (i.e., if all scores are average or higher,
they are very likely to be valid)

* It CANNOT be determined if the student has a disability (i.e., low scores must be validated as true
indicators of deficit ability)

Thus, testing in both languages (English and native language) is necessary to determine disability because:

« Testing requires confirmation that deficits are not language-specific and exist in both languages (although
low performance in both can result from other factors)

No matter the order, all low test scores, whether in English or the native language, must be validated:

* Low scores from testing in English can be validated via research underlying the C-LIM
« Low scores from testing in the native language cannot be validated with research



Multilingual Testing - L1 then L2 or L2 then L1?

Testing cannot be conducted in two languages simultaneously. In addition, testing must necessarily begin
in one language or another. The considerations presented previously and the limitations and problems
regarding establishing test score validity in the native language tend to favor initial evaluation in English.

However, the language used for initial evaluation also depends in large part on the purpose and the area
of suspected disability. If the evaluation is for SLD, then students should have been given sufficient
opportunity to learn in which time they will have gained enough proficiency to easily allow testing in
English and testing should begin in English (L2). Immediate referral for LD evaluation is discriminatory.

For other disabilities, particularly those that are more developmentally based and have physical
manifestations, there may be a need to evaluate immediately without having to be concerned with
allowing a lengthy period of time to observe learning. In these cases, evaluation in the heritage language
(L1) may well be preferable and appropriate, particularly since such disabilities require much more than
just valid test scores.

Remember that even scores from tests that are not administered in English must be examined for validity
and there is no formal way at present of doing so. This is less of a problem when evaluating disabilities
that have clear physiological indicators or where additional data are necessary for determination. Because
SLD has no such obvious markers and because it is a disability determined by exclusion with heavy reliance
on test scores, evaluation should likely proceed in English (L2) first to permit evaluation of test score
validity and then any weaknesses followed up in the heritage language (L1).

An L2+L1 approach is the most feasible and logical sequence for testing in the vast majority of evaluations.




A Best Practice Framework for Nondiscriminatory Evaluation of SLD:

Pre-
referral
Activities '<

Post-
referral -<
Testing

Decision
Making <

Y4

N/

-

.

~\

Assess and evaluate factors that affect opportunity to learn and age/grade-expected development (baseline functioning)

* Include assessment of first and second language acquisition, type and length of formal schooling, opportunity for learning via
systematic exposure to linguistic and acculturative experiences, parental level of education, literacy, and socio-economic status.

Monitor and evaluate academic skills growth relative to true peers including native/heritage language (pre-referral evaluation)

* Formally monitor and systematically evaluate progress in academic skills in English (or native/heritage language, as

appropriate) using true peer comparison. Directly examine the effectiveness of interventions and academic growth. Methods may
include authentic and informal data (e.g., work samples, portfolios, etc.) or more formal data collected within an MTSS/Rtl
framework (e.g., CBM, progress monitoring charts, standardized test data). Goal is to evaluate progress and growth, not

determine disability. <

Assess and evaluate construct validity in all areas in English first* (exclusion of cultural/linguistic factors)

* Evaluate in English first (when possible and appropriate) using true peer comparison and standards for expected performance.
For formal testing, the C-LIM can be used for this purpose. If all data indicate average performance, a disability is unlikely and
further evaluation unnecessary. If some data suggest performance is below true peers, continue evaluation.

Re-assess and re-evaluate construct validity in areas of poor performance in the native language (cross-linguistic evidence)

* |f performance in some areas evaluated in English is lower than expected compared to true peers, re-assess the same areas in

the native/heritage language (when possible and appropriate) to support them as areas of true weakness.
\ J

Cross-validate all data with contextual factors and pre-referral information (ecological validity for disability)

* Use all other case data and information to serve as the context by which to evaluate the L1 and L2 data and ensure ecological
validity for any conclusions that have been made.

*This procedure assumes that an EL has been given sufficient opportunity to learn before being referred for evaluation as not doing so is discriminatory. Because
this period of time should not generally be shorter than one year, students will have had enough time to also learn enough English to permit testing in English.

RTI/MTSS
addresses
concerns
regarding
fairness and
equity in the
assessment
process

-

Multilingual
Testing
addresses
possible
bias in use
of test
scores



Multilingual Testing (L2+L1): Step 1

Step 1. Test first in English (L2) and examine test scores
* If all composites indicate normative strengths (SS > = 90), scores are valid (to the extent that a disability is not likely),
no further testing is necessary and poor academic performance is due to cultural/linguistic factors.
* |f one or more composites indicate a normative weakness (SS < = 90), enter and evaluate subtest score validity in the
C-LIM.

Step 2. Evaluate impact of cultural/linguistic factors on test scores
* |If all criteria are met, then cultural/linguistic factors are primary (cannot be excluded), scores are likely to be invalid
BUT do indicate average ability in all areas and a disability is not likely, thus no further testing is necessary.
* If C-LIM indicates only a contributory or minimal influence of cultural/linguistic factors, then test scores are likely to
be valid and evaluation should continue.

Step 3. Re-evaluate areas of weakness only in native language (L1) cross-linguistic confirmation of validity
* If L1 data indicate an area is a strength (i.e., average), then original L2 (English) score is invalid, use the L1 score.
 If L1 data indicate an area is still a weakness, then original L2 (English) score is valid, use the L2 (English) score.

Step 4. Cross-validate L1 and L2 scores with contextual factors and pre-referral concerns for ecological validity
* Use information from detailed history of language development, formal education, parental SES, family experiences,
as the context by which to evaluate consistency, explanatory logic, and ecological validity regarding data from pre-
referral interventions, classroom work, achievement data, and pre-referral concerns.



Nondiscriminatory Assessment of
Specific Learning Disability with an
English Learner

Evaluation of Maria Ayala
Tests Used: WISC-V, WIAT-III, and WJ IV
DOE: 6/22/2016
DOB: 10/4/2006
Grade: 4



Multilingual Testing (L2+L1): Step 1

Step 1. Test first in English (L2) and examine test scores
* If all composites indicate normative strengths (SS > = 90), scores are valid (to the extent that a disability is not likely),
no further testing is necessary and poor academic performance is due to cultural/linguistic factors.
* |f one or more composites indicate a normative weakness (SS < = 90), enter and evaluate subtest score validity in the
C-LIM.

Step 2. Evaluate impact of cultural/linguistic factors on test scores
* |If all criteria are met, then cultural/linguistic factors are primary (cannot be excluded), scores are likely to be invalid
BUT do indicate average ability in all areas and a disability is not likely, thus no further testing is necessary.
* If C-LIM indicates only a contributory or minimal influence of cultural/linguistic factors, then test scores are likely to
be valid and evaluation should continue.

Step 3. Re-evaluate areas of weakness only in native language (L1) cross-linguistic confirmation of validity
* If L1 data indicate an area is a strength (i.e., average), then original L2 (English) score is invalid, use the L1 score.
 If L1 data indicate an area is still a weakness, then original L2 (English) score is valid, use the L2 (English) score.

Step 4. Cross-validate L1 and L2 scores with contextual factors and pre-referral concerns for ecological validity
* Use information from detailed history of language development, formal education, parental SES, family experiences,
as the context by which to evaluate consistency, explanatory logic, and ecological validity regarding data from pre-
referral interventions, classroom work, achievement data, and pre-referral concerns.



Multilingual Testing (L2+L1): Step 1

WECHSLER INTELLIEGENCE SCALE FOR CHILDREN-V

Verbal Comprehension Index 76 | | Fluid Reasoning Index 82 Visual-Spatial Index 95
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Multilingual Testing (L2+L1): Step 2

Step 1. Test first in English (L2) and examine test scores
* If all composites indicate normative strengths (SS > = 90), scores are valid (to the extent that a disability is not likely),
no further testing is necessary and poor academic performance is due to cultural/linguistic factors.
* |f one or more composites indicate a normative weakness (SS < = 90), enter and evaluate subtest score validity in the
C-LIM.

Step 2. Evaluate impact of cultural/linguistic factors on test scores
* |If all criteria are met, then cultural/linguistic factors are primary (cannot be excluded), scores are likely to be invalid
BUT do indicate average ability in all areas and a disability is not likely, thus no further testing is necessary.
* If C-LIM indicates only a contributory or minimal influence of cultural/linguistic factors, then test scores are likely to
be valid and evaluation should continue.

Step 3. Re-evaluate areas of weakness only in native language (L1) cross-linguistic confirmation of validity
* If L1 data indicate an area is a strength (i.e., average), then original L2 (English) score is invalid, use the L1 score.
 If L1 data indicate an area is still a weakness, then original L2 (English) score is valid, use the L2 (English) score.

Step 4. Cross-validate L1 and L2 scores with contextual factors and pre-referral concerns for ecological validity
* Use information from detailed history of language development, formal education, parental SES, family experiences,
as the context by which to evaluate consistency, explanatory logic, and ecological validity regarding data from pre-
referral interventions, classroom work, achievement data, and pre-referral concerns.



Culture-Language Interpretive Matrix - Basic Version 4.0

Conceptualization by D. P. Flanagan, S. O. Ortiz, & V. C. Alfonso; Programming by 5. 0. Ortiz and A. M. Dynda.
Copyright 2018 © Samuel 0. Ortiz, Dawn P. Flanagan & Vincent C. Alfonso. All Rights Reserved
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Multilingual Testing (L2+L1): Step 2

Name:
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C-LIM Summary Graph: Evaluation of Cultural/Linguistic Influences
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Multilingual Testing (L2+L1): Step 3

Step 1. Test first in English (L2) and examine test scores
* If all composites indicate normative strengths (SS > = 90), scores are valid (to the extent that a disability is not likely),
no further testing is necessary and poor academic performance is due to cultural/linguistic factors.
* |f one or more composites indicate a normative weakness (SS < = 90), enter and evaluate subtest score validity in the
C-LIM.

Step 2. Evaluate impact of cultural/linguistic factors on test scores
* |If all criteria are met, then cultural/linguistic factors are primary (cannot be excluded), scores are likely to be invalid
BUT do indicate average ability in all areas and a disability is not likely, thus no further testing is necessary.
* If C-LIM indicates only a contributory or minimal influence of cultural/linguistic factors, then test scores are likely to
be valid and evaluation should continue.

Step 3. Re-evaluate areas of weakness only in native language (L1) cross-linguistic confirmation of validity
* If L1 data indicate an area is a strength (i.e., average), then original L2 (English) score is invalid, use the L1 score.
 If L1 data indicate an area is still a weakness, then original L2 (English) score is valid, use the L2 (English) score.

Step 4. Cross-validate L1 and L2 scores with contextual factors and pre-referral concerns for ecological validity
* Use information from detailed history of language development, formal education, parental SES, family experiences,
as the context by which to evaluate consistency, explanatory logic, and ecological validity regarding data from pre-
referral interventions, classroom work, achievement data, and pre-referral concerns.



Multilingual Testing (L2+L1): Step 3

WECHSLER INTELLIEGENCE SCALE FOR CHILDREN-V

Verbal Comprehension Index 76 | | Fluid Reasoning Index 82 | | Visual-Spatial Index 95
“STMTAPTIES 5~ “TVISTPIX REaSONME 7~ ~BIock Design e
Vocabulary 6 Figure Weights 7 Visual Puzzles 9
Working Memory Index 79 Processing Speed Index 94
Digit Span 5  Coding 9 There are four possible areas of cognitive
Picture Span 7 Symbol Search 8 weakness that may suggest deficits related
to the reported academic difficulties as well
WECHSLER INDIVIDUAL ACHIEVEMENT TEST-IlI as three areas of strength. However,
because these tests are not designed for
Basic Reading 94 Reading Comprehension 76 English learners, for the areas of
Word Reading 92 Reading Comprehension 76 suspected weakness it is necessary to
Pseudoword Decoding 98 Oral Reading Fluency 80 generate additional information and data to
cross-linguistically confirm that they are
WOODCOCK JOHNSON-IV TESTS OF COGNITIVE ABILITY true deficits. Strengths do not support
disability identification and therefore do not
Auditory Processing 91 LT Storage/Retrieval 77 require any further validation.
“PRONOIOgICal PTOCESSINE 99— StOry Recal 79
Nonword Repetition 84 Visual-Auditory Learning 75



Multilingual Testing (L2+L1): Step 3

WECHSLER INTELLIEGENCE SCALE FOR CHILDREN-V

Verbal Comprehension Index 76 | Fluid Reasoning Index 82 Visual-Spatial Index 95

Stritarites 7 Block Design 9

Vocabulary 7 Visual Puzzles 9

Working Memory Index 79 Processing Speed Index In addition, because Gc itself is “language,” it
Digit Span 5  Coding 9 cannot be compared fairly to native English
Picture Span 7 Symbol Search 8 speaker norms to determine whether it is a

WECHSLER INDIVIDUAL ACHIEVEMENT TEST-III

Basic Reading 94 Reading Comprehension 76
Word Reading 92 Reading Comprehension 76
Pseudoword Decoding 98 Oral Reading Fluency 80

WOODCOCK JOHNSON-IV TESTS OF COGNITIVE ABILITY

Auditory Processing 91 LT Storage/Retrieval 77
Phonological Processing 99 Story Recall 79
Nonword Repetition 84 Visual-Auditory Learning 75

strength or weakness even when scores are
deemed “valid” using the C-LIM. Thus, in the
case, additional procedures must be
employed to determine whether Gc is
actually a true weakness or not and whether
it does or does not require re-evaluation.



Basic Disability Evaluation with an English Learner: A Case Study — Step 2

Determining if and when to re-test Gc via the C-LIM

Re-evaluation of suspected areas of weakness is necessary to provide cross-linguistic confirmation of potential deficits in functioning. A
disability cannot be identified in an English learner if the observed difficulties occur only in one language. Even then, deficits that are
identified in both languages are not definitive evidence of dysfunction and evaluation of expectations for native language performance
is as relevant for native language evaluation as it is for evaluation in English.

Because of the nature of Gg, it should be treated slightly differently when it comes to re-evaluation as compared to other cognitive
abilities. The following guidelines from the best practice recommendations apply specifically to Gc:

* *Review results from testing in English and identify domains of suspected weakness or difficulty:
a. For Gc only, evaluate weakness according to high/high cell in C-LIM or in context of other data and information

* *For Gconly:
a. If high/high cell in C-LIM is within/above expected range, consider Gc a strength and assume it is at least average (re-
testing is not necessary)
b. If high/high cell in C-LIM is below expected range, re-testing of Gc in the native language is recommended

* For Gc only, scores obtained in the native language should only be interpreted relative to developmental and educational
experiences of the examinee in the native language and only as compared to others with similar developmental experiences in

the native language.

It is important that the actual, obtained Gc score, regardless of magnitude, be reported when required, albeit with appropriate
nondiscriminatory assignment of meaning, and that it be used for the purposes of instructional planning and educational intervention.

*If Gc is evaluated with the Ortiz PVAT, use the actual score obtained from the English Learner norms (NOT the English Speaker norms) to determine if it is
an area of weakness. If the score indicates a weakness, it should then be further re-evaluated in the native language.



Basic Disability Evaluation with an English Learner: A Case Study
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Basic Disability Evaluation with an English Learner: A Case Study — Step 2

Interpretive Problems with Gc Scores with English Learners

Although the C-LIM helped determine that Gc is NOT an area of weakness, further evaluation and
interpretation is complicated because of the low magnitude of the score (i.e., S5=76). Other
corrections are necessary to prevent discriminatory decisions, particularly in evaluation of SLD or SLI.
However, use of the Ortiz PVAT provides a simple and more direct solution to all of these problems.

English Native Lang. Valid? Interpretation?

O

- Gf 82 ?
- Glr 77 ?
- Gsm 78 ?
- Qv 98 Average
- Ga 92 Average
- Gs 94 Average
: Since the aggregate score in the C-LIM for Tier 5 (i.e., the High/High cell
These are the SISUEL Rl where all Gc tests are classified) was within the expected range corresponding
CHC broad ability or to the selected degree of difference deemed most appropriate, it should be
processing areas typically considered average despite the fact that the magnitude is only 76 and that it
measured for isn’t technically a valid measure of intrinsic language-related abilities. This is

comprehensive evaluation. one reason for the development of the Ortiz PVAT and highlights its utility.



Basic Disability Evaluation with an English Learner: A Case Study — Step 2

An alternative to resolving problems with Gc scores for ELs

Use of the C-LIM to resolve for addressing test score validity with Gc is necessary due to the lack of tests that
provide valid measures of language via the use of norms that control for differences among ELs relative to the
language being evaluated. This leaves practitioners in the unenviable position of having to defend a low score
(e.g., SS=76) as being technically invalid but which is interpreted as an area of processing “strength.”

Partly in response to the difficulties posed by current limitations, a new test has been developed that yields valid

Gc scores for any individual who is learning English, including as a second language and regardless of the native
language or amount of time/exposure to English. That test is the Ortiz PVAT.
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Fairness and English Learners:
Ensuring True Peer Comparability

Stratification Variables in Dual Standardization Norm Samples of the Ortiz PVAT

English Speakers (N = 1,530) English Learners (N = 1,190)
Ages 2:6to 22:11 Ages 2:6to 22:11
Gender: equal split Gender: equal split
Stratification: Stratification:
Geographic region Geographic region
Parental education level (PEL) Parental education level (PEL)
Race/ethnicity Language spoken at home (53 different
languages)

Proportion of lifetime exposure to English

(i.e., opportunity to learn English):

11 categories for length of exposure to English

Inclusion of these variables in the
stratification of the EL Norm Sample is a )
completely unique feature of the Ortiz
PVAT not found in any other test.

\_ 0-6 months up to 16+ years J




The Ortiz PVAT — Advances in fairness and testing

Developmental Language/Exposure-based Comparison Provides Validity and Fairness for ELs

105

=%PVAT

100

English Speaker Norms English Learner Norms

W Monolingual English (100%) ™ High Exposure (50-100%) ™ Medium Exposure (11-50%) & Low Exposure (0-10%)

This graph is reproduced from the Technical Manual of the Ortiz PVAT and is Copyright © 2017 Multi-Health Systems Inc. All rights reserved.



The Ortiz PVAT — Fairness for ALL Learners

Removal of all variance due to language results in no influence of race or ethnicity

Norm sample for native English speakers demonstrates negligible effect of race/ethnicity.

. . Pairwise .
Form Rac&arléllilt:mc N M SD F (df) p Comparisons Pa;'al
7/ \ (p<.01)
Black 280 [/99.4\ | 15.2
Hispanic 126 |[ 99.5 \ 15.4
Form A White 1018 / 100.5 153 2.60 (3, 1523) | .051 ns .005
Other 106 96.3 15.3
Black 280 99.6 15.1
Hispanic 126 99.7 15.3
Form B White 1018 100.6} 152 2.47 (3, 1523) | .060 W .005
Other 106 [\ 96.4 /| 15.2

This table is reproduced from the Technical Manual of the Ortiz PVAT and is Copyright © 2017 Multi-Health Systems Inc. All rights reserved.




The Ortiz PVAT - Fairness for ALL English Learners

First language learned (L1) does not alter the sequence of learning English (L2)

English language acquisition is an invariant process, irrespective of the native language

F Pairwise | partial
Form Language Spoken N M SD (dif) p Comparisons 2
/\ (p<.01) L
Spanish & Spanish Creole 872 | 101.5,| 15.5
Indo-European Languages 161 | 99.4 \ 15.7 1.63 /\
Form A 181 ns .004
Asian & Pacific Islander Languages | 129 | 98.8 | 15.4 | (3, 1183)
All Other Languages 28 | 99.9 | 15.4
Spanish & Spanish Creole 8721 101.7 I 15.5
Indo-European Languages 161 | 99.8 , 15.7 1.52 ns
Form B 208 004
Asian & Pacific Islander Languages | 129 99.0A 154 | (3, 1183)
All Other Languages 28 \99.9 15.4

\

This table is reproduced from the Technical Manual of the Ortiz PVAT and is Copyright © 2017 Multi-Health Systems Inc. All rights reserved.




The Ortiz PVAT - Applications

Pre-school Screening and Evaluation — dual norms permit evaluation of basic language development (receptive vocabulary)
in very young children (minimum age: 2 years, 6 months) in both native English speakers and English learners prior to the
beginning of formal instruction.

Progress Monitoring of English Language Proficiency — many tests, for example those used to monitor compliance with Title
[l ELA requirements are not well designed for that purpose and give misleading results regarding progress and growth and
no information relative to the acquisition of BICS vs. CALP.

Determination of Instructional Level — the Assessment Report indicates the linguistically appropriate level of instruction and
the degree of intensity required to assist the student in making progress toward grade-level standards and expectations.
Specific instructional strategies are also provided.

Progress monitoring of Reading and Writing Vocabulary — the Progress Report provides data for evaluating increases in
receptive vocabulary that may reflect relative progress in response to specific interventions that are being employed.

Evaluation of Growth in General Language Ability — unlike tests that do not allow measurement of growth, a specific index
documenting actual growth in English vocabulary/language acquisition across short and long intervals is provided.

Development of Intervention/Treatment Strategies — performance is linked directly to specific and customized
recommendations for language-based intervention and treatment strategies relative to true peers.

Diagnostic and Disability Evaluation — provides the only norm-referenced “true peer” comparison necessary for evaluating
“difference vs. disorder” in general language-related disabilities/disorders related to vocabulary acquisition.




The Ortiz PVAT - Pre-referral Applications

U.S. Department of Education | Contacts

& IDEA

Individuals with Disabilities Education Act

Home About Law and Policy Reports Grants and Funding

Sec. 300.302 Screening for instructional purposes is not evaluation

Statute/Regs Main » Regulations » Part B » Subpart D » Section 300.302
300.302 Screening for instructional purposes is not evaluation.

The screening of a student by a teacher or specialist to determine appropriate
instructional strategies for curriculum implementation shall not be considered to be an

evaluation for eligibility for special education and related services.
Last modified on May 3, 2017



The Ortiz PVAT — Diagnostic Applications

%% PVAT

Ortiz PicTure Vocasurary Acauisimion Test
Samuel O. Ortiz, Ph.D.

Assessment Report

Examinee Information

Name/ID: Maria Avala / Case Study
Age: 9 years § months

Gendes Female

Date of Barthy Unspecified

Language(s) Spoken 2t Home Spamsh and Eoghsh

Age 3t First Exposare to English 5 years

Exposute to English 44% of hife

Pnmary Language of lnstroction Englsh

School Grade. 4

Assessment Information

Admematration Date Apal 14, 2021
Examiser Name Mana's Examaner
Form Admimstered A
Norms Used English Learner Norms
(accounting for exposure (o Eaglish)
Number of Items Presensed 63
Number of ltexn Omatted: 0
Thus computerized repost provides g ve i about the perfs e of the Ads |

usterpretive mfvensation cam be found i the Ortiz PYAT Technical Momwal. This Assestment Keport is intended
for use by qualified evaluators only, and is not to be wsed as the sade basis for climical diagmosis or Intervention.

Dul|7 PVAT Acsonument Report « Form A for Mara Ayaks / Case Soudy
s Adrin Dgte O WX

About the Ortiz PVAT™

The Ontiz Pctare Vocabulary Acquisition Test (Ortaz FVAT) 15 2 test Bt assesses the abiity of 2 chidd, voulh, or young adult (aged 2
years 6 months to 22 years 1] manths) to commprehend the meammg of spoken Enghish woeds (Le., receptive vocabalary) i is approprate
for both mative Exglish speakess sod Englsh leamers n additson, ot can be used % goesswre and track growth and developmest in
English vocatalary, mvestigate possible speech-language difficulties, wmd gaode mtroction and edocabosal stervention

Vocabulary Acquisition and Development

Tus section of the report comgures the exanmunes's scores agusst the English Learner nonns 10 assess vocabalary acquution m
English reiative 1o othes English leamers of the sanwe age who have sunitar exposiore to Enghish. This comparson assists i @&fferentiatng
the normal process of leaming another Laygwage from an uenderlying languape disorder. Please see the Ortiz PUAT Techmical Mamal
fior meve mformution oo the enportacce of unng Exglish Learer norms that account for exposure fo English

A

EnGLsH Leannes Noams

Average
|
100
Standard
Sooew (O
93 (89 -97)

Ortie PVAT Scores English Lasenar Norms®
Haw Score 75
Standdard Scoew (95% Confidence Intarval) 93 (89 - 97)
Parcentin 32nd
Starme 4
Age Equivalent (Yesrs: Months) 99
Clasificatzon Average

*Compated to other Englah laamen of the sere age w80 havw unily ssposame o Englnh

* Compared 1o same-290 poars who Yave been sxpoted to Englah for 46% of thait Ive: (English Learmer noems), Maria's
sbidity to recogrue spokon Englivh woeds iy sversge.

® Mor parformance i3 cornparabilo to that of other English isomers with simiar c-c-v-mvo 1o English, which may indxate o
rommal process of leaming another nguags and does not suggest the presence of any underlying difficulties in
language scquesition

s M Hs E—;xmo;'r! © 202 N iwaalth Syxteena ing
rights recerved
aae




The Ortiz PVAT — Diagnostic Applications

oMz PVAT Aasirsmant Ragion - Fom A for Mar Ayals / Case Study oMz PVAT Rasixsmant Rapon —Fom A for Mara Avals / Case Study
= Admin Dt OA /521 - Adimin Diat OA /2521

Instructional Level

Thes section of the seport compares the exammnes's wores aganst the Englich Speaker norms to awsess mstructomal needs A
muﬂm&g&hqﬂmwﬁ:“dmh&qﬂmwbmm&m*mﬂmh

wied %0 nform st | leved of qured Please see the Oz PVAT Technical Manual for more sformatson on the use
of English Speaker nocns for English leacners.
ctional tevel ¥ o

& With respect to the level of instnuction requred for continued acadermic growth and success In Englah, Mara's
vocabulary acquistion & below the level typically associetec with same.sg= native Englah.spssking peses [English
T nooms

* Individuslized o ction and are needed Lo support her lavel of Englith comprebention
Interventions are also “lo&wmwnqw«o‘mmavdwad&he‘ standards ir Englsh.

Importaat Note: Engleti.language =sperences should not be wewed 23 3 replacement o substinae for continued native-
angusge Gevelopment which may olfer better aducational sutcomes for Maris, in both English and ber native fanguage

Recommendations For Further Vocabulary Growth (English and Native Language)

Instructional strategies for English langusge developmant:
® Frovide sgnificant oppartunities 1o use wd nspress costant vocsbulery in the Englivh lenguage
© Contrue to fadlitate langusge learnmng theough speech production and interaction so that the ‘saming process
remrain sctive, not Demive Support end ancourage sctive particpetion rather than just presenting information
© Crmote interactive acucational settings whete thens i continued exposure to age/grade level.appropriate
Englah language models Jor advanced sodal and academnic conversations. Such interactive environments
ould focus on providing increased opportunities for using language along with corrective teedback that is
spproprists for the wudent's curmnt vocsbuley level
o Iincrease contextualization of information
O Uha cluwe, commasant refationsl langusge § n., descriptions and snsloges that ifustrate simitanse) for sbyects, hey
vocsbulory words, and idess, sspecally whan introducng new of more commplox ways of usng sooal and
scadersc langguuge in Englich and the native langusge (I the student spesia thee native lnguage)
0 Frovide continued opportunities for scaSolding, focusing an bath socil and academic language acquisition in
Engteh vie the use of rich, visusl imagary and varyng the smount of cantest ju,g, hand gesture, pointing to
swroundng chiecta) in order 1o aid compeshension. Thia technigue may include requiing the shdent 1o access
information that they were taoght previously,
0 Provide contrued opportunites for drawing (sspecially for younger stoderts], wiiting, and axpressions in the
Englsh language in atder (o connmet the ttudent's own idwas o both sacial snd scadumic mtsings
® Use waual aids and graphe organizen le.q, picturs dictionaries, wcans, or Sawchars| dunng nstruction 2o tag and
cannect vocabulary and idaas
Allow the student to incorporate thelt own expenences ino learming stuations.
Frabe the student (o wenmation and synthesien rdormation by uiing ther cwn words in English
Provids tontinued appartuniting for tha stuclent 2o connect b Engiiak language with idees or concepris within the
context of scademic and socal sattngs.
® Frovide cortinued oppartunities for the studert 10 read alaud in English n order %o practice effuctive langpuage use
ot appropeiste saprension
o Encoutage the studant o cenie picture dictionarim usng Futtrations and irage 10 sgport mmantic lingungs
development and scquisition of English vocsbulary

'MHS Cowomummwm 3

444

Recommendations For Further Vocabulary Growth (English and Native Language)
continued...

® Categoras wards by concept or by smilar features 2o develop 2 network of concections

® Taach the student to monizor their undentanding and ack questions while reading

® Frenant the student with ilustrations of peopie engeged in various sctvities. Ask the studert to dictats » story in
English about the pesple and watch while they transcribe it in boest of you.

Ask Both fiters! and irderentisl question je.a, wha, what, whess, when, why, snd how) about & pictute of ides to
colsboratvely budd & stractured definition ar mental concept. Have the stadent respond in English 26 much as
pombie

Creste sories and promote both socid und acedermic language by encouraging the sudent's use of sicey taps st
Mustratians as wel as weitten/spoken Engish
Employ the Wha'e-Fan-Whole inmstructonal madel Hosebormy-MeKibibin, 2006)

© Frovide the studant with the “big picture® snd support semantic relastionships or averlaps with e parts

0 Opt for small gruup instiuction, encocrage students 1o interact with one anather durng learning esperances

metend of passve fistering

Use thamatic instruztional units Jocusing on topics meievant to the nudent’s mterests that sce sfigned with the classtoom
curticulum
Provade the student with 3 moderate- 10 hghlevel scope of 3 concept and help them idestity the pacts and
relationshipe within the larger cancepl.
® Provide interactve settings with signficant exposure %o tocial and academic English vocebolary and opportunity for
frecftack
Intrpcuce miarmediate- to sdvanced. bl English synanyms and antomyms 10 despen wndaistanding of mew social
and academic vocabulary wards.
Encowrsge curiotity to decover and explore new Erglal words and defnitions.
Proctical gies for | dion (4 desired):
Focus on tmaching concepls ce stratngies that helps tha stutderst lasen niw academic Englivh wards
Expand the student's acedemic English vocabulary withn familiar and natiralstc contexts. In other woeds, create
muthentic communcation stustions that focus on meaning rather: than just the structure of linguage
Provide comtinued Englivh speaking madels far social and academic linguage ammunication

Encourage active pont-1n-peer commurication in Englah (9.9, discusaions, acting out & concept or sceniol 1o
balance passwe Istening to oral infocmation (e.g., cote Jeczon plans, videos)

Frequently repeat ang review newly acquired Englah vocabulary words

Relate paw words to previouthy lesrmed words 1o scoslerate soqunttion. Help students miste or connect new
nformation b what $hey abnady inow

o Curnbuly lten sndd tspond 1 the student's communication attempts

Instructional strategies in the native language to assist in English language development:

® Ruad slowd to the student desmlcpmuntally appecpriate pateage fram bilisgual beoks, if they understund their native
language and 4 there xe native language models avaliable 3t home
Creste opportunities to suppolt oos-Sngeetic learning from the studest's native language to Engleh. For example,
*mama” sounds fairy amda across many languages For languages that share rocts with English, this can be
sccomplivhed #rough cognstes (1 e, words from different languages that sham both darm end meaning fe g
roaefresa n Spanid: Wmpdampa in Polish; slligatos/alligatom in talan, eat/eien in German|)
Foster esposiae to the student's nathve language theough media (e g, books, songs, television, or mavies) and
conversatices with native language medek (= g, family, friends, and relatives)

SEMHS g 2 e
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The Ortiz PVAT — Diagnostic Applications

Souty

— y B
ORTIZ pVA I Assassenent Repon - Foem A for Mana Agsla / Case
prea Agmn Date Lipan

!

Vocabulary Type Analysis
Thas section of the report presents an aualysis of the examanes s mastery of the vanous parts of speech 3nd woed types

ParTS OF SpeecH

An exanunation of the exymenee’s vocabulary relative 1o varices paets of speech may prossde additional information regarding expected
gowth and progress. The peoeral pattem of Enghsh hinguage acquisttion for both mitive English speakers and Engjech Jearnens o
Targely same. kn peneral. nouns tend red first, § 5,

quence 15 wchanged, e fack of oppormumty for sustaw vanced anpuag
e parms of speoch are acquaad m Englich learnern as compared 10 natrve English speakers

» 25 g&%
et 2 16 70%
Ao 7 8 8e%
1 1 100
3 100%
S

Woso Tyres

he Otz PVAT divides words indo rwo caegonies: Basic luterpersomal Compmumicative Skills (BECS) mnd Cogmtive Academnic Languape
Froficiescy (CALP) Each category 15 then sibdivided mro thiee mages Emerpent Itermediate. and Advaoced The categonies are
artanged m an ascending oedey of development hat describes the tvpe of broad English proficiency and general developanest exhibyied
by the exanunee

Va
17 15 8%
25 2 =18

21 14 &7%

General RELATION Bevween Age, Grape, aND WORD Tr#e in MONOUNGUAL LANGUAGE DEVELOPMENT

Age 1 1

Grade ) ] i 9 C 2

Word T Emecgent Ftermacimte Ao Ermigent rtermadiey Addwancod
e BICS BICS 8 CALF AP CALP

s M HS Copyright © 2098 M hi.+aalth Spstams inc
AR DQPIS 1ok
144

A true peer norm sample helps establish
current baseline functioning and identifies
areas of possible need.

For example, by using the “Parts of Speech”
information, specific intervention goals can be
designed to help an EL improve vocabulary
acquisition with respect to various parts of
speech as the list is arranged by order of
acquisition.

By using the “Word Types” information,
additional intervention goals can be designed
to help an EL improve vocabulary acquisition
with respect to social/conversational language
as well as content/subject matter words.



The Ortiz PVAT — Diagnostic Applications

v

= PVAT

O=1z PicTuge Vocasurary Acausimon Test™
Samuel O. Oniz, Ph.D.

Progress Report

Examinee Information masd on the et sdministration

Name/ID: Marta Ayala / Study

Gender Femmle

Date of Buth Unspecified

Lasgosge(s} Spoken at Home Spanesh and Esghsl’

Age at Furst Exposuze to English 5 yeny'

Primary Laaguage of Instaction Enghsh'

Norms Used English Learner Norms (accounting for exposure tn English)

Assessment Information

Admin 1 Admin 2 Admin 3

Adouzastration Date Apr 14 X024 Apr 14,2021 Apr 14,2021
Age at Testing (Years (2] 98 o8

Grade 4 4

Expostae to English| ol life 4% of life

Form Adsmnistered

Number of Hlems Pre 35

Nuznber of Items Omi

Maria's

About the Ortiz PVAT'

The Ortiz Protore Vocatudary Acquesiteon Test (Onttz PVAT) 152 fest Gt assesses the sbadery of a child, youth, of young adult (aged 2 vears

6 montts © 22 years 11 mouds) o comprehend the meanog of spoken Englisls words (3 e, recepeve vocabulary) it is appropnate for

mmrammuhgmm ha&mumkwmmrmm;wmmmdupmu\whm
grape ddficaites. and puide mstruction and educatiosal wtervestion. This conpuiena

ASSESEMENTS

(llllll PVAT Frogress Report for Marls Ayals / Case Study
Admis Danes. Apy 3¢ 2021 to Ape 14, 20N

Vocabulary Acquisition and Development Across Administrations

Vocabulary = espected % syprove with sge and wihh meressed exposmre 10 Exglish The Growth budes pronides s mibcation of the mnount of
growth of an examunes s receptive vocabulary abeliry from ome ademistranon to mother. When mterpreting recuis from repeated admmustranens, all
seporied Oraz PVAT socees chould be conndesad in conpenction with the Growth ndex Smoe the Growth badex only eszsnates the amonnt af chawge
m voostdey shalls over tme. s exanmmation of te examumee s standard scoves ot vanous sdmanistiatens 13 sho Tequaed to deterrg

standisy of any gves poi! i nme (o perfonnence congaed 1o et of Sueir tams aped pwers i the English Learner aun
same sxpovise 1o Eaghal) See the Ovnc PEAT Jechwical Sdewwal for more mformanon

with e

Adrrunmtration Growth Index

Adwin 1 Achren J Adrren ) Ackren Ovorw!
wian 0414/ o4 an od 2 N

rtaz PVAT Scores

Raw Score

‘;?p:::‘aﬂ') 85 29 %
r;’:.‘; ! 0139 0590 (¥2-1000
SXCh

Age 94 o4 98

(Age Equtvalnt) 7 (] (2]

Classification Low Low Average

= Mone than Mors thae
Fate of Gramth | Ao Expected Espected Expected

Nt C1 = Conlidencs Mturvel Age wnd 26 wcpivalan| scuive 96 Senotod » lwims of yours wndd ottty (0., 7.5 = 2 pairy & moeita)
Growth Indus: Much Les e Expected = 40040 301, Less than Expectec = 300 ¢ -200; As Eapecied = 200 to 200

Mors than Expectod « 201 o 400

Instructional Level Recommendations Across Administrations
Thes section peesests the examipec's vocabulary kvel compaeed 10 same-aged sanve Englsh-spealosg peers (nung the English

Speaker noruss) ¥ eack admimstration 80 Jssess mstnactiosal needs or services required for academic growth and success in Engld

Administration

Viocabsulary Lowel Wall Below Averages Below Average Below Average

Classroom instructon

Iretruchonal Laved » whstantial Classroom wmtructon Closyioom matruchon
\ 2 "";g_": orary d'_”m’w. requires modifications and | requires modifcations and
Recommendation oA o intervantions are nesded rierventions are needed.

Intenentions ae noeded

-MHS Z‘umox;;wm +salth Sestoms inc F 4
NQNCE 198er
474



The Ortiz PVAT — Diagnostic Applications

EL vs. EL | EL vs. ES | EL vs. 5SS
] WMLS-lI WMLS-I
Grade | Age |°™FPVAT| togiish | spanish
4 9 97 [ 64 40
3 8 87 69 43
4 10 | 105 | 63 | 40
2 7 84 58 42
1 6 | 98 | 45 | 104
5 10 92 42 88
K 5 71 45 40
4 9 97 61 41
4 S 95 55 42
4 9 94 40 61
2 7 92 65 48
1 6 104 68 55
5 9 84 40 73
1 7 | 89 | 43 59
Average=[ 92 54 56
Percentile Rank = | 30th 0.1st  0.1st
Potential False Positive Rate = { 7-21%  100%  86%

How much of a difference does “true language peer” comparison make for diagnostic decisions?

EL = English Learner WMLS-I1I Oral Language

ES = English speaker

Oral Comprhension

SS = Spanish speaker Picture Vocabulary

L1 dominance approach = 12/14 with language impairment

L2 dominance approach = 14/14 with language impairment

True peer comparison = 3/14 with language impairment*

*Of the 3 scores in the true peer comparison, two are very close to being
WNL (SEM=2) and may not actually represent a disability.

Without true peer comparison, false positive error rates
for misidentification of ELs could be exceptionally high.

Data in this table are provided courtesy of an urban school district and may not be copied or reproduced. Used here with permission of the owner.



Basic Disability Evaluation with an English Learner: A Case Study — Step 2

WISC-V/WJ IV/IWIAT-1Il XBA DATA FOR Maria Ayala
DOE: 6/22/2016 = DOB: 10/4/2006  Grade: 4

WECHSLER INTELLIEGENCE SCALE FOR CHILDREN-V

Verbal Comprehension Index 76 . : g2  Although we are adding the Ortiz PVAT at this point
TETTES 5 atrix Reasoning in the evaluation, it would have been easiest to

Vocabulary 6  Figure Weights 7 simply include it as a standard part of any battery
particularly because it can be administered to any
Working Memory Index 79  Processing Speed Index 94 individual to generate a valid Gc score, and in the
Digit Span 5  Coding 9 case of ELs, it will also address the Gc problem
Picture Span 7 Symbol Search g thatwill always exist and provide that information in

an interpretive summary report.
WECHSLER INDIVIDUAL ACHIEVEMENT TEST-lII

Basic Reading 94 Reading Comprehension 76 Written Expression 92

Word Reading 92 Reading Comprehension 76 Spelling 100

Pseudoword Decoding 98 Oral Reading Fluency 80  Sentence Compositio 86
Essay Composition 93

WOODCOCK JOHNSON-IV TESTS OF COGNITIVE ABILITY

Auditory Processing 91 LT Storage/Retrieval 77 | Ortiz PVAT (EL Norms) 93

Phonological Processing 99 Story Recall 79

Nonword Repetition 84 Visual-Auditory Learning 75



Basic Disability Evaluation with an English Learner: A Case Study — Step 2

Avoiding Interpretive Problems by Use of the Ortiz PVAT

Derivation of an Ortiz PVAT score using the English learner norms eliminates the Gc problem
completely. The Ortiz PVAT score simply replaces any Gc/language-related/verbal ability score
because it was derived precisely on “true peers” and therefore inherently valid in terms of
both meaning/classification and actual magnitude (e.g., 90 - 109 = average).

English Spanish Valid? Interpretation?
- Ge 76 - ( No ? S

- Gf 82 - ? ?
- Glr 77 - ? ?
- Gsm 78 - ? ?
- Gv 98 - Yes Average
- Ga 92 - Yes Average
- Gs 94 - Yes Average

- Ge (Ortiz PVAT) (93 (Yes)

Use of the Ortiz PVAT requires no native language confirmation since the score is derived from norms that control for amount of
exposure to English and is based on a true peer comparison group for both English speakers and English learners. Therefore, it is
valid and may be interpreted directly as a strength or weakness without requiring any further cross-linguistic validation. It also
eliminates the potential confusion and difficulty in having to explain why a low score (e.g. 76) is a strength, not a weakness.



Multilingual Testing (L2+L1): Step 3

WECHSLER INTELLIEGENCE SCALE FOR CHILDREN-V

Verbal Comprehension Index 76 | Fluid Reasoning Index 82 Visual-Spatial Index 95
Similarities 5 “NIaUrIX REaSONNE 7 ck Design 9
Vocabulary 6 Figure Weights 7 s zzles 9
Working Memory Index 79 Prgcessing Speed Index 94

DigIt Span ) 9

Picture Span 7 Symbol Search

WOODCOCK JOHNSON-IV TESTS OF COGNITIVE ABILITY

Auditory Processing 91 LT Storage/Retrieval 77

Phonological Processing 99 TStory Recal 79

Nonword Repetition 84 Visual-Auditory Learning 75

Gf, Gsm, and GIr need to
be re-tested in the native
language to provide
additional confirmation
that they are true
weaknesses. The same or
similar tests can be used
and scores may be
generated but the main
purpose is to observe
performance qualitatively
in the domain to provide
cross-linguistic validation
of suspected difficulties.



Multilingual Testing (L2+L1): Step 3

Determining if and when to re-evaluate all other (non-Gc) abilities

Because cultural knowledge and language ability are not the primary focus in measurement of other abilities, the influence
of cultural/linguistic factors can be determined via the C-LIM and scores below the expected range of performance may
well be deemed to be the result of factors other than cultural knowledge or language ability. Thus, there is no limitation
requiring comparison of performance to a true ELL peer group as there is with Gc. Thus, use of a test’s norms and the
attendant standard classification scheme is appropriate for determining areas of suspected weakness using tests
administered in English for abilities other than Gc.

However, to establish validity for a low score obtained from testing in English with an ELL, native language evaluation is
required. The following guidelines from the best practice recommendations apply to all abilities, including Gc—when Gc
has been determined to be a weakness because it falls below the expected range of difference in the C-LIM:*

* Review results from testing in English and identify domains of suspected weakness or difficulty:
a. For all abilities, except Gc, evaluate weakness using standard classifications (e.g., SS < 90)

* Re-test all domains of suspected weakness, including Gc when it is not within the expected range of difference in the
C-LIM™* using native language tests

* Administer tests in manner necessary to ensure full comprehension including use of any modifications and alterations
necessary to reduce barriers to performance, while documenting approach to tasks, errors in responding, and
behavior during testing, and analyze scores both quantitatively and qualitatively to confirm and validate areas as true
weaknesses

*Or, if Gc was evaluated with the Ortiz PVAT, the actual score when compared to the English Learner norms (NOT the English Speaker norms) indicates that it is
likely an area of weakness.



Multilingual Testing (L2+L1): Step 3

Procedures for Follow-up Evaluation in the Native Language

When providing cross-linguistic confirmation of areas of weakness that were found via scores derived from
testing in English, it is helpful (but not actually necessary) to generate scores. Qualitative information and data

(e.g., process or error analysis, dynamic assessment, task observations, etc.) are equally helpful and useful
with respect to confirming areas of weakness.

It is also reasonable to use the exact same tests for follow up evaluation in the native language as were

initially used in English language evaluation because, in this case, practice effects are diagnostically helpful in
terms of discerning “learning ability” from “learning disability.”

Evaluation in the native language can be accomplished in several different ways and will likely depend on the

competency of the evaluator and the available resources. Completion of the task may include one or more of
the following procedures:

More 1. Use of native language tests (if available) administered by a bilingual evaluator
defensible > (se of native language tests (if available) administered by a trained translator

In the absence of parallel or similar native language tests with which to evaluate the necessary domains,
follow up evaluation will need to resort to other procedures for task completion, including:

3. Use of English language tests translated directly by a bilingual evaluator
v 4. Use of English language tests administered via assistance of trained translator
5. Use of developmental or dynamic assessment, informal tasks accompanied by careful observation, error
analysis, and other probing with the assistance of a translator for communication.

Less
defensible



Multilingual Testing (L2+L1): Step 3

WECHSLER INTELLIEGENCE SCALEOR-EHHEBDREN-Y

Verbal Comprehension Index 76 | Fluid Reasoning Index 82 Visual-Spatial Index 95
Similarities 5 Matrix Reasoning / lock Design 9
Vocabulary 6 Figure Weights 7 ual Puzzles 9
l Working Memory Index 79 Processing Speed Index 9 WISC V Spanish 91
igit span 5 Coding Matrix Reasoning 8
Pictur Symbol Search 8 Figure Weights 9
WISC V Spanish WM
Digit Span
icture Span
WOODCOCK JOHNSON-IV TESTS
Auditory Processing 91 LT Storage/Retrieval Ortiz PVAT 93
Phonological Processing 99
Nonword Repetition 84

Bateria |V LT Retrieval
Story Recall
Visual-Auditory Learning

Results of native
language testing for
Gf, Gsm, and GlIr




Multilingual Testing (L2+L1): Step 3

Determining which scores are valid and interpretable

Average* or higher scores in testing are unlikely to be due to chance. Thus, when a score obtained from native
language testing is found to be in the average range or higher, it serves to effectively invalidate the original low
score from testing in English since deficits must exist in both languages. Conversely, if another low score in the same
domain is obtained from native language evaluation, it may serve to bolster the validity of the original score
obtained in English.

Based on these premises, the following guidelines from the best practice recommendations offer guidance
regarding selection and use of the most appropriate and valid score for the purposes of PSW analysis (or any other
situation in which the validity of test scores is central or relevant):

* For all domains, including Gg, if a score obtained in the native language suggests a domain is a strength (SS >
90), it serves to invalidate/disconfirm the corresponding weakness score obtained in English—thus, report,
use, and interpret the domain score obtained in the native language

* For all domains, except Gg, if a score obtained in the native language also suggests weakness in the same
domain (SS < 90), it serves to validate/confirm the corresponding weakness score obtained in English—thus,
report, use, and interpret the original domain score obtained in English

* For Gc only, if a score obtained in the native language also suggests weakness in Gc (SS < 90), it may serve to
validate/confirm the corresponding weakness score obtained in English but only if low performance in Gc
cannot be attributed to factors related to a lack or interruption of native language instruction and education,
low family SES, or other lack of opportunity to learn—thus, in the absence of such mitigating factors, report,
use, and interpret the domain score obtained in English

*Although “average or higher” (e.g., SS>90) is used as a recommended cutoff for supporting the validity of test scores, use of a lower standard (e.g., SS>85) may also represent a
reasonable standard for practice since it is based on performance that can be categorized as being within normal limits.



Multilingual Testing (L2+L1): Step 3

DETERMINING STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES IN MULTILINGUAL EVALUATION

For ALL domains*

For ALL domains
(and when Gc is below
expected range in C-LIM)

For ALL domains
(and when Gc is below
expected range in C-LIM)

For Gc Only

(and when Gc is within the
expected range in C-LIM)

Original
score when
tested in
English

Follow up
score when
tested in
native
language

n/a

Most appropriate and valid score
for use in PSW analysis

Original Score
(in English)

v

Follow Up Score
(in native lang)

Rationale for Use as Strength or
Weakness in PSW Analysis

Strength—scores in or above the
average range (or even WNL) are
unlikely to occur by chance and very
likely to be valid thus re-evaluation in
the native language is unnecessary

Strength—because a deficit cannot exist
in one language only, the original score
from testing in English is invalidated and
should be replaced by the follow up
average score which is likely to be valid

Weakness—low scores in both
languages suggest a true deficit but
additional, convergent and consistent
ecological evidence is required to
substantiate scores as deficits

Strength—Gc can only be compared
fairly to other ELLs, thus its position
within the expected range in the C-LIM
should be considered to be average and
native language testing may not be
necessary unless there is reason to
believe it may be informative

*Although this table uses “average or higher” (e.g., S5>90) as a recommended cutoff for supporting the validity of test scores, use of a lower standard (e.g., SS>85) may
also represent a reasonable standard for practice since it is based on performance that can be categorized as being within normal limits.



Multilingual Testing (L2+L1): Step 3

Determining which scores are valid and interpretable

Derivation of an Ortiz PVAT score using the English learner norms eliminates the Gc
problem completely. The Ortiz PVAT score simply replaces any Gc/language-
related/verbal ability score because it was derived precisely on EL “true peers” and
therefore inherently valid in terms of both meaning/classification and actual magnitude
(e.g., 90 - 109 = average).

English Spanish Valid? _ Interpretation?
- Gc 76 - 76 - No -
- Gf (82) 91 91 - Yes Average
- Glr 77 (79) 77 - Yes Not Average
- Gsm 78 (72) 78 - Yes Not Average
- Gv 98 - Yes Average
- Ga 92 - Yes Average
- Gs 94 - Yes Average
- Gc (Ortiz PVAT) 93 - Yes Average

Additional native language investigation of areas of weakness noted in scores derived from testing in English
(with the exception of the score from the Ortiz PVAT), resulted in an average Gf score that invalidated the
original Gf score, and two below average scores that simply cross-linguistically confirmed Glr and Gsm as areas
of weakness as indicated by the test scores in English.



Multilingual Testing (L2+L1): Step 4

Step 1. Test first in English (L2) and examine test scores
* If all composites indicate normative strengths (SS > = 90), scores are valid (to the extent that a disability is not likely),
no further testing is necessary and poor academic performance is due to cultural/linguistic factors.
* |f one or more composites indicate a normative weakness (SS < = 90), enter and evaluate subtest score validity in the
C-LIM.

Step 2. Evaluate impact of cultural/linguistic factors on test scores
* |If all criteria are met, then cultural/linguistic factors are primary (cannot be excluded), scores are likely to be invalid
BUT do indicate average ability in all areas and a disability is not likely, thus no further testing is necessary.
* If C-LIM indicates only a contributory or minimal influence of cultural/linguistic factors, then test scores are likely to
be valid and evaluation should continue.

Step 3. Re-evaluate areas of weakness only in native language (L1) cross-linguistic confirmation of validity
* If L1 data indicate an area is a strength (i.e., average), then original L2 (English) score is invalid, use the L1 score.
 If L1 data indicate an area is still a weakness, then original L2 (English) score is valid, use the L2 (English) score.

Step 4. Cross-validate L1 and L2 scores with contextual factors and pre-referral concerns for ecological validity
* Use information from detailed history of language development, formal education, parental SES, family experiences,
as the context by which to evaluate consistency, explanatory logic, and ecological validity regarding data from pre-
referral interventions, classroom work, achievement data, and pre-referral concerns.



Multilingual Testing (L2+L1): Step 4

The Importance of Converging Evidence in Establishing Validity

Validity is based on an accumulation of evidence. The evaluation approach described herein is designed to assist in
generating test scores that may be interpreted as valid indicators of an individual’s abilities. Embedded in the broader
framework are two basic forms of evidence that bolster the validity of obtained test scores by using expectations of test
performance that are grounded in research on individuals of comparable cultural and linguistic backgrounds and the extent
to which their development differs from the individuals on whom the tests were normed. Validity is thus inferred by:

1.Test scores from evaluation in English that have been subjected to systematic analysis of the influence of
cultural and linguistic variables where such factors have been found to be either minimal or contributory but not
primary factors in test performance;

2. Test scores or qualitative data regarding evaluation of weak areas in the native language that either further
confirm suspected areas of deficit as being true or dis-confirm suspected areas of deficit due to evidence of
average or higher performance.

To these, a third form of evidence needs to be added to fully support conclusions and interpretation of the test scores:

3. Ecological and contextual evidence regarding consistency of the test scores with ecological data and
information on developmental influences (e.g., L1 and L2 exposure, language of instruction, socio-economic
status, parental education level, etc.) and convergence of patterns of performance with other case data (e.qg.,
progress monitoring data, pre-referral concerns, work samples, observations, school records, teacher/parent
reports, grades, interviews, observations, etc.).

Only when all three forms of evidence are seen to converge can there be sufficient confidence in the use and interpretation
of test scores obtained in an evaluation of English learners.



Multilingual Testing (L2+L1): Step 4

Context provides an additional layer of validity
Examination and due consideration of exclusionary factors related to linguistic/cultural differences can
only be established via written documentation that includes consideration the following ecological
variables which collectively, comprise the context of the developmental experiences of the student:

- generational history

- language proficiency

- socio-economic status

- opportunity to learn

- academic history

- familial history

- developmental data

- work samples

- curriculum based data

- intervention results, etc.

This information is neither incidental nor merely “background” as it forms the context within which all
collected data, including both qualitative and quantitative information, must be viewed so as to provide
nondiscriminatory evaluation that meets the standards for fairness and supports the validity of any
decisions that may be made, particularly those related to the fundamental question which is whether:

“the student’s observed learning problems due primarily
to cultural or linguistic differences or disorder?”



Multilingual Testing (L2+L1): Step 4

The Importance of the Context of Difference

Verbal Comprehension
Visual-Auditory Learning
Spatial Relations
Sound Blending
Concept Formation
Visual Matching
Numbers Reversed
Incomplete Words
Auditory Working Memory

Analysis-Synthesis
Auditory Attention
Decision Speed

Retrieval Fluency
General Information

88 76 —100 Low Average

70 62 —-78 Low

78 65-91 Low

69 60— 78 Very Low



Multilingual Testing (L2+L1): Step 4

The Importance of the Context of Difference

XBA Culture-Language Interpretive Matrix (XBA C-LIM v2.0) for W1 lll NU COG

Name: Age: Grade: CLEAR DATA | | SAVE DATA I
DEGREE OF LINGUISTIC DEMAND
LOW MODERATE HIGH
Score Score Score
W1 11l Spatial Relations 93 W1 11l Numbers Reversed 80 W1 111 Analysis-Synthesis 78
= W1 111 Visual Matching 86 W1 111 Auditory Working Memory a5
9 W1 111 Concept Formation 70
- 93 - -
g Cell Average = E Cell Average = Cell Average =
g Score Score Score
= W 111 Pair Cancellation W1 Il Delayed Recall: Visual Auditory Learning W1 111 Auditory Attention 81
g w W1 11l Picture Recognition W/ Il Rapid Picture Naming W1 11l Decision Speed 72
E é W1l Planning W1 111 Retrieval Fluency 82 W1 11l Incomplete Words 78
U =]
. E WI 1 Visual Auditory Learning 83 W1 111 Memory for Words
E W1 111 S5ound Blending 75
Y
(=]
Cell Average = Cell Average = Cell Average =
Score Score
W1 Il General Information (=2
W1 I Verbal Comprehension 64
=
2
=
Cell Average = - Cell Average = - Cell Average = 67




Multilingual Testing (L2+L1): Step 4

The Importance of the Context of Difference

MName: Age: Grade:
DIFFERENCE LEVEL FOR EVALUATION- - (@) Slightly Different ) (") Moderately Different (") Markedly Different
XBA C-LIM Graph for WJ 11l NU COG: Primary Evaluation of Cultural and Linguistic Influences
100
Y S il
50 \ P e I
85 ) / _______
B0 - (
75
70 A
85 -
60 -
55 -
1 2
50
LowC/LowlL LowC/ModL ModC/LowlL LowC/HiL ModC/ModL HiC/LowlL ModC/HiL HiC/ModL HiC/HiL

vy




Multilingual Testing (L2+L1): Step 4

The Importance of the Context of Difference

Name: Age: Grade:

DIFFERENCE LEVEL FOR EVALUATION: (" slightly Different ‘ (@ Moderately Different > (" Markedly Different

XBA C-LIM Graph for WJ 11l NU COG: Primary Evaluation of Cultural and Linguistic Influences

100 -

95 -

20 4

85

80

75

70

65

60

55 4

1 2

50

LowC/LowL LowC/ModL ModC/Lowl LowC/HilL ModC/ModL HiC/Lowl ModC/HiL HiC/ModL HIC/HIL p,




Multilingual Testing (L2+L1): Step 4

The Importance of the Context of Difference

MName: Age: Grade:

DIFFERENCE LEVEL FOR EVALUATION: (" Slightly Different {7 Moderately Different

XBA C-LIM Graph for WJ 11l NU COG: Primary Evaluation of Cultural and Linguistic Influences

100 -

95

gu-“

85

80 4

79

70

65

&0

95

1 2 i
LowC/LowL LowC/ModL ModC/Lowl LowC/Hil ModC/ModL HiC/Lowl ModC/HiL HiC/ModL HiC/HiL p.
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Multilingual Testing (L2+L1): Step 4

The Importance of Converging Evidence in Establishing Validity
The student’s developmental history relative to culture, language, and education provide the
context by which test scores acquire sufficient validity for diagnosing any condition. When test
scores are consistent with the referral concerns and the student’s experiences, the necessary
ecological validity is established for conclusions that suggest the presence of a disability.

English Spanish Valid? Interpretation?

- Gc 76 - 76 - No -

- Gf (82) 91 91 - Yes Average

- Glr 77 (79) 77 - Yes Not Average
- Gsm 78 (72) 78 - Yes Not Average
- Gv 98 - Yes Average

- Ga 92 - Yes Average

- Gs 94 - Yes Average

- Gc (Ortiz PVAT) 93 - Yes ﬂ Average

To support disability identification on the basis of this pattern of test scores requires consideration of various factors including federal/state
regulations and policies, the criteria for whatever approach or model is employed to establish the disability, and especially integration with other
data and information that provide a valid, defensible, and consistent picture of the final determination and conclusions. Test scores will bolster
interpretation only to the extent with which they are consistent with what else is known about the student. Failure to consider contextual
factors may still lead to discriminatory interpretation and use of scores that lack sufficient validity with which to identify a disability.



SLD ldentification with an English Learner via PSW
e Strengths and Weaknesses Indicator @

Customized Graph XBA Anal\rzer

Release: 2.4
=i
Name: Maria Ayala - Case Study Age: 9 years 8 month(s) Grade: 4 Date: 5/29/2017

. 4

Determination of Strengths and Weaknesses
Indicate whether the CHC domains (highlighted in blue) and neuropsychological domains (highlighted in beige) represent strengths or weaknesses for the individual.
Determination of strengths and weaknesses is a judgment that is made by the evaluator based on what is known about the examinee. In general, ability and processing strengths
facilitate learning and academic performance, whereas weaknesses inhibit learning and academic performance. Typically, scores that fall in the average range or higher likely for PSW Analyzer
facilitate learning and scores that fall below average or lower likely inhibit learning. Also, indicate whether the academic areas [highlighted in purple) represent strengths or
weaknesses for the individual. Achievement standard scores that are about 90 or higher are considered strengths and scores that fall below 90 are considered weaknesses.

After you have made your selections, click the "PSW-A Data Summary" button to continue with the PSW analysis.

COMPREHEN SION-KNOWLEDGE (Gc) FLUID REASONING (Gf)

WISC-V Verbal Comprehension Index (GcVL) Test Comp 76 &2 strength  weakness Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children-V Spanish (Gf) Test Comp g1 < strength ( weakness
) strength " weakness 1 strength " weakness

Strengths and LONG-TERM STORAGE AND RETRIEVAL (GIr) SHORT-TERM MEMORY (Gsm)
Weakn esses M U ST |V COG Long-Term Retrieval (GIr) Test Comp 77 ) strength (O weakness Short-Term Memary - XBA Gsm Comp 78 < strength (O weakness
o " strength " weakness () strength s weakness

be designated by

the user. X-BASS VISUAL PROCESSING (Gv) AUDITORY PROCESSING (Ga)

d oes N OT m ake ISC-V Visual Spatial Index (Gv:Vz) Test Comp 95 i strength O weakness Auditory Processing (Ga) Comp 92 < strength () weakness
this determination Qurengh O veskaess Qrmat | Opvestnes
as the meani ng of PROCESSING SPEED (Gs) OTHER PROCE SSING AREA

any g |Ven score -V Processing Speed Index (Gs) TestComp | 94 {2 strength " weakness { strength  weakness

req u i reS m 0 re " strength " weakness ) strength (O weakness
information than BASIC READING SKILLS (BRS) READING COMPREHENSION (RDC)
jUSt |tS magnitude AT-Ill Basic Reading Skills (BRS) TestComp | 04 (Cr strength  weakness WIAT-lIl Reading Comprehension (RC;Grw-R:RC) Subtest 76 () strength " weakness
{» strength _ weakness s strength  weakness
" strength " weakness " strength " weakness
READING FLUENCY (RDF) WRITTEN EXPRESSION (WE)
WIAT-IIl Oral Reading Fluency (RF;Grw-R:RS) Subtest 80 v strength " weakness WIAT-I Written Expression (WE) Test Comp 92 " strength " weakness
{» strength  weakness " strength  weakness
» strength " weakness "y strength " weakness




SLD ldentification with an English Learner via PSW
e Strengths and Weaknesses Indicator @

Customized Graph Release: 2.4 XBA Anal\rzer

C-LIM Summary . C-LIM Analyzer

Name: Maria Ayala - Case Study Age: 9 years 8 month(s) Grade: 4 Date: 5/29/2017

Determination of Strengths and Weaknesses
Indicate whether the CHC domains (highlighted in blue) and neuropsychological domains (highlighted in beige) represent strengths or weaknesses for the individual.
Determination of strengths and weaknesses is a judgment that is made by the evaluator based on what is known about the examinee. In general, ability and processing strengths
facilitate learning and academic performance, whereas weaknesses inhibit learning and academic performance. Typically, scores that fall in the average range or higher likely for PSW Analyzer
facilitate learning and scores that fall below average or lower likely inhibit learning. Also, indicate whether the academic areas (highlighted in purple) represent strengths or
weaknesses for the individual. Achievement standard scores that are about 90 or higher are considered strengths and scores that fall below 90 are considered weaknesses.

After you have made your selections, click the "PSW-A Data Summary” button to continue with the PSW analysis.

COMPREHEN SION-KNOWLEDGE | FLUID REASONING (Gf)

WISC-V Verbal Comprehension Index (Gc:VL) Test Co 76 (7 strength ® weakness Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children-\ Spanish (Gf) Test Comp 91 {® strength ) weakness

{_» strength ) weakness

LONG-TERM STORAGE AND RETRIEVAL (Glr) SHORT-TERM MEMORY (Gsm)

WJ IV COG Lona-Term Retrieval (GIr) TestComp | 77 | Ostrength @ weakness Short-Term -XBAGsm Comp | 78 | Ostength @ weakness
Caution: Ge is in expected range

X-BASS will automatically

WISCLV Vis This Gc score is within the selected/default range typical for English v Processing warn you when a Gc score is
learners and should be considered a strength for the purposes of PSW indicated as a “weakness”
analysis. Are you sure you want to mark this score as a weakness? . eps

yr TR YRR EEY when it falls within the

DITORY PR

THER PRO(
expected range that
WISC-V Proce
: Ves No corresponds to the degree of
_ - - difference in the C-LIM.
BASIC READING SKILLS (BRS) READING COMP. .c..civ v ey

WIAT-IIl Basic Reading Skills (BRS) Test Comp 94 ) strength " weakness WIAT-Il Reading Comprehension (RC,Grw-R:RC) Subtest 76 1 strength (@ weakness
" strength " weakness " strength " weakness

" strength 7 weakness () strength  weakness

READING FLUENCY (RDF) WRITTEN EXPRESSION (WE)

WIAT-IIl Oral Reading Fluency (RF,Grw-R:RS) Subtest 80 s strength @ weakness WIAT-IIl Written Expression (WE) Test Comp 92 (@) strength " weakness
{ strength 2 weakness {_» strength  weakness

) strength " weakness "y strength " weakness




SLD ldentification with an English Learner via PSW

Data Organizer PSW-A Data Summary
Release: 2.4 XBA Analyzer
l-.l.-'J

C-LIM Summary Hel) m C-LIM Analyzer

Name: Maria Ayala - Case Study Age: 9 years 8 month(s) Grade: 4 Date: 5/29/2017

wcv— | = | “wessenv— | =i+ — | =waran | Fwener | wieaci | Suiors | | M |—| S | R

Determination of Strengths and Weaknesses
Selecting Scores
for PSW Analyzer

Strengths and Weaknesses Indicator

(ustomlzed Graph

Indicate whether the CHC domains (highlighted in blue) and neuropsychological domains (highlighted in beige) represent strengths or weaknesses for the individual.
Determination of strengths and weaknesses is a judgment that is made by the evaluator based on what is known about the examinee. In general, ability and processing strengths
facilitate learning and academic performance, whereas weaknesses inhibit learning and academic performance. Typically, scores that fall in the average range or higher likely
facilitate learning and scores that fall below average or lower likely inhibit learning. Also, indicate whether the academic areas (highlighted in purple) represent strengths or
weaknesses for the individual. Achievement standard scores that are about 90 or higher are considered strengths and scores that fall below 90 are considered weaknesses.

After you have made your selections, click the "PSW-A Data Summary” button to continue with the PSW analysis.

COMPREHEN SION-KNOWLEDGE (Gc)

FLUID REASONING (Gf)

WISC-V Verbal Comprehension Index (Ge:VL) Test Comp 76 () strength ® weakness Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children-V Spanish (Gf) Test Comp 91 {® strength ) weakness
= {3 strength ) weakness
LONG-TERM STORAGE AND RETRIEVAL (Glr) SHORT-TERM MEMORY (Gsm)
WJ IV COG Long-Term Retrieval (GIr) TestComp | 77 | O strength Short-Term Memory - XBA Gsm Comp | 78 Ostrength @ weakness
() strength () strength ) weakness
VISUAL PROCESSING (Gv) AUDITORY PROCESSING (Ga)
WISC-V Visual Spatial Index (Gv:vz) TestComp | 95 @ strength Auditory Processing (Ga) Comp | 92 @ strength > weakness
() strength () strength ) weakness
PROCESSING SPEED (Gs) OTHER PROCESSING AREA
WISE. Procacsing Snasd indey (e Tact camn | 04 |_@ strenath [ | ostenth O weakness
Use of the original English language Gc score is likely to be discriminatory since -+ o e
the magnitude (value) is considered “well below average” in a normative
comparison. Since it was within the shaded range on the C-LIM, its actual L ® wedkness
meaning when compared fairly to other ELLs indicates typical and expected L O weskness
functioning. Therefore, it should be marked here as a “strength” not a “weakness.” . .
Failure to do so will significantly reduce the fairness of finding SLD in ELs.
WIAT-II Oral Reading Fluency (RF,Grw-R:RS) Subtest 80 (» strength ® weakness WIAT-IIl Written Expression (WE) Test Comp 92 (@) strength 7 weakness
Ostrength (D weakness Oystrength () weakness
() strength ) weakness () strength ) weakness
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Name: Maria Ayala - Case Study Grade: 4 Date: 5/29/2017 Age: 9 years 8 month(s)
wscy— | —waswv — | “weesv— | —wiara— | —wnavan | Siweoa | Swwac | “vawor— | INRRN | NN | N—| o S
Areas of strength Areas of weakness CHC Compaosites designated as strengths are used for computation of the g-Value and FCC (top oval in

below form the

below form the the DD/C model) and those designated as weaknesses are used for computation of the ICC {bottom
oo e CHC ABILITY DOMAINS SCORE - e S e :

Inhibiting Cognitive weakness, the strength is used

Composite (FCC) Composite (1CC
WISC-V Verbal Comprehension Index (Gc:VL) Test Comp 76 1. g-Value:
Ge* The g-Value reflects overall cognitive ability based{gn Display
tha CHIC ahilities judged by the evaluator to be Results
igen Criterion for average ability not met. 3 Valueisimerpreted according to tht Again
Wechsler Intelligen g ty nindividual possesses at least
Gf S —ognitive ability.
Click to re-display
PSW analysis indicates that the individual d t t t iti i pop P messees
WJ IV COK analysis indicates that the individual does not appear to possess a ig Cognitive Composite (FCC) regarding resuits of
least average overall ability. In this case, the g-Value is < .51, individual's overall general ability 91 the current PSW
Consequently, the individual does not meet criteria for identification as ngths] and is used to evaluate analysis or when
Shor SLD accerding to the DD/C model. Therefore, further PSW analysis is ke ficktpatterol data are changed.
- - wcademic weaknesses.
unnecessary and no results are displayed in the PSW Analyzer.
User Mode
WISC.V e Cagnl.tlue Con:npoglte (AcCc) () Beginner
Gv [ n alternative value if desired or when 3
slieved to be the best estimate of ) Intermediate
® sovncs
A
Ga S 3. Inhibiting Cognitive Composite (ICC) ™
Represents an aggregate of an individual's overall 72 ICC will be used
- weaknesses and is used to evaluate consistency and for PSW analysis
g WISC-V Processing Speed Index (Gs) Test Comp 94 the relationship between cognitive and academic
Gs weaknesses. If there is only one cognitive weakness,
the ICC is not calculated.
(" Score difference will be considered rarefinfrequent when it occurs 5% of the time (very strict value, best for multiple comparisons or tests with low reliability) 4. Rarity{Frequenl:y of Difference - FCC/ACC to Cognitive Weakness

Select base rate level for determining if the size of a difference occurs rarely or infrequently. The
default value is 10%. A more conservative or liberal value may be selected. If multiple comparisons
(" Score difference will be considered rarefinfrequent when it occurs 15% of the time (very liberal value, increases false positive rate--not recommended) are made, a stricter value may be appropriate.

() Score difference will be considered rarefinfrequent when it occurs 109 of the time (default value, best for standard analyses with composites and reliable tests)

Because Gc is the most important ability related to academic success and accounts for the majority of
variance in overall general ability, failure to properly evaluate it against other ELs with comparable
backgrounds may result in highly attenuated g-Values that suggest low ability and mask possible SLD. In this
case, the Gc score was within the expected range and should be indicated as a “strength” not “weakness.”



SLD ldentification with an English Learner via PSW
e Strengths and Weaknesses Indicator @

Customized Graph XBA Anal\rzer

Release: 2.4
s
Name: Maria Ayala - Case Study Age: 9 years 8 month(s) Grade: 4 Date: 5/29/2017

Determination of Strengths and Weaknesses
Indicate whether the CHC domains (highlighted in blue) and neuropsychological domains (highlighted in beige) represent strengths or weaknesses for the individual.

Determination of strengths and weaknesses is a judgment that is made by the evaluator based on what is known about the examinee. In general, ability and processing strengths Selacting Scores
facilitate learning and academic performance, whereas weaknesses inhibit learning and academic performance. Typically, scores that fall in the average range or higher likely for PSW Analyzer
facilitate learning and scores that fall below average or lower likely inhibit learning. Also, indicate whether the academic areas (highlighted in purple) represent strengths or

weaknesses for the individual. Achievement standard scores that are about 90 or higher are considered strengths and scores that fall below 90 are considered weaknesses.

After you have made your selections, click the "PSW-A Data Summary” button to continue with the PSW analysis.

COMPREHENSION-KNOWLEDG FLUID REASONING (Gf)

WISC-V Verbal Comprehension Index (Gc:VL) Test Co ®) strength () weakness ‘Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children-V Spanish (Gf) Test Comp a1 ® strength (O weakness
7 weakness ) strength  weakness

LONG-TERM STORAGE AND RETRIEVAL (Gir) SHORT-TERM MEMORY (Gsm )
WJ IV COG Long-Term Retrieval (GIr) Test Comp | 77 (O streng @ weakness Short-Term Memory - XBA Gsm Comp 78 (O strength ® weakness

" strength " weakness () strength 1 weakness

VISUAL PROCESSING (Gv) AUDITORY PROCESSING (Ga)

WISC-V Visual Spatial Index (GvVz) TestComp | 95 @ strength (O weakness Auditory Processing (Ga) Comp | 92 (®) strength () weakness

» strength % weakness (O strength (O weakness

PROCESSING SPEED (Gs) OTHER PROCESSING AREA

s ) strength ) weakness

WISC-V Processing Speed Index (Gs) Test Comp IT‘ ® strength
Use of obtained SS for Gc combined with Ostrength O weakness

s assignment of nondiscriminatory meaning using the i comprexension (roc)
werneasicreasr— C=LIM, provides less biased and fair interpretation  reowrroisuest| 76 | Oswenth @ wesknes

of ability in area of Gc because X-BASS Ostength O weakness
automatically handles the Gc score in ways that Ostengh O weskness
prevent biased and discriminatory calculations. e exeression we)
WIAT-IIl Oral Reading Fluency (RF:Grw-R:RS) Subtest 80 ) strength ® weakness WIAT-IIl Written Expression (WE) Test Comp 92 @ strength ) weakness
" strength " weakness "y strength " weakness

" strength " weakness " strength " weakness
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S&W Indicator

Data Orgamzer

e PSW-A Data Summary _

Release: 2.4
Selecting PSW Scores
| e S

Name: Maria Ayala - Case Study Grade: 4

Date: 5/29/2017 Age: 9 years 8 month(s)
Areas of strength Areas of weakness CHC Compaesites designated as strengths are used for computaticn of the g-Value and FCC {top oval in
below form the sco — = e the DD,FC model] and those designated as weaknesses are used for computation of the ICC {bottom
Facilitating Cognitive Inhibiting Cognitive : model). When a domain contains a strength and a weakness, the strength is usad
Composite (FCC) Composite (1CC). in calculation o alue/FCC and the weakness is Uspisits calculation of the ICC.

WISC-V Verbal Comprehension Index (Gc:VL) Test Comp 1. g-Value:
Ge The g-Value reflects overall cognitive ability based o Display
the CHC abilities judged by the evaluator to be Results
T _ _ _ The \-'alue is interpreted according to the A
Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children-V Spanish (Gf) Test Comp 91 e ) p:ssessesat il Again
G.f S average overall cognitivi A
Click to re-display
N L . ] pOp Up MEessage
W.J IV COG Long-Term Retrieval (GIr) Test Comp 7 2a. Facilitating Cognitive Composite ( regarding results of
w Gir Represents an individual's overall general abili 9 1 the current PSW
(based on strengths) and is used to evaluate analysis or when
Short-Term Memory - XBA Gsm Comp 78 differences relative to a specific of pattern of data are changed.
W Gsm cognitive and academic weaknesses.
User Mode
WISC.V Visual Spatial Index (Gv:Vz) Test Comp 95 2b. Alternative Cognitive Composite (ACC) ) Beginner
Gv [ You may enter an alternative value if desired or when 3
the FCC is not believed to be the best estimate of O Intermediate
general ability . @ Advanced
Auditory Processing (Ga) Comp 92
Ga S 3. Inhibiting Cognitive Composite (1CC)
Represents an aggregate of an individual's overall 74 ICC will be used
R weaknesses and is used to evaluate consistency and for PSW analysis
Gs 3 WISC-V Processing Speed Index {Gs) Test Comp 94 the relationship between cognitive and academic

weaknesses. If there is only one cognitive weakness,
the ICC is not calculated.

() Score difference will be considered rare/infrequent when it occurs 5% of the time (very strict value, best for multiple comparisons or tests with low reliability) 4. Raritwlqu,!Fn:ﬂ:Iuem:yI of Difference - FCC/ACC to Cognitive Weakness

Select base rate level for determining if the size of a difference occurs rarely or infreguently. The
(® Score difference will be considered rarefinfrequent when it occurs 10% of the time (default value, best for standard anabyses with composites and reliable tests) X g X N U . =t v )
default value is 10%. A more conservative or liberal value may be selected. If multiple comparisons
(" Score difference will be considered rarefinfrequent when it occurs 15% of the time (very liberal value, increases false positive rate--not recommended) are made, a stricter value may be appropriate.

To prevent discriminatory attenuation of overall general cognitive ability in the case of ELs, if
the Gc score is designated as a strength, and it is SS < 90 but within or above the expected
range in the C-LIM, X-BASS will automatically exclude it from the calculations for the FCC.



SLD ldentification with an English Learner via PSW
e Strengths and Weaknesses Indicator @

Customized Graph XBA An. al\rzer

Release: 2.4
=
Name: Maria Ayala - Case Study Age: 9 years 8 month(s) Grade: 4 Date: 5/29/2017

Determination of Strengths and Weaknesses
Indicate whether the CHC domains (highlighted in blue) and neuropsychological domains (highlighted in beige) represent strengths or weaknesses for the individual.
Determination of strengths and weaknesses is a judgment that is made by the evaluator based on what is known about the examinee. In general, ability and processing strengths
facilitate learning and academic performance, whereas weaknesses inhibit learning and academic performance. Typically, scores that fall in the average range or higher likely for PSW Analyzer
facilitate learning and scores that fall below average or lower likely inhibit learning. Also, indicate whether the academic areas (highlighted in purple) represent strengths or
weaknesses for the individual. Achievement standard scores that are about 90 or higher are considered strengths and scores that fall below 90 are considered weaknesses.

After you have made your selections, click the "PSW-A Data Summary” button to continue with the PSW analysis.

COMPREHEN SION-KNOWLEDG FLUID REASONING (Gf)

Ortiz PVAT Score (EL norms) Test Com 93 {®) strength  weakness Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children-V Spanish (Gf) Test Comp 91 (® strength > weakness
engt _ weakness (O strength r weakness

LONG-TERM STORAGE AND RETRIEVAL (Glir) SHORT-TERM MEMORY (Gsm)
WJ IV COG Long-Term Retrieval (GIr) TestComp | 77 | “ strength weakness Short-Term Memory - XBA Gsm Comp | 78 O strength @ weakness
) strength  Mgakness () strength " weakness

VISUAL PROCESSING (Gv) AUDITORY PROCESSING (Ga)
WISC-V Visual Spatial Index (Gv:Vz) Test Comp 95 @ strength O weakn Auditory Processing (Ga) Comp 92 (@) strength (O weakness
" strength " weakness (O strength > weakness

PROCESSING SPEED (Gs) OTHER PROCESSING AREA

WISC-V Processing Speed Index (Gs) Test Comp 94 @ strength (O weakness () strength  weakness
) strength " weakness (. strength > weakness

An easier solution, of course, is to use the Ortiz PVAT score instead of the | gy
WISC-V VCI (or completely in lieu of the VCI) to eliminate the possibility of | 76 | cuwewn @ ueses

designating scores incorrectly as strengths or weaknesses. Ostength O weskness
{» strength _ weakness {_» strength » weakness
READING FLUENCY (RDF) WRITTEN EXPRESSION (WE)
WIAT-IIl Oral Reading Fluency (RF,Grw-R:RS) Subtest 80 » strength @) weakness WIAT-I ' Written Expression (WE) Test Comp 92 (@ strength » weakness
r strength " weakness "y strength 1 weakness

" strength " weakness " strength " weakness
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Data Orgamzer

e PSW-A Data Summary o
- Release: 2.4
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Name: Maria Ayala - Case Study Grade: 4 Date: 5/29/2017 Age: 9 years 8 month(s)
e o o e e b e e | (L (0 (e e
Areas of strength Areas of weakness ICHC Composites designated as strengths are used for computation of the g-Value and FCC {top oval in
below form the T T T e s the DD,FC model) and those designated as weaknesses are used for computation of the ICC (bottom
P = CHC SCORE i

Facilitating Cognitive Inhibiting Cognitive madel]. When a domain contains a strength and a weakness, the strength is used

Composite (FCC) Compasite (1CC). in calculation 0

glue/FCC and the weakness is g calculation of the ICC.
Criterion for average ability is likely met.
Ortiz PVA® g ty Y x
Ge S verall cognitive ability based o Display
=d by the evaluator to be Results
Wechsler Intelligence ¢ o PSW analysis indicates that the individual is an English learner and E_i;i"TE'WEtE“ a;i"l‘”“"s’lg DG Again
7 - - VIGUal pOssEsses 23
Gf 8 appears .tu possess at least a\:eragg overall ability. In this case, th.e . Hive ahility, _ .
g-Value is » .50 and the FCC/ACC is » 84, Consequently, the individual Click to re-display
: e : R . B pOp Up MEss3ge
W.J IV COG Lo may be ||:|e.r1t|1l“|ec| as SLD if thle.rESL.ﬂtS from PSW analysis |r1u:||ca.te that \gnitive Composite (FCC) regarding resutts of
all other criteria for SLD identification have also been met and if idual's overall general ability 91 the current PSW
supported by other data sources and information. Mote that although i) and is used to evaluate analysis or when
Short-Te Ge is below average, it has been correctly indicated as a strength and i 0 SPEEiTE O = o datz are changed.
contributes to the g-Value due to its consistency with average B
performance of individuals from similar cultural/linguistic S S — User Mode
WISC-V Visuz backgrounds. However, because inclusion of Ge in determining the gnitive Composite (ACC) (» Beginner
Gv S . i L rnative value if desired or when )
FCC would attenuate overall ability unfairly, it is excluded from that L ——— ) Intermediate
calculation. @ Advanced
Audit(
Ga S titive Composite (ICC) .
zate of an individual's overall 1CC will be used
WISC.V P ed to evaluate consistency and 74 for PSW analysis
3 =/ HILEE reen cognitive and academic
Gs is only one cognitive weakness,
the IUL 15 not calculated.
(") Score difference will be considered rarefinfrequent when it occurs 5% of the time (very strict value, best for multiple comparisons or tests with low reliability) 4, Raritw’ﬁequem;y of Difference - FCC/ACC to Cognitive Weakness

Select base rate level for determining if the size of a difference occurs rarely or infreguently. The
default value is 10%. A more conservative or liberal value may be selected. If multiple comparisons
" Score difference will be considered rarefinfrequent when it occurs 159 of the time (very liberal value, increases false positive rate--not recommended) are made, a stricter value may be appropriate.

(® Score difference will be considered rarefinfrequent when it occurs 10% of the time (default value, best for standard analyses with composites and reliable tests)

When a Gc (and any other CHC ability domain score), whether a broad or narrow composite, is marked as a
“strength,” it is included in calculations for determining the g-Value. Likewise, any score marked as a “weakness”
are not used in deriving the g-Value. This keeps the g-Value free from the influence of the magnitude of the
scores and thus complements the FCC which is based directly on the magnitude of the “strength” scores.
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e PSW-A Data Summary
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Release: 2.4
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Name: Maria Ayala - Case Study

Grade: 4 Date: 5/29/2017 Age: 9 years 8 month(s)
Areas of strength Areas of weakness ICHC Composites designated as strengths are used for computation of the g-Value and FCC {top oval in
below form the T‘r below form the the DD/C model) and those designated as weaknesses are used for computation of the ICC (bottom
Facilitating Cognitive CHC ABILI DOMAINS SCORE Inhibiting Cognitive left oval in the DD/C model). When & domain contains a strength and a weakness, the strength is used
Composite (FCC) Composite (ICC). in calculation of the g-Value,/FCC and the weakness is used in the calculation of the ICC.
Ortiz PVAT Score (EL norms) Test Comp 1. g-Value:
Ge S The g-Value reflects overall cognitive ability based on 0.64 Display
the CHC abilities judged by the evaluator to be Results
_ _ - strengths. The g-Value is interpreted according to the Apain
Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children-V Spanish (Gf) Test Comp ik=iihood that an individual possesses at least &
Gf S avera ognitive ability.
Click to re-display
.
R e . . pOp Up Message
W.J IV COG Long-Term Retrieval (Glr) Test Comp 77 2a. Facilitating Cognitive Com )
regarding results of
w Gir Represents an individual's overall general the curremt PSW
(based on strengths) and is used to evalua analysis or when
Short-Term Memory - XBA Gsm Comp 78 differences relative to a specific v data are changed.
cognitive and academi 5585,
p—q - . . User Mode
WISC.V Visual Spatial Index (Gv:Vz) Test Comp 9 [native Cognitive Composite (ACC) {3 Beginner
Gv S ‘You may €l alternative value if desired or when )
the FCCis not bell be the best estimate of () Intermediate
general ability - @ Advanced
Auditory Processing (Ga) Comp 92
Ga S 3. Inhibiting Cognitive Composite
Represents an aggregate of an individual's ovel will be used
. weaknesses and is used to evaluate consistency and r PSW analysis
e 3 WISC-V Processing Speed Index (Gs) Test Comp 94 the relationship between cognitive and academic
5

weaknesses. If there is only one cognitive weakness,
the ICC is not calculated.

(") Score difference will be considered rarefinfrequent when it occurs 5% of the time (very strict value, best for multiple comparisons or tests with low reliability) 4, Raritw’ﬁequem;y of Difference - FCC/ACC to Cognitive Weakness
Select base rate level for determining if the size of a difference occurs rarely or infreguently. The

default value is 10%. A more conservative or liberal value may be selected. If multiple comparisons
(") Score difference will be considered rarefinfrequent when it occurs 15% of the time (very liberal value, increases false positive rate--not recommended) are made, a stricter value may be appropriate.

(® Score difference will be considered rarefinfrequent when it occurs 10% of the time (default value, best for standard analyses with composites and reliable tests)

When a Gc (and any other CHC ability domain score), whether a broad or narrow composite, is
marked as a “strength,” (typically SS > 90), X-BASS will always include its value in calculation of the
FCC. Likewise, any scores marked as “weakness” are always factored into calculation of the ICC.
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Name: Moria Ayala - Case Study

PSW-A g-Value Summary

Grade: 4 Aga: 9 yeors 8 month(s)

Relegse: 2.4

Date: 5/29/2017

PSW Analyzer
XBA Analyzes

Analysis and Interpretation of g -Value

BASe0 ON OJT3 eNTEr 0 1IN prior 1ans, a q ~ValUe 15 COMmpuUTea ano mtpmvea NEre, USers are aoviseo 10 reTer 1o INe ¥HW-A NOTES TaD 1IN A-BASS aND 10 TNe
relevant text In Essentials of Cross-Bottery Assessment, Third Edition for a detailed discussion regarding the full meaning and proper use and Interpretation of

tha n.\alna

The g-Value reflacts overall cognitive ability based on the broad CHC abilities judged by the avaluator to ba strangths for the Individual using the following scale:

[ < 50 = average overall ability is unlikely

achievament, particularly f#eberostare -

How likely is it that the individual's p

LIRELY. Desprte the presence of weaknosses in one or more cognitive domains, the evaluator indicated that the indeadual possesses average or batter funi®
domains considered important for acquiring the academic skills typical for this grade sevel In this case, the individual's overall ability cught to enable learming a

msmhae b ne ce o aid e A o il sndbnin s el cmitonbile e it R . st Aiidncnad) B

sccommedations, and the The g-Value likely indicates average ability.

addtional data and inforn

The Cognitive Strength

the purpese of calcu)
colectively represent
The g-Value s intarprd
indvideal possesses al
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Despite the presence of weaknesses in one or more cognitive domains,
the evaluator indicated that the individual possesses average or better
functioning in cognitive domains considered important for acquiring
the academic skills typical for this grade level. In this case, the
individual's overall ability ought to enable learning and achievement,
particularly if the FCC/ACC is greater than or equal to 90 and when
specific cognitive weaknesses are minimized through compensatory
efforts, accommeoedations, and the like, If the FCC/ACC is between 83
and 89 inclusive, the criterion for at least average overall ability within
the DDVC model should be supported by additional data and
infermation,

ing In cogretive

b “=ampensatory efforts,
X DDJC moded shauld be supported

=3 graph indicates the ablities used
ating the ICC. The ICC 15 the defaui
the areals) of cognitive weskness in
spored to the #CC and evalusted for
h¢ ereas of scademic weakness

gnitive Composite {ICC)
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Gsm
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*ingicares @ O+C domain Thar is compvised af boch o

IENQIN and weakness

Display
Results
Again

CSck to re-cisplay
POD Up Message

Unlike when Gc was indicated as a
“‘weakness,” the g-Value now correctly
reflects a true and equitable estimate of
Maria’s overall cognitive ability and does
not unfairly represent her as lacking
general intelligence. The g-Value is not
affected by the magnitude of the
standard score since it is based only on
abilities designated as “strengths” and
not on the magnitude of the scores.

X-BASS provides a graph of the FCC
now as well which allows simultaneous
comparison of the two values as a part of
determining an otherwise normal
cognitive ability profile.
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. PSW Analyses for SLD e

Name: Mario Ayald - Cose Study Age: 9 years 8§ month(s) Gud__c: g4 Date: 5/29/2017

" n Mk o ro-dnpiwy MeLege regerEng
Display Results Agaln resuns of the carrent FSIW analyss
Value - Cognitive Strengths o Sl ik 10 tranifer tre scoves a0d dats
The value hete i either the Faciltating | See Nesults VDA t W 2 OA >

over 10 1he FEW Cuich Asayss nab

PSW Supports SLD: YES >
Are weaknesses dc . . L ment unexpected?
(s the PCT a3 the predi Based on the data selected for use in the PSW Analyzer, specific criteria eedictor, If the difference
PrapaRE T for establishing a PSW ceonsistent with SLD have been met. However, fedisbed spociic scedemnkc

. - - ceeds the Critical Value, then
then the size of the dilferang this pattern of results does not automatically confirm the presence of

nee is unusuady larpe and
wlieguent sed the waskn

SLD. This pattern must be considered within the context of the entire héevement is snespected
Difference case histery of the individual, In addition, other data gathered through Crical Value

multiple methods need to be considered (e.q., information regarding -
191
exclusionary factors) when identifying or diagnosing 5LD (see chapter 4 m

| Yea, domain in Essentials of Cross-Battery Assessment, 3rd Ed.), i underachievemant I

Base roe valos

raloe set at 10%

o Cognitive We oK ¢ Weskness
P if calculated, the inhbiting ™ the nd i sefacted by

. {1CC) &5 selected below by ded Hect » different ares of
ditterent area of cognitive weainess rom he 0roo rom the droo down meny

—

BCO0SIC weblness =

r — - -
i WIAT-2 Reading Compeenendion RCGrw-RRC) Subltedt - 7€

Intsisiting Cognitive Conpoute 0C0 - 74

Both
Wepknesses?

Actudi

74
Icc

Predicted by

93

YES, CONSISTENT ]

©on the left In this section pacresses the first component of the criterion through consideration of the degree to witich the meaning of
Pees is consistent besed on ther respective megnitudes (e g., are they both indicative of @ weatness
on the right addresses the second compoe:

relytive to most people?). The smail box
through evalustion of the extent to which the cognitive weakness, either collectively (o5, via the
1ICC) er individuady, i empincally related 1o the academic wosknew, ot supgested by munly cormletions| resssrch. Relationshos that are LOW
wogpent that the cognitive weaknets may not be & contributory fector i the scademic wesknew However, in all cases, dimeal podgment should be
exercisnd The lacges bax denctly above yields & deciven with reaoect 1o the consatency crerian based oo consideration of both the magntude of
the reported snd selecisd cognitive and scademic wesknessas and the strength of the relationshe between tham

Using the ICC, data are consistent overall with SLD. But because the ICC is a trans-domain composite with greater reliability than a domain specific composite, it is
more likely to reveal a significant difference. In addition, the ICC does not provide specific information regarding the nature of the cognitive deficit or inform intervention
and instruction. As such, it may be beneficial to also explore SLD via specific areas of cognitive weakness that may be related to the areas of academic weakness.
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Name: Moria Ayala - Cose Study Age: 9 yeors 8 month(s} Gudm a4 Date: 5/29/2017

" Ak 1o re-dnpiwy metege regarng
Display Results Again resuis of the Carrent FSW ansivsis
ﬂwe - . -

Cick 10 tranifer tre scores 3nd dats
over 10 1he FEW Cuich Asayss nab

Cognitive Strengths

The value here i either the Faciltating

Cogrtive Comgosite (PCC) or & user-entered
Altersatwe Cognitive Composite (ACCH

PSW Supports SLD: YES *
Are weaknesses dom| chievermnent unexpected?
Usng the PCT a3 the predictol a4 the peedictor, If the difference
Datwaen Atiust 40 Fredicted Based on the data selected for use in the PSW Analyzer, specific criteria I and Predicted specthic academic
performance equals or eaceed) L . . sk or exceeds the Critical Value, then
then the size of the differsnce i for establishing a PSW consistent with 5LD have been met. However, difference i unusualy lsrpe and
Plieguent sed the waskness | this pattern of results does not automatically confirm the presence of underactievement is mespectes
s SLD. This pattern must be considered within the context of the entire PR
— case history of the individual. In addition, other data gathered through =
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Changing the cognitive weakness to Glr also reveals a PSW consistent with SLD. It also
provides a better indication that the academic problems are likely the result of deficits in Glr.
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In this case, changing the cognitive weakness to Gsm also results in a PSW consistent with SLD and provides additional
information regarding the likely cause of the academic problems as having a basis, at least in part, to deficits in Gsm.
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When compared against short-term memory, reading fluency shows a poor ' consistent with SLD because
relationship to reading fluency and further argues against SLD in this area. pected underachievement.
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e PSW Quick Analyses: DD/C Model

Release: 2.4

l Back to PSW-QA Data Entry l

Grade: 4  (Examinee is an EL)
See Results in PSW Analyzer
Evaluation of DD/C-PSW Criteria

1. Overall Ability? MET
2. Cognitive Weakness? MET
4. Domain Specific? MET

3. Academic Weakness?  MET
5. Unexpected UndrAch?  MET
6. Apt.-Ach Consistency? MET

1. Overall Ability
91

2

IWritten Expression {WE) Score 1 -92

Supporting Academic Strengths

5. Unexpected
underachievement?

4. Domain specific
weakness?

In general, PSW analysis indicates that SLD is
very likely represented in this case. All criteria
necessary for identifying SLD within the DD/C
model have been met, including overall average
general ability, cognitive weaknesses that are
domain specific, unexpected underachievement,
and an aptitude-achievement consistency.

Yes, domain specific Yes, unexpected underachievement

3. Academic Weakness

2. Cognitive Weakness

k)
& >

Reading Comprehension (RDC) Score 1-76 v

Inhibiting Cognitive Composite (ICC) - 74

76

74

6. Below average aptitude-
achievement consistency?

Yes, consistent

Transferring the scores into the PSW-QA provides a more simplified
view of the results and is far more suitable for explaining results to
others and including in typical psychoeducational reports.



Meeting Standards for Fairness in Evaluation of ELs

Sample Validity Statement for EL Evaluations

Statement 2. Evaluations of Suspected Learning Disability - Valid Results

The following sample validity statement may be used in cases where a clear declining pattern is NOT evident, that is, there is no primary effect of culture ond language thus the results
ARE valid and there may be a disability.

Because the student is not a native English speaker, it is necessary to establish the validity of the results obtained from testing to ensure that they are accurate estimates of ability or knowledge and
not the manifestation of cultural or linguistic differences. To this end, a systematic evaluation of the possible effects of a relative lack of opportunity for the acquisition of acculturative knowledge and
English proficiency was carried out via use of the Culture-Language Interpretive Matrix (C-LIM).

A careful review of the student’s test data, as entered into the C-LIM, revealed either no overall pattern of decline or a partial pattern of decline combined with performance in one or more area that
was below the range that would be expected of other individuals with similar cultural and linguistic backgrounds. This pattern of test performance suggests that cultural and linguistic factors were
either minimal (no evident decline) or contributory (some decline) influences on the measured test performance but can not account for the entirety of the results. Accordingly, the test results were not
considered to be due primarily to the influence of cultural and linguistic factors but still required additional information to fully establish their validity. Evidence to further support the validity of the
obtained results was provided by converging sources of information including results from native language evaluation, progress-maonitoring data, qualitative analysis, and authentic assessment
methods. In addition, other extranecus factors that might account for the observed pattern (for example, lack of motivation, fatigue, incorrect administration/scoring, emoticnal /behavioral problems)
were also evaluated and excluded. Taken together, the reported test results were deemed likely to be valid, interpretable, and to be reliable estimates of the student’s actual ability or knowledge.
However, equitable interpretation of G (cultural knowledge and language development), required comparison relative to other English learners with comparable linguistic development and educational
experiences which was accomplished via examination of the magnitude of the high culture/high language cell in the C-LIM and whether it was within the selected range of difference. Consequently, the
academic difficulties observed in classroom performance and which prampted this evaluation are not likely to attributable primarily to the process of normal second language and acculturative
knowledge acquisition.

In summary, the observed pattern of the student's test results is not consistent with performance that is typical of non-disabled, culturally and linguistically diverse individuals who are of average
ability or higher. Therefore, it can be reasonably concluded that the test data evaluated with the C-LIM are likely to be valid, are supported by additional converging data, and suggest that that the
student's test performance can be used to support the presence of a learning disability or other cognitive-based disorder.

The statement above is the one most appropriate for this case where a) the evaluation focused on suspected
SLD; and b) where it was determined that the obtained test results were NOT influenced primarily by cultural
and linguistic factors, albeit they remained contributory. Thus, the test results (except for Gc) could be
considered valid estimates of the abilities that were measured. In addition, native language testing was
conducted to further support cognitive test score validity. This statement (and three others contained in X-
BASS) have been placed in the public domain and may be freely copied, modified, and distributed for non-
profit purposes without the need to secure permission.



Meeting Standards for Fairness in Evaluation of ELs

Sample Validity Statement for EL Evaluations

Simplified Validity Statement for LIKELY disability and Determination of VALID Results

Because XXXX is not a native English speaker, it is necessary to establish the validity of test scores
to ensure that they are true estimates of their ability and not the result of limited English proficiency.

XXXX'’s test data were entered into the Culture-Language Interpretive Matrix which permitted
evaluation of the extent to which the scores were primarily affected by cultural or linguistic factors. A
review of the pattern of test scores indicated that performance was not consistent with what would
be expected of other individuals with similar cultural and linguistic backgrounds. This means that the
scores may be interpreted as fair estimates of XXXX'’s abilities, with the exception of language which
can only be determined to be an area of strength or weakness via comparison to other English
learners which was accomplished by further use of the C-LIM.

The statement above is most appropriate for this case where a) the evaluation focused on identification of a suspected
cognitive/academic-based disability; and b) where it was determined that the obtained test results were not influenced primarily by
cultural and linguistic factors, albeit these factors may have remained contributory. Thus, the test results (except for Gc) could be
considered valid estimates of the abilities that were measured. Native language testing should also have been conducted to further
support cognitive test score validity. This statement has been placed in the public domain and may be freely copied, modified, and
distributed for non-profit purposes without the need to secure permission.



Meeting Standards for Fairness in Evaluation of ELs

Sample Validity Statement for EL Evaluations

Simplified Validity Statement for UNLIKELY disability and Determination of INVALID Results

Because XXXX is not a native English speaker, it is necessary to establish the validity of test scores
to ensure that they are true estimates of their ability and not the result of limited English proficiency.

XXXX'’s test data were entered into the Culture-Language Interpretive Matrix which permitted
evaluation of the extent to which the scores were primarily affected by cultural or linguistic factors. A
review of the pattern of test scores indicated that performance was consistent with what would be
expected of other individuals with similar cultural and linguistic backgrounds. This means that the
scores cannot be interpreted as fair estimates of XXXX’s abilities.

However, because the scores were compared to other individuals from research studies who were
of average ability and who had not been identified as having a disability, it suggests that XXXX'’s
performance is also average (possibly higher) and that it is not likely that a disability is present in
this case. This means that although XXXX is having difficulties in the classroom, the problems are
most likely to attributable to, and primarily the result of, the normal process of second language and
acculturative knowledge acquisition.



Meeting Standards for Fairness in Evaluation of ELs

Although there are no professional or legal standards that specify actual procedures for evaluation of English learners or determining the impact
of exclusionary factors related to linguistic/cultural differences, there are consensus recommendations that provide some guidance in being able
to document and establish that a given evaluation has been conducted in compliance with standards necessary to demonstrate and establish such
consideration and fairness. The following are standards that may be used to bolster conclusions regarding exclusionary factors and fairness.

1. TOOLS AND PROCEDURES: The report contains a section detailing the deliberate selection of tools, methods, and procedures with respect
to the cultural and linguistic factors in the examinee’s background—simply listing tests, even native language ones, is not sufficient.
Explanations are provided for any modification or alteration to the administration or scoring of any standardized instrument, including use
of a translator or translated test.

2. DEVELOPMENTAL LANGUAGE HISTORY: The report contains a specific and distinct section on language development which contains a
detailed history and sufficient information with which to formulate appropriate expectations of current proficiency. Information should
include, at a minimum, age of first exposure to all languages, parental/home language use, parental levels of proficiency in all languages,
parental education and socio-economic status, individual’s experiences with all languages, current proficiency in all languages, amount of
formal education in all languages, and type of educational programming.

3. VALIDITY: The report contains a section that provides a discussion regarding the validity of the obtained assessment data and any collected
test scores including specification regarding how the impact of cultural/linguistic differences were considered and excluded as factors that
might have compromised validity of the information—simply stating that scores or data are valid is insufficient.

4. INTERPRETATION OF RESULTS: Discussion of results, whether cognitive, linguistic, or academic, are always presented in terms of the extent
to which cultural or linguistic factors may have compromised performance and affected interpretive validity and the extent to which they

are consistent with or not consistent with what would be reasonably expected of the examinee, given their unique cultural and linguistic
background.

5. DIAGNOSTIC IMPRESSIONS: The report contains conclusions and interpretations that are supported by integration of data and includes
discussion regarding how cultural/linguistic factors are not the primary reasons for any claimed deficits and that such deficits are above and
beyond what would be expected given the examinee’s unique cultural/linguistic background.



Multilingual Testing (L2+L1)

Combined with the comprehensive framework for nondiscriminatory assessment, the Multilingual
Assessment (L2+L1) testing approach provides an efficient, research-based, and IDEA-compliant
process that makes best use of available resources for evaluation consistent with current standards,
and it permits ANY evaluator to begin (and in some cases, complete) testing without being bilingual

or requiring outside assistance. The approach does require knowledge of research on Els and other

issues that are not generally taught in training programs and must be applied in a systematic way to

establish defensibility and bolster decisions reqarding exclusionary factors and their bearing on any

disability determination.

These activities do not preclude or prevent monolingual, English-speaking or bilingual school
psychologists from being able to engage in “bilingual evaluations” with speakers of any language.



Assessment and Related Resources

RESOURCES:

C-LIM Resources - free
http://facpub.stjohns.edu/~ortizs/CLIM/index.htm]

Ortiz, S. 0. (2019). On the Measurement of Cognitive Abilities in English Learners.
Contemporary School Psychology, Vol. 23(1) 68-86. https://doi.org/10.1007/s40688-018-0208-8

Ortiz, S. 0. (2017). Evaluation of English Learners: Issues in measurement, interpretation and
reporting. The Score, APA Division 5 (Quantitative and Qualitative Methods) Newsletter, January
2017. Available at http://www.apadivisions.org/division-5/publications/score/2017/01/english-
learners.aspx

Kovaleski, J. F., Lichtenstein, R. Naglieri, J., Ortiz, S. O., Klotz, M. B. & Rossen, E. (2015). Current
Perspectives in the Identification of Specific Learning Disabilities. Communiqué, 44(4).

Whittaker, M. & Ortiz, S. O. (2019). Exclusionary Factors—What a Specific Learning Disability is
Not: Examining exclusionary factors. National Center for Learning Disabilities, Washington DC.
Available at https://www.ncld.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/09/What-a-Specific-Learning-
Disability-ls-Not-Examining-Exclusionary-Factors.pdf

Ortiz, S. O., Flanagan, D. P. & Alfonso, V. C. (2015). Cross-Battery Assessment
Software System (X-BASS v2.X). New York: Wiley & Sons, Inc.

Ortiz Picture Vocabulary Acquisition Test (Ortiz PVAT)
https://www.mhs.com/ortizpvat

X-BASS -

Cross-Battery Assessaent
Sottware System 2.0
Sand O O

v 2 Faoegen

Vst C Abosme

WILEY

Cross-Battery

Intervention
Library

Asmax cavn

TRers DO = m, 'E0 Oee 37T BEEYTY
ot AW L, W

What a Specific Learning Disability
Is Not:
Examining Exclusionary Factors




Additional Readings and Related References

e American Educational Research Association, American Psychological Association, & National Council on Measurement in Education (2014).
Standards for educational and psychological testing. Washington DC: American Educational Research Association.

e Bialystok, E. (2001). Bilingualism in development: Language, literacy and cognition. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

e Cormier, D. C., McGrew, K. S., & Ysseldyke, J. E. (2014). The influences of linguistic demand and cultural loading on cognitive test scores.
Journal of Psychoeducational Assessment, 32(7), 610-623.

e Cummins, J. C. (1984). Bilingual and special education: Issues in assessment and pedagogy. Austin, TX: PRO-ED.

e Dynda, A. M., (2008). The relation between language proficiency and IQ test performance. Unpublished manuscript, St. John’s University,
Jamaica, NY.

e Grosjean, F. (1989). Neurolinguists beware!: The bilingual is not two monolinguals in one person. Brain and Language, 36, 3-15.
e Krashen, S.D. (1982). Principles and Practice in second language acquisition. New York: Pergamon Press.

e Ortiz, S. 0. (2019). On the Measurement of Cognitive Abilities in English Learners. Contemporary School Psychology, Vol. 23(1) 68-86.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40688-018-0208-8

e Ortiz, S. 0. (2018). Ortiz Picture Vocabulary Acquisition Test (Ortiz PVAT). Toronto, Canada: Multi-Health Systems.

e Ortiz, S. 0., Piazza, N., Ochoa, H. S. & Dynda, A. M. (2018). Testing with Culturally and Linguistically Diverse Populations: Moving beyond the
verbal-performance dichotomy into evidence-based practice. In D. P. Flanagan and E. McDonough (Eds.), Contemporary Intellectual
Assessment, Fourth Edition (pp. 684-712). New York: Guilford Press.

e Rhodes, R., Ochoa, S. H., & Ortiz, S. O. (2005). Assessment of culturally and linguistically diverse students: A practical guide. New York: Guilford
Press. (UNDER REVISION — DUE OUT Spring 2021)

e Sotelo-Dynega, M., Ortiz, S. O., Flanagan, D. P.,, & Chaplin, W. (2013). English language proficiency and test performance: Evaluation of bilinguals
with the Woodcock-Johnson Il Tests of Cognitive Ability. Psychology in the Schools, 50(8), 781-797.

* Valdés, G., & Figueroa, R. A. (1994). Bilingualism and testing: A special case of bias. Norwood, NJ: Ablex.



