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

Example of Potential Construct Invalidity:

“Assemble these blocks together in the correct

manner so they appear identical to this illustration.”

\

A test designed to measure visual
processing (Gv) in ELs must avoid over-
reliance on language ability (Gc) or else
measurement of visual processing may
be confounded with language ability.

Example of Potential Interpretive Invalidity:

“After putting a blue block on top of a purple
one, put the green block on the blue one.”

e |
.”;

A test designed to measure English language
ability (Gc) is valid for ELUs ability in English,
but poor performance cannot be ascribed to
a potential disability unless developmental
differences in English have been controlled.
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Diagnostic Question: Does Chaseito’s or Panchito’s rate of progress suggest
cultural/linguistic difference or possible disorder?

Compared to this group,
. Chaseito’s score is at the
Compared to this group, oth percentile rank.

Panchito’s score is at the U
15t percentile rank. RED LINE = Distribution of scores for
\ native English student performance

>99
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-3SD -2SD -1SD X +1SD +2SD +3SD

For the purposes of 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.

Diagnostic Question: Does Chaseito’s or Panchito’s rate of progress suggest
cultural/linguistic difference or possible 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
receiving L1 instruction GREEN LINE = Distribution of scores for
\ @ native Spanish student performance
98
>99
T ] L ] T
-3sD -2SD -1SD X +1SD +2SD +3SD

Similarly, use of a monolingual, native-language speaking group remains discriminatory because neither student
is monolingual anymore (even when receiving native language instruction) and it continues to make it appear
incorrectly that both Chaseito and Panchito have some type of disability.
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Diagnostic Question: Does Chaseito’s or Panchito’s rate of progress suggest
cultural/linguistic difference or possible disorder?

Chaseito’s score  Compared to a true peer
group, his score is at the
46t percentile rank

Panchito’s score
Compared to a true
peer group, his @ @

~ 1 84 PURPLE = Distribution of scores for
1/: 6 _\ native English or native Spanish

score is at the 9"
percentile rank

student performance

BLUE = Distribution of scores for
ELL student performance

T 1 T
l | -3sD 25D -1SD X | +1SD |+2$D +3SD
-3SD -2SD -1SD X +1SD +2SD +3SD
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.

Academic Test Score Validity Requires “True Peer” Comparison

General Pattern of Bilingual Education Student Simultaneous bilingualism
2 Achievement on Standardized Tests in English ' N\

. 61(70)* Two-way bilingual
The “English
only” window 3 | *Note 1 52(54)* Late-exit bilingual and
content ESL
L J
@
c T [~ 40(32)* Early-exit bilingual and
% content ESL
2 o
S5 ™
il 34(22)* Content-based ESL
o
2 o
S
8 24(11)* ESL pullout traditional
g J
= S 4 Sequential bilingualism
(=] 13 B ”
z The “achievement gap
o t t t t t t t t t t t
K 2 4 6 8 10 12
Grade Level

*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 and Program DC: National Clearinghouse for Bilingual Education.
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Test Score Validity and Defensible
Interpretation Requires “True Peer” Comparison

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.

Development Varies by Exposure to English — Not relative dominance

“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 language 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

Processes and Procedures for Addressing Test Score Validity

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

* Modified Methods of Evaluation

» Working around the language by modifying/altering the assessment
* Nonverbal Methods of Evaluation

« Avoiding the language by evaluating areas unrelated to language
* Dominant Language Evaluation

» Choosing a language based simply on relative proficiency
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Current Approaches Fail to Establish Test Score Validity

Evaluation
Issues and
Methods
i
s [\ VOV X X x X
Assessment
X | X

X X

Language
Reduced

X X X X X

Assessment

v
me el vV o x v X X X X X
v

L1: native only

Dominant
Language / /
Assessment in x

L2: English only

v X X X X

All approaches are limited in some manner when addressing test score validity and none are sufficient to diagnosis a
disability, account for variation in bilingual development, represent a form or manner that automatically yields reliable
and valid results, and do not provide extensive data regarding cognitive and school-based learning and development.

The validity of an interpretation regarding disability
requires an unbiased standard for comparison.

Whatever method or approach may be employed in evaluation of EL’s, the fundamental
obstacle to nondiscriminatory interpretation rests on the degree to which the examiner is
able to defend claims of test score (construct and interpretive) validity that is being used to
support diagnostic conclusions. This idea is captured by and commonly referred to as a
question of:

‘DIFFERENCE vs. DISORDER?”

Simply absolving oneself from responsibility of establishing test score validity, for example
via wording such as, “all scores should be interpreted with extreme caution” does not in any
way provide a defensible argument regarding the validity of obtained test results and does
not permit valid diagnostic inferences or conclusions to be drawn from them.

Test score validity must be evaluated or established via use of a “true peer” comparison
standard and the only manner in which to accomplish this task is with evidence and data.
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The Culture-Language Interpretive Matrix (C-LIM)

Addressing test score validity for ELLs

Translation of Research into Practice

1.

The use of various traditional methods for evaluating ELLs, including testing in the dominant
language, modified testing, nonverbal testing, or testing in the native language do not ensure
valid results and provide no mechanism for determining whether results are valid, let alone
what they might mean or signify.

The pattern of ELL test performance, when tests are administered in English, has been
established by research and is predictable and based on the examinee’s degree of English
language proficiency and acculturative experiences/opportunities as compared to native
English speakers.

The use of research on ELL test performance, when tests are administered in English,
provides the only current method for applying evidence to determine 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).

The principles of ELL test performance as established by research are the foundations upon
which the C-LIM is based and serve as a de facto norm sample for the purposes of comparing
test results of individual ELLs to the performance of a group of average ELLs with a specific
focus on the attenuating influence of cultural and linguistic factors.

The Culture-Language Interpretive Matrix (C-LIM)

1. There exists a general, overall pattern of decline in the scores from left to
right and diagonally across the matrix where performance is highest on the less
linguistically demanding/culturally loaded tests (low/low cells) and

GENERAL RULES AND GUIDANCE FOR EVALUATION OF TEST SCORE VALIDITY

There are two basic criteria that, when both 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:

performance is lowest on the more linguistically demanding/culturally loaded RTNSSII;T_?SE
tests (high/high cells), and; L only if both
2. The magnitude of the aggregate test scores across the matrix for all cells fall Cg:ed:::: >

within or above the expected range of difference (shaded area around the line)
determined to be most representative of the examinee’s background and
development relative to the sample on whom the test was normed.

—

When both criteria are observed, it may be concluded that the test scores are likely to have been
influenced primarily by the presence of cultural/linguistic variables and therefore are not likely to be valid
and should not be interpreted. If either criterion is not met, the results can be assumed to be VALID.



Research Foundations of the C-LIM
Additional Issues in Evaluation of Test Score Patterns

Evaluation of test score validity, particularly in cases where results are
“possibly valid,” includes considerations such as:

1. Is the Tiered graph consistent with the main Culture-Language graph or the other
secondary (language-only/culture-only) graphs?

2. Is there any variability in the scores that form the aggregate in a particular cell
that may be masking low performance?

3. Is the pattern of scores consistent with a developmental explanation of the
examinee’s educational program and experiences?

4. Is the pattern of scores consistent with a developmental explanation of the
examinee’s linguistic/acculturative learning experiences?

Evaluation of results using all graphs, including secondary ones, identification
of score variability in relation to CHC domains or task characteristics, and
evaluation of educational, cultural, and linguistic developmental experiences
assists in determining the most likely cause of score patterns and overall test
score validity.

A Best Practice Framework for Comprehensive Evaluation of ELs

-

Pre-
referral

Activities <

\

1. 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.

2. Monitor and luate 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/Rt!
framework (e.g., CBM, progress monitoring charts, standardized test data). Goal is to evaluate progress and growth, not

\_ \_  determine disability. )
{ s '
3. 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.
Post- For formal testing, the C-LIM can be used for this purpose. If all data indicate average performance, a disability is unlikely and
referral < further evaluation unnecessary. If some data suggest performance is below true peers, continue evaluation.
Testing 4. Re-assess and re-evaluate construct validity in areas of poor performance in the native language (cross-linguistic evidence)
* If performance in some areas evaluated in English is lower than expected compared to true peers, re-assess the same areas in
L the native/heritage language (when possible and appropriate) to support them as areas of true weakness.
\ v
5. Cross-validate all data with contextual factors and pre-referral information (ecological validity for disability)
Decision
Making * 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.
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Addresses
concerns
regarding

fairness and

equity in the

assessment
process

Addresses
possible
bias in use
of test
scores

-



Practical Considerations for Addressing Test
Score Validity in Evaluation of ELs

1. The usual purpose of testing is to identify deficits in ability (i.e., low scores)
2. 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)

3. 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)

4. Testing in both languages (English and native language) is necessary to determine disability

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

5. 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

Translating Research into Practice

Assessment in
L1: native only

Dominant
Monolingual
Assessment in
L2: English only

ion docs Adherestothe  Substantial  Sufficientto  Accountsfor  Mostlikely to Provides

| g representativeof  widerrangeof | {oc noLedIS test's researchbaseon  identify or variationin yield reliable and  extensive data
ssues an bilingual schoolrelated " €yauaton standardized bilingual diagnosis bilingual valid data and regarding
Methods development abilities 8 protocol performance disability

Modified or

Altered x x x X X x

Assessment

Reduced-

language X x X X x

Assessment

Dominant

poraingusl - X x v x x x x

v X X X

Multilingual
Assessment in
L1+12

N \\N\ * X
L X X X %

AR v v v

Multilingual Assessment combined with the C-LIM resolves all validity issues,
and by applying research on EL test performance, they can be used to define
and establish a “true peer” reference group for disability-based evaluations.

12/2/2019
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X-BASS v2.3 New Features: PSW Quick Analysis

Start/Data Record Management

Release: 2.3

T T e )
To SET or change user mode for X-BASS, use the buttons to the right. Beginner Mode displays additional guidance and assistance in using the User Mage i
program. Intermediate mode displays typical informational and confirmational messages. Advanced mode suppresses all except critical messages. Otegimner O Iniermedate @ Advanced
QUICK START: 1. ENTER NAME (if new case) 2, ENTER DATES/GRADE 3. CREATE NEW DATA RECORD
*Name of Examinee: *bate of Evaluation: ||| NN o~
Name of Evaluator: “oate of sirer: || I -~
e “Examinee’s Grade: _ PN  C'cck box if cxamince is an English learner (1) [

“required “required NO ACTIVE DATA RECORD

To OPEN and activate a saved record from the database. select it from the dropdown menu on the right. Data records are listed in i OPEN SAVED DATA RECORD
order by frst name. Once selected.aldata associated wilh the record will be popuiated I the appropiate locations. Cilck the Index button atthe | o
upper right comer of this tab to begin reviewing and updating the saved data. The program can store and retrieve data for up to 500 cases

To SAVE or update the current data record, click the blue "Save Current Record” button and continue working. Frequent saves are recommended.
The PSW Quick Analysis provides a streamlined way to w row ik s |

evaluate SLD using only 8 scores (7 cognitive and 1
academic). Although the analysis is exactly the Same as s v e o seson
in the full PSW Analyzer, this option provides a simpler et mst e ooy

interface with minimal results that may be easier to
present and explain to others. It is safe enough for e s s
beginners but useful for advanced users too. SAUTION: Make sur tis s what you

To CHECK for updates to X-BASS, click the "Check for Updates” button. Note: an internet connection is required to determine if an update is available Check for Updates

X-BASS v2.3 New Features: PSW Quick Analysis

e PSW Quick Analysis - Data Entry @
| l Release: 2.3 m

PSW-Quick Analysis Is intended for advanced and experienced users only. The purpose is to provide a quick overview of test data relative to SLD within a PSW model
(DD/C) prior ta engaging in any composit relative ta and theoretical issues. Althaugh the principles by which this analysis is
conducted are identical to what would appear within the full evaluation in the PSW Analyzer, this method does not provide a complete, thorough, or detailed explanation
of test score data and SHOULD NOT be used by itself to establish the presence of SLD. As this method does not evaluate cohesion or assess follow up, use of PSW - Quick
Analysis should be viewed only as a evaluation which be evidence including a full analysis via the PSW Analyzer.

After entering the required data in the cognitive and academic sections below, click the vellow buttan to the right to view results of PSW Quick Analysis.

EXAMINEE'S GRADE (select from drop down menu) 1S EXAMINEE AN ENGLISH LEARNER? (select from drop down menu)
(required, unless entered on Start tab)

(default = "No") J View PSW.QA Results |

COGNITIVE PROCESSING DOMAINS - enter at least one scors in EACH cognitive domain and indicate them as S or W, The PSW QU|ck Ana|y5|s |S

CRYSTALLIZED INTELLIGENCE (Gc) FLUID REASONING (Gr)

Oormth__Cyvaten st G ideal for new users and offers a
o O o Gres simplified interface and results

LONG.TERM STORAGE AND RETRIEVAL (Glr) SHORT.TERM MEMORY (Gsm ) . .
Qunegh S wasiras Crmonath (o vasbness Output for easy |nterpretat|0n.
[T O t— Crmnggh  Covashnass

VISUAL PROCESSING (Gv) AUDITORY PROCESSING (Ga)
[Sr S — gt Cvmsbomm
Cratrangth (7 weakness Crongth  Cvmskness

EROCESINCIS e OTHER COGNITIVE PROCESS - optional é Other cognitive processes may
Cmrngh (G wasknaes [S T —— .
Frp B S - also be entered for analysis.

ACADEMIC SKILLS DOMAINS - enter at least ONE score which can appear in any domain and indicate it as § or W and as composite or subtest

BASIC READING SKILLS (BRS) READING COMPREHENSION (RDC)
Cstrangth, O “ C compesibe ¢ subtest. 2 rength ) vraskness. Ccompesite (7 subtast
Csrsoth « | Coomposte € aubtest Costrangth— Cueaboess || Ccomposte () sublast
Csrvosth Cloomposte ¢ sublast Costrangth Cweaboess || Ccomposte () sublast

READING FLUENCY (RDF) WRITTEN EXPRESSION (WE)
Carengh  Cwekness || Ceomposite €l aubtest Carengh  Clusbomss || Chcomposite (3 btmst
Carengh Cweskness || Cleomposi € aubtest Carengh  Clwsbomss || Clcomposite (3 btmst
Coatrength  (weskness Ccomposite £ wubtest (% strength (% wenknass Ccomposite () mblmet
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X-BASS v2.3 New Features: PSW Quick Analysis

ACADEMIC SKILLS DOMAINS - enter at least ONE score which can appear in any domain and indicate it as § or W and as composite or subtest.

BASIC READING SKILLS (BRS) READING COMPREHENSION (RDC)

Omength O waakness @ @ Omength  Oweskness || Gcompostte O subtest

Only one score each Ot Ovatrs | Orente O [ Jow  Omm | Comn Owim

of the seven Oangh  Ovaskness || O composite O subest Omengh  Oweslness | Creomste O sutest
cognitive areas and  rerow rLuency or) WRITTEN EXPRESSION (WE)

) f Oorength O weakness Qeawgeae O siblest Costrength ) weskness O composite € subtest

one score In any o Ownah  Oweskness || O comgoste O st Owenah  Owesoes | Coomposte O sttt

the academic areas O Owetows || Oomoste Ottt Gt Gwesms || Guarpase Ot
(8 Scores total) is MATH CALCULATION (MC) MATH PROBLEM SOLVING (MPS)

. > atrength: 3 weakness O composite O subtest (O strength O weskness © composite © subtest

SUHICIe nt tO con d UCt BT O composte (O subtest | Ostrength O weakness O compodte () subtest

PSW Quick Analysis. [ [Cwwms G || Qcmpome Ot [ [Cwemn  Cvewoms || Gorate  Oubtm
ORAL EXPRESSION (OE) LISTENING COMPREHENSION (LC)

Orstrength € weakness O composita ) subtast ) strength O wasknass Crcomposita O subtest

| o strength. € weakness O composite O subtest O strength O weskness. O compsite O subtest

| Oaength O weakness O composite ) subtest ) swength © weakness O composite (0 subtest

OTHER/NEUROPSYCH PROCESSING DOMAINS - scores are optional in this section, however, areas of weakness are used in PSW analysis.
PSW QUiCk Analysis LEARNING EFFICIENCY (GI) ORTHOGRAPHIC PROCESSING (OP)
Orstrength <3 weakness O strength O weskness

can include “other T Cwm G | o Cy——
COgnitiVe" and RETRIEVAL FLUENCY (Gr) COGNITIVE EFFICIENCY (CE)

neuropsych Qmengh O vakowss Gt O wethaes
p y O atrength 3 weakness O strenath O wekness
| _cesrothernets |

processing domains.
R I

X-BASS v2.3 New Features: PSW Quick Analysis
@ PSW Quick Analyses: DD/C Model @

Release: 2.3
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

The simplified presentation is easier to
comprehend and suitable for printing
and inclusion in written reports.

1. Overall Ability

Supporting Academic Strengths

4. Domain specific
weakness?

5. Unexpected
underachievement?

In general, PSW analysis indicates that SLD is
very likely represented in this case. All criteria
necessary for identifying SLD within the DDIC
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

2. Cognitive Weakness 3. Academic Weakness

- 5
Inhibiting Cognitive Composite (ICC) - 74 4

Reading (RDQ) Score 1-76

6. Below average aptitude-
achievement consistency?

Yes, consistent

Return to Top Print PSW-0A Results Save PSW-QA Results

10
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X-BASS v2.3 New Features: Two-way PSW data/results transfer

PSW Quick Analyses: DD/C Model : :
© S e If you use the PSW Analyzer first, you can click

the yellow button and have the results transferred
to and displayed in the PSW Quick Analyzer.

| ! e . = [ P s
Dual-Discrepancy/Consistency Mode)

This action will attempt to transfer the data entered in the ° P V/ \ ml

Do PSW-QA to the PSW Analyzer to provide a comprehensive and [ | e PSW Analyses for SLD w...:s e

w detailed evaluation of SLD. If you do not see all results jent?
Mame: Scores o Testing age: 8 years 0 monthiy) Grade: 3 Oate: 2/1/2018

T R I e e N o o ol
w5 '

| displayed in the PSW Analyzer, check for any required data
| that may be missing.

2. cdenit oK

Are weaknesses domain specific?
e, 1 e preditor, f the ternce
e coprrne

6. Below average aptitude-
achievement consistency?

Dfereece

PSW Analyzer to the PSW-Quick Analysis tab to provide a
simplified view regarding evaluation of SLD. If you do not see
all results displayed in the PSW-QA, check for any required

If you use the PSW-QA first, you can click the P data that may be missing.

o This action will attempt to transfer the data entered in the

/ ane et
e

brown button and have the results transferred [
to and displayed in the full PSW Analyzer.

AVERAGE aptitude.

POSSIBLY, USE CLINICAL JUDGMENT

X-BASS v2.3 New Features: Test List-QR has new tests/batteries and auto display of subtests

‘Subtests on Test of Auditory Processing Skills-3 (TAPS-1)

t of Subtests in Selected Battery

1 TAPS-4 Auditory Comprehension (Ge:LS:C)

2 TAPS 4 Auditory Figure-Ground (Ga:UR)

3 TAPS-4 Number Memory Forward (GsmiMS)
4 TAPS-4 Number Memory Reversed [Gsm:w)
5 TAPS-4 Phonological Blending (Ga:PC)

6 TAPS.4 Phonological Deletion (Ga:PC)

7 TAPS-4 Frocessing Oral Directions (Ge:LSLC)
B TAPS-4 Sentence Memory (Gsm:MS)

9 TAPS-4 Syllabic Blending (Ga:PC)

10 TAPS-4 Word (Pair} Discrimination (Ga:PC)
11 TAPS-4 Word Memory (Gsm:MS)

Test of Auditory Processing skills-a (TAPS-3)

List of Test/Battery Names i \ TASS

1 Academic Achievement Battery [AAB)
2 Auditory Processing Abilities Test [APAT)
3 Auditory Phoneme Sequencing Test (APST)
4 Auditory Skills Assessment (ASA)

5 Bateria lll Woodcock-Munoz: Aprovechsmiento (Bateria Il ACH)
6 Bateria lll Waodcack-Munaz: Cognitiva (Bateria Il COG)

7 Bracken Basic Concept Scales-3:R (BBCS-3:R]

8 Bracken Basic Concept Scales-Expressive (BBCS-E)

9 Beery VMI Test of Visusl Perception (Besry VMI)

10 Beery VM1 Test of Visual-Motor Integration (Beary VMI]

11 Bracken School Readiness Assessment-3 (BSRA-3)

12 Bilingual Verbal Ability Test-NU (BVAT-NU)

13 Cognitive Assessment System- Secand Edition (CAS2)

14 Comprehensive Assessment af Spoken Language - 2 (CASL-2)
15 Clinical Evaluation of Language Fundamentals-4 (CELF-4)

160 ion of Language 5 (CELF-5)

17 Clinical Evaluation of Language Fundamentals-Preschoal.2 (CELE-Pre2)

18 Child and Adolescent Memary Prafile (ChAMP)

19 Comprahensive Mathematical Abilities Test [CMAT)

20 Comprehensive Receptive and Expressive Vocabulary Test-2 (CREVT-2)
21 Comprahansive Receptive and Exprassive Vocabulary Test-3 (CREVT.3)
22 Comprehensive Trail Making Test [CTMT}

[« Test of Nonverbal Intelli 2 (CTONI-2) .
e e of g Pocesing 2 CT0%2 Updated the Test Database with
25 Califoria Verbal Learning Test-3 (CVLT-3) - .
e e several new tests including: APST,

e CVLT-3, DTLA-5, EFT-E:NU, EVT-
29 Diagnostic Evaluation of Language Variation-NR (DELV-NR) 3, M FVPT'4, PPVT'S, PAT_2 : N U ,

30 Delis-Kaplan Executive Function System [D-KEFS)

31 Detroit Test of Leaming Abilties-S (DTLA-5) TAPS-4, TVPS-4, TOLDP-S, TNL-

32 Developmental Test of Visual Perception-3 (OTVP-3]

i e s oA 2, WORD-3:E, YCAT-2, WISC-V

34 Dean-Woodcack Neuropsychalogical Battery (DWNB)

35 Executive Functions Test-Elementary: Normative Update (EFT-E:NU) SpanISh, and WRAT'S. There are

36 Enpressive One-Word Picture Vocabulary Test-4 (EOWPVT-4]

e now 148 tests/batteries and 1,175

38 Expressive Vocabulary Test-2 (EVT-2)

35 Expressiue Vocabulary Test3 (EVT-1) subtests classified in X-BASS.

40 Feifer Assessment of Math (FAM)

11
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X-BASS v2.3 New Features: Auto loading of subtests from Test List-QR to XBA Analyzer

% Q Test List - Quick Refere_m:s e —
=m0 .

XBA and Test Composite Analyzer

In addition, the

e T
o A A it sk ki o e, JRap—— e 3 e 1508
[ et e ] ot e e 4 N O I i T el

List of Test/Battery Names in X-BASS List of Subtests in Selected Br ary I, ] = il [REUELAON ) o oo
T Academic Achievemen Battery [AAS] T TAPS.& Auditory Comprehension {GASLC] r Soue | Anabiees Feere
2 Ruory Procasing Al Test(APAT) 2 TAPS 4 Aoy Fgure-Ground (GaUR} T A e N T
3 Audnory Phomame Sequensing Tost (9ST) 3 TAPSA turmber Moy Forwnd (GunMS) T =T | T
& Rudiory St At (ASA) & TAPS- Mo Memory Revesed (GamAW] T T
5 Btera I Woodcc Munae Arovechamients (Baers I ACH) 5 TAPS.4 Phenolica Blending (GPC) — A
6 Bataa I Woodcoek Munac Cogte {Baterta 11COG) 6 TAPS A Phenological Dlation G — T == FoE
7 TAPS4 Processig Oral Dicctom (GeASA€)
K TAPS-8 St Memory (GmehS)
i BT T e
[ oo | [t o oo, |t o e |
11 TAPS-4 Word Mamory (Gren) .

VAL (6]
e e .o i e o

LONGTERM STORMGE AND RETRE) [ e o]
et -

This button will automatically send the
selected/listed subtests over to their
respective domains in the XBA Analyzer
according to their primary CHC broad
ability classifications.

IR —— | ]
. | e

Scare contiguratun and irerpretason:

MIDITORY PROCESSIMG (G2}
e i s .

Tars
TAT4 Sl nbic Bercing e 701

Prosicgic

X-BASS v2.3 New Features: Enhanced Cohesion Statements
N T R T T T ) ) o )

Cluster Name (Criteria for Cohesion: Is variability...

(check box for customized graph) Enter Y
scores
Subtest Name l

ComprehensionKnowledge (Gc)

Follow up Recommendatons

or jal? infrequent or ?

Do the results suggest a need for follow up?

13 Yes Yes Yes, recommended for lowest score
6 m] NOT COHESIVE Gc=83

50 [ Thedifferance between the scores that comprise the composite is significant Because one score in the compos! dicative of average or better
and occurs in less than 10% of the general population which makes it performance and the other score is indicative of a deficit, follow up on the
[ relstively uncommon. The composite is, therefore, not cohesive meaning that lower score is considered necessary to determine if it is an accurate and
itis not likelyto be & good summary of the theoretically related al valid representation of ability

was intended to represent, R
Former brief cohesion statements.

Oral Vocabulary (VL)
General Information (K0)

Picture Vacabulary (from OL battery) (VL)

Cluster Name ot - Criteria for Cohesion: Is variability... Follow up Recommendatons
(check Box for integrated graph) nter LT Trensiee
scores scores ignificant o ial2 i or 2 Do the results suggest a need for follow up?
Subtest Name

Comprehension-Knowledge (Ge)

Yes Yes Yes, recommended for lowest score
] NOT COHESIVE Ge =83

[] TheWlIVCOG Comprehension-knowledge (G is primarily a measure of Because one score in the composit tive of average o better

Comprehension and Knowledge. Gc refers to an individual's knowledge base  performance and the other score is in of a deficit, follow up on the
[ tergeneral fund of information) that develops as a result of exposure to lower score is considered necessary to determine if it is an accurate and

Ianguage, culture, general life experiences, and formal schooling. The valid representation of ability.

difference between the scores that comprise the W) IV 0OG Comprehension-

Knowledge (Ge) is statistically significant and a difference of this size occurs.

in less than 10% of the general population which means the difference is

relatively uncommon. This means that although the composite is likely

ically sound estimate of C: ion and Knowledge, it may

not be a good clinical summary because it may obscure an important and

meaningful difference within this domain, which often occurs when one score.

is below average and the other score is at |sast average relative to most

people. The individual's score on the WJ IV COG Comprehension-knowledge

(Ge) of B3 (78 - 88) is classified as Below Average/Normative Weakness and is

ranked at the 13th percentile, indicating performance as good as or better

than 13% of same age peers from the general papulation New enhanced cohesion statements on
all cognitive test tabs, not just WISC-V.

Oral Vocabulary (VL)
General Information (K0)

Picture Vocabulary (from OL battery) (VL)

12
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X-BASS v2.3 New Features: Selectable/modifiable “other ability” domain

XBA Analyzer
;

EXECUTIVE FUNCTIONS (EF) Converted Composite
(check these boxes to select score for integrated groph) lo Standard Score
¥ Score  Analyses
Executive Functions (EF) O] ss
Pt 93 99 8
NEPSY-2 Attention 99 B8
Conners O] 78 A
Brief O 78 A
L—— compa
ite: NOT COHESIVE - Use XBA composites 8s: 74

e am
Ga to Test List Classifications Transfer Comp{s) to Data Organizer

Score configuration and interpretation:

the highest and lowest. s greater than 1 and 1/3 0, the test
composite is not considered cohesive, indicating that a single score based on all four values is unlikely to
provide @ good summary of the ability it is intended to represent. Instead, the two lowest scores form one
cohesive XBA composite (Comp A y i the form
another cohesive XBA composite (Comp B) that may be interpreted meaningfully.

Because the

Data Organizer

PSW-A Data Summary

Areas of strength below Deficits indicated below

the by d ifi
e OTHER ABILITY/PROCESSING DOMAINS SCORE | ooy teused s shecte
general al the DD/C.
Executive Functions (EF) Comp A 74
EF w EF
Executive Functions (EF) Comp B 99

PSW Analyzer

[ e | e | Smos | | o | ESO | Ee [ B— =oer |

Selecting the name of an other ability
domain from the drop down menu will carry

associated with the PSW Analyzer to allow

EXECUTIVE FUNCTIONS (EF)

Indicate which composite(s) you wish to use for PSW analyses. NO more than two scoras can be selected for this domain.

Executive Functions (EF) 74 Comp A

Executive Functions (EF) 99 Comp B

o [~ cearseores |

Strength & Weakness Indic

EXECUTIVE FUNCTIONS (EF)
Executive Functions (EF) Comp A | 74 O strength @ weakness
Executive Functions (EF) CompB | 99 @ strength ) weakness

—
(o) it to be used for SLD identification just as
with any other ability domain.

Basa rate vaue 5ot 2 10%

Academic Weskness

Execute Funtions £ Conp A- T4
actusl_ predcied by

74

LOW AVERAGE aptitude-achievement consistency?

X-BASS v2.3 New Features: Separation of Glr into Gl and Gr

Enter

Clear Data

LEARNING EFFICIENCY (GI)
Boxes to

Kaplan Baycrest Neurocognitive Assessment.

APAT Content Memory Delayed (Glr:MM)
APAT Content Memary Immediate (GIr:MM)

Bateria 11l ACH Rememoracion de cuentos (GlrMM)

Bateria 111 COG Memoria Deferida-Aprendizaje (GIrMA)

4-subtest test composite: NOT COHESIVE - Use XBA composites S5 61 97

Reset Score Configuration Evaluate Score Configuration PR: 0.5th 42nd
Go to LE Test List Classifications Transfer Comp(s) to Data Organizer

Score configuration and interpretation:

Because the difference between the highest and lowest scores entered is greater than 1 and 1/3 5D, the test
composite is not considered cohesive, indicating that.a single score based on all four values is unlikely to
provide a good summary of the ability it is intended to represent. Instead, the two lowest scores form one
eohesive XBA composite (Comp A) that may be interpreted meaningfully and the two highest scores also form
another cohesive XBA composite (Comp 8) that may be interpreted meaningfully.

Enter

Clear Data

RErRlEanMFLLEMC\' (Gr) ccores e
; YO standard ~ Score

Score  Analyses

Kaplan Baycrest Neurocognitive Assessment O| 8s

WRMT-3 Rapid Automatic Naming (GIr:NA) [m] 7 85 B

CTOPP-2 Rapid Digit Naming (GIr:NA) [m] 8 90 B

CTOPP-2 Rapid Letter Naming (GIr:NA) [m] 2 60 A

CTOPP-2 Rapid Object Naming (GIr:NA)J [m] 3 65 A
L—— compA [JcompB []

4-subtest test composite: NOT COHESIVE - Use XBA composites §8: 55 85

Evoluate Score Configuration PR: 0.1st 16th
Go to RF Test List Classifications Transfer Comp{s) to Data Organizer

Score configuration and interpretation:

Because the dfference between the highest and lowest scores entered is greater than 1 and 1/3 D, the test
composite is not considered cohesive, indicating that a single score based on all four values is unlikely to
provide @ good summary of the ability it is intended to represent. Instead, the two lowest scores form one
cohesive XBA composite (Comp A) that may be interpreted meaningfully and the two highest scores also form
another cohesive XBA composite (Comp B) that may be interpreted meaningfully.

LONG-TERM STORAGE AND RETRIEVAL (Gir)

Indicate which composite(s) you wish to use for PSW analyses. No more than two scores can be selected for this domain

Learning Efficiency (GI) 61 Comp A
Retrieval Fluency (Gr) 55 Comp A m

O

Gl (learning efficiency) and Gr (retrieval fluency)
scores can be transferred to either the Gl and Gr
domains in the “neuropsych/other cognitive” section
or into the broad GIr domain, or both.

LEARNING EFFICIENCY (GI)

Indicate which composite(s) you wish to use for PSW analyses. No more than two scores can be selected for this domain.

[ Cearscores |
o7 @ comes AN
u ™ Gearscores |

Learning Efficiency (GI) 61 [0 compa

Learning Efficiency (Gl)

RETRIEVAL FLUENCY (Gr)

Indicate which composite(s) you wish to use for PSW analyses. No more than two scores can be selected for this domain.

85 Comp B Ck-nrzz
O [ cieorscore3 |

Retrieval Fluency (Gr) 55 [ compa

Retrieval Fluency (Gr)
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X-BASS v2.3 New Features: Exclusionary Factors Form Tab

Exclusionary Factors
s 23

is After any
and Ce Factors for SLD Identification
T Fansgan
f factors, other in
to), vision/ hearing?, or motor disabiliies, intellectual
y tural and
; (0.8, limited roficlens opportunity
These t 8nd teacher
v. prior
evaluations, sychiatrist
student. ¥
However, le out these a3 being the

Vision (Check All that

03 Vision test recent (within 1 year) O History of visual disorder
3 Vision test recent (> 1 year) O Diagnosed visual disorder/disturbance

0 Passed Specity

OFailed O Vision difficulties suspected or observed
E— e kg o o
Additional Notes: during vual tasks such asreading. computers)
‘Mearing (Check All that Apply:

0 Hearing test recent {within 1 year) 0 History of auditory disorder/disturbance

0 Hearing test outdated (> 1 year) 0 Disgnosed auditory disordes/disturbance
Opassed specty:

DFalled 0 Hearing difficulties suggested in the referral

O Uses Hearing Alds {ea. ot reqvests o repetion o sy

misarticulsted words, sttempts to sel-
accommodste by moving closer ta sound source, obvious
attempts to speech read)

Motor (Check All that :
O Fine Motor Delay/Difficulty Q1 History of motor disorder

X-BASS v2.3 New Features: Cognitive-Achievement Relations Tab

m° Cognitive-Achievement Relatloni__ . =
=== e s QD

‘Several crtical and S4bCOMCA STUCHrES e froquently Inpicated,  PRORIOGICal aarene s — prmary COgnve comrete; the
temporal cbes, e

Word Rvading
Accoracy. cerebetm e 3. Ecket et al, 2003) More recent werk agpews 1o Lyster, & e,
2013} word
Paganicolacy, & Deren, 2004 Richion e a. 2003, Rchan, 2012).
ol Wi fegard o phonsiogcal deficts (Sheie e at, 2915) recogaiion skl (Schatschneder, Feches,Francs, Carion, &

2005 Certany, there s ‘Onme.

2001} Recenty,

3,4,6, Thompsoe, DeTharme, & Schatschneider, 2006).
11,15, and 18, wth one of the most cammcely deatifed geneic ocus

ReadgRate  resdng
or Fluency movement and snestin (Jones, Ashby, & Brangan, 213) Furber, _the best presctorsof reading fuency (Georpiu et o 2108, Tam eal,
2008
212
Canen, 2011 “exoate
reoe funcaons (Le. response mhbeos, set snfing), kxcal retreval and
2012, processing speed (Mol Gabel & Snowkeg, 2015).
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X-BASS v2.3 New Features: Manifestations of Cognltlve Weaknesses Tab
_° Manifestations of Cognitive Weaknesses
i _— . Hanagan, 5.0, Ortiz. p

Conyright © 2013 Samul O Otz Do P Flanagan & Viscen . Aons. A8 Nights

Nome:_Scores for Testing Grode: 3 Dote: 2/1/2018

Manifestations of Cognitive Weaknesses*
wse specificabitty domain: [romsmmies 5 [ i ]

Manifestations of a Fluid Reasoning (Gf) Deficit

R o L ‘General Manitestations of the Speiic Manitestations of e
B P T | st s b S This new tab contains a table that

iReasoning « Abstracting main idea(s)

e v sty s | provides a definition of
et oo S Ll o NN academically-related cognitive
B i el SRR abilities as well as their general
RO o and specific manifestations in

| cononrngand constng dns terms of academic functioning and
skills acquisition. The table can be

« Fluid reasaning
concest formation,
st

e == | quickly navigated by selecting the
B — cognitive domain from the drop
(G) ::rds general information) that are valued by one’s| Vocabulary acquisition down menu at the top_

« Developed through language e
fo

emal I learning
experiences
« Understanding math concepts and the “vocabulary
of matn
« Using prior knowledge to support writing Difficulties:
ich a person has learned learning G

ige and mastered skills to
vl

« inappropriate word usage

Language Difficultis:
« Understand mm lessons
 Expressive language - “poverty of thought”

ication Ability, and Grammatical

X-BASS v2.3 New Features: Minimizing Effects of Cognitive Weaknesses Tab
el

e MlnlmlzmgEffectsofCognltweWeaknesses e —
= Fanac. 0.0 0.0 s st Drs ﬁ m

Copyeight © 201 Sarmued 0. Onie, Dawn P. lhue-lvham(.NhuMlnnm

e S o et oote 7172018
-mm-mﬁﬁ-ﬂ
Minimizing the Effects of Cognitive Weaknesses*

Use the drop dawn menu to select and scroll to @ specific ability domain: [ Memay Capriy Ganitom) |+

Learning

Emironmental strategies

7| Proliiem soiving charts (hanging or taped to
reasoning process (think slouds) [for car

This new tab contains a table that

G

ally ffer Gaided ractice (¢, | Guided 1sts for Imalementing procedures, |Procedural Charts/lists (hanging or taped To [Use tools Hhat el them categariaes oBjects provides information regarding

guided questions 1ist) to promote formulae desk) |and concepts 1o assistin drawing Conclusions
internalization of procedures or |fe.&. graphic arganizers, concept maps) 5 = -
oo _ - instructional, environmental, and

( e oo other strategies for minimizing the
- effects of cognitive weaknesses
which may be helpful in
determining appropriate avenues
for intervention. The table can be
quickly navigated by selecting the
cognitive domain from the drop
down menu at the top.

Text features (boldiace, ialics)

e =iy |Graphic arganizers that allow for  visual
. concepts rarme v, dferer] | deicion of eltiohisbeween s amorg

st ansogies s, meaphars, _[Nianpuativs o demorsrate elaiorahios
jana (e.2. partto whole relationships)

Learning. i ofac ion Knowledge (6¢) Deficit
I_ crvironmental stustegies
e Word-o-The Doy Calendar [V KWL siategy e neresss backeround
———
aries mallacle Word Wialls [Use context when reading ta asceriain meaning

12/2/2019
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X-BASS v2.3 New Features: Graphing of the FCC on the g-Value Tab

Setecng PSW Scares

PSW-A g-Value Summary

Release: 23

Name: Scores for Testing Grade: 3 Age: ayears omonthis Date: 24172018

Analysis and Interpretation of g -Value
arsene

70 NEFe. VEETS 878 SOVISED 10 TE7ET 1D UNE V-1 NGTES 18D 11 A-0iaa 814 10 U8 reevant

n prror 1805, 8.9

et in Exentios i Etion for 2 g and proper use and jon ofthe -
he e brond CH abl e cvalisio o b isengih for the vl using thefalliog scale
[E e vy e L T e L |

Av rall ability is in to low c

How likely is it that the individual's pattern of strengths indicates at least average overall cognitive ability?
INCONCLUSIVE Afthough the evaluator ioentified 3 sullcient number of aress a5 COBNIIVE Strenghs 1o Benerate 3 -Value that SUEBESts st esst avergs averall
ability, the aggregate of thase strengths produced an FCC thatis < 35. Therefore, the indivitual does ot meetthe eriterian of at least average ovesall abiliy,
Which is 8 necessary criterion in the DDJC model rendering it Inconclusrve. I s crterion s not sgecifically required by lacal procedures and policies, the

results of the PSW analysis may be used. Hewever, it should be noted that evalustion snd determination of 540 in = cutzide the par
the D/E made. g ot

T - represents o many

n The Cagniiee
e FEC indicates the for the purpose o calouistg g
aEniTue of hese strengihs. v o

Cor on
the purpase of cakulating the ¢ Vaiue and FCC and which

colectively regeesans general abily wichin the ODJC mode,

T VBt S ITETEFELEA SCCORTING 10 The FHeinood ThAT an

Counive mestness in
¥ eareiita the FCC and evaiusted for

S e ) wthspecific arcas ofacedemic weakness.
s¥alue - 0.62

55 faciitating Cogniive Compasite (fcc) 10 S5 inhibiting Cognitive Composite {cc}
140 %0 140
= am 2o |
@ T am =

| % 0 1
w0 1 . 1
| = ST « Lot "
® as =
o LE] » L

s
@ s © I
P ©
@ . o o1 o . .
o G em e & | om o i &

“imtcates 5 OFC aam e i amarnes “Insester O somain e i comprins o bk
20 & tvengen nd wasknars. g 003 weatness.

O =ammermrnrn== ©)

Saw maicotor

To assist in determining the
criterion for overall average
general ability, the g-Value tab
now provides a graph of the
FCC or ACC value in a way that
permits consideration in a side-
by-side manner with the g-Value.
This is especially useful in cases
where the g-Value is good but
the FCC may be less than 85 or
conversely, when the FCC is
lower than .51 but the FCC is
greater than 85.

X-BASS v2.3 New Features: Display of Full PSW Results in All Cases

Name: Scores for Testing Age: 8 years 0 month(s)

Dual-Discrepancy/Consistency Model:
PSW Analyses for SLD reee:2s

—

Grade: 3 Date: 2/1/2018

In previous versions, no ]
PSW results were

Cognitiva Strengths

The value here is either the Faciltating
Cognitive Composite (FCC) or 8 user-entered
‘Alternative Cognitive Composite (ACC).

Click 1o re-display message regarding
Display Resu J resuits of the current PSW anaiysi

12/2/2019

Chck to transter the scores and dta
orer 1o the PSW Quick Analysts tab.

displayed if the g-Value
was below .51 (except
when Gf and Gc were
indicated as the only two
strengths). Now, the PSW
results are displayed
regardless of the g-Value
as a way of helping
practitioners determine
where problems in PSW
analyses exist.

Supporting Academic Strangths
Aress kated in the drop down menu above have been
identified a5 academic strengths fo the individual

Are weaknesses domain specific?
Using the FCC a5 the predictor, f the difference

Is underachievement unexpected?
Using the FCC as the predictor, if the difference
between Actual and Predicted specific academic
performance equals or exceeds the Critical Value, then
the size of the difference is unusualy large and
Infrequent and underachievement is unexpected

between Actusl and Predicted specific cognitive
performance equals or exceeds the Critical Value,

then the size of the difference is unusually large and
Infrequent and the weakness Is domain specific.

Difarence Citical Value Offorence Critcal Value

1219 ' 1287 2320 | 16.71 I

( No, not domain specific ) b ety resen! [ ¥ d underachi ]
, not domain speci es, unexpected underachievement

Base rae value sel at 10%

Base rate value sol at 10%

“in these boxes indicates that the difference between the

Cognitive Composite (FCC or alternative) and the Actus

or the Actual academic weakness score is statistically Academic Weakness

The first weakness in the st i selected by

default. You may select 3 diferent area of

academic weakness from the drop down menu
for analysis

Cognitive Weakness

¥ calculated, the inhibiting Cognitive Composite N

1CC) i selected below by default, You may select a

different area of cognitive wealness from the 6rop
down mend for analysis

95% level of probablity (one-ta mes the
cognitie/scademic weskness s < cognitive sggregate).

. 4

8oth Strength of
Wesknesses? Relstionship

| YES I HIGH l

Is there a BELOW AVERAGE aptitude-achievement consistency?

e e———— o = =

Actusl _ Predicted by

Actual _ predicted by

e
lcc (Fcc)

Trerae
BRS irec)

( YES, CONSISTENT )

‘The small box on the lef in this section addresses the first component of the criterion through consideration of the degree to which the mesning of
it based on their 2. are they 3 weskness relative to most people?). The small box
onthe right addresses the second component through evaliation of the extent to which the cognitive weaknass, either collectively (e &., via the
1€) or individually, is empirically relsted to the academic weskness, s sugigested by mainly correlational research. Relstionships that sre LOW

suggest that the cognitive weskness may not be a contributory factor in the scademic weskness. However, in all cases, clinics! judgment should be
exercised. The larger box directly sbove yields a decision with respect to the consistency criterion based on consideration of both the magnitude of
the reported and selected cognitive and academic weaknesses and the strength of the relationship between them
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X-BASS v2.3 New Features: Modifiable ICC for Academic Specific Analysis

@ rovancen
Auditory Processing (Ga) Comp 02 Ao |
Ga s 3. Inhibiting Cognitive Compaosite {ICC})
Represents an Sg8Tegate of an CICUAI's overal 1CC will be used
WISC.V Processing Spoed Index (Gs) Test Comp 63 - ’ forPSW st
w G esir s,
 Scone diference vl be considered rarefinfrequent when it occurs 5% of the time (very strict vahue, best for multisle comparisans o tests vith low relisbiliy) a v of Diffe rccfncc to Cognitive W
& e rae withe.
- S e o sl ko s g | ] i i e s war e L s et
(€ Stoee dfference vill be considered rareinreauent when R occurs 15% of the time (very beral vaue i fase pasitive ate-—pet are made, 3 st alue may be appropriate.
Areas of strength belaw Aot wiskness || Composhes o Ut e desiTalsd 5 wesknesesmay e s 0 repr e sademic gl
are lkety consissent with briowmaybe wsedas | im PSW-A analyses (bort el Oy e e
e m ACHIEVEMENT/SLD DOMAINS SCORE el ||
generalabilty. DO/Cmonel, i Ehe P of TG0 whIKDELIE O 1 PV AALES
WIAT-Il Basic Reading Skills (BRS) Test Comp 94 ADVANCED PSW ANALYSIS
e s Selocting Specific Cognitive Weaknesses for the ICC
CAUTIGN: This feature Is Intended for advanced users anly. it allows for selection of
I1CC rather than having it be comprised
WIAT-Il Reading Comprehension (RC:Grw-R:RC) Subiest 76 cated weaknesses [default) Th - indivi
has a weakness in an area (e, ot have 2
w e sic math computation) but daes have at least buo or mare other weaknesses.
63 and Gumm).
indivi down
WIAT R 80 vel of the PSW Anehaer. Uit vou are certain of how b use hls fesbure properhy ft1s
w of the baxes
i e anahyzer. To use an 1€, check the
box ections.
WIAT.Il Written Expression (WE) Test Comp 92 Ge O

WE s
Gf O

The ICC can now be selectively modified to / A ——
provide better relevance to the academic areas / Com 1 st n oot

to which it is being compared. This section
allows users to select the abilities that are most
related to specific academic skills and set aside G O
those that are not to provide a more accurate G5 L1 s st i (ot oot
analysis of their relationship within PSW.

Gv O

Academi i VALUE = m]

X-BASS v2.3 New Features: Modifiable ICC for Academlc Specific Analysis

e | @) Aca0E

Auditory Processing (Ga) Comp 92

6o s 3. nibiing Cogrtive Campasite (0
Résvesents an ageregateof an i CC will e used
WISC.V Processing Speed Index (Gs) Test Comp. 63 e e or FSW amatysl
w Gs. El' . 2
€ Score Aferencewill e coneidered raefinfruent when It occrs 5% of the ime very c vaue, bes o muliple comparisons o tsts with lou relisbity) 4. airequencyof ifcence - FCC/ACC o Copihe Weaknes
SclectBase rau eve for desermining H the sice of o ifference cecurs eequemy The
a = "
@ Scoe dfference illbe considared raenfrequent when It occurs 10% of the time (default value bet forstandard anbyses with composites and rebable tets) | SRR P PR T 8 R SRR O B PR T
(0 Score ference ill e consdased rainfsquent when I accurs 15% o the i (vry oeral v, increases fls postve rae-t recommanded) are made,asrctervahae may be spproprate
Aress o srength below Armctmesinss | Comgoesn
are kel consistent with bty heicdss | i FEW-A aniyes foomtam righ ovl I th DD/C model O iy e s westness ot e
the individual's overall ACHIEVEMENT/SLD DOMAINS SCORE inthe cogritive b selected it o
generatabily. 00/C modet. e e e o o haree
WIAT-I Basic Reading SKills (BRS) Test Comp 94 ADVANCED PSW ANALYSIS
BRS s Selecting Specific Cognitive Weaknesses for the ICC
WAT i Reading Comprehension (RC:Grw RAC) Subtest 76

has » weskness in an ares (.. Ga) that does not have a relationship to sn scademic

area (e.2. basic math computation) but does have ot least two or more other weaknesses

Inthis case, Glrand Gsm may be related to s e e e
Reading Comprehension, which means that Gs " R
is attenuating the ICC despite not being related S T

to problems in reading comprehension. < e 0

O

] Wi VCOG Long-Term Retrieval (Glr) Test Comp - 77

@ short-Term Memory - X8A Gsm Comp - 78

MPS

By not checking Gs, the ICC is recalculated using e
only Glr and Gsm as weaknesses resulting in a G O
new value (SS=74) that represents the effect of G D e e e e e

memory without the influence of speed.
Acsdemic-specific IOCVALUE = 74 ] Creck here o use this value
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X-BASS v2.3 New Features: Modifiable ICC for Academic Specific Analysis

- Nedl | @ Acharced

Auditory Processing (Ga) Comp 92
Ga s 1. Inhibiting Cognitive Composite [ICC|
s 'g Cogn! ficc)
epresents an sggregate of an indivduers Cuered 74 A i
weainesses and s used to evaluate consistency and =t
WISC.V Processing Speed Index {Gs) Test Comp 63 w = e relationship beTween COgTVTIve and academic )
weatnesses. it ognitive weak
the ICC s nat caiculsted.
o be when the bime (wery strict value, ple . of Difference - C to Cognitive Weakness
- _. Select base rate evel for determining if e ofa difference occurs rarely or infrequently. The
Scare diference wil be conaidered rarefinfrequent when & cccurs 0% of the tme (default e, best for standard ansbyees tests) T e e AL

1 Scare difference wil be considered rarefinfrequent when i ccrrs 15% of the time (very ibersl value, increases false pasitve. rate-nat recommended)

[ —— F—
HEEEEED ACHIEVEMENT/SLD DOMAINS SCORE jommbemeds
general adiliy. DO/C mogel.

WIATH Basic Reading Skills (BRS) Test Comp o4
8BRS

By checking this box, the new “Academic-

specific ICC” value (SS=74) isused in .

place of the original ICC (SS=63) that was
calculated using all weaknesses.

In this way, PSW analysis can be

WE
__ conducted in a more precise manner that
.. examines the relationship of the ICC to
~ both the FCC and academic weakness
... without the influence of unrelated abilities.

Joarerns of strengtns and wesknesses on the PSW Anaiyzer tab.

ADVANCED PSW ANALYSIS
Jecting Specific Cognitive Weaknesses for the ICC

ris feature is intended for advanced users only. it allows for selection af

| cognitive weaknesses in caiculating the ICC rather than having it be comprised
indicated This may be helpful individual

‘a weakness in an area (e.g, Ga) that daes not have a relationship to an academic

Irea (e g, basic math computation) but does have at least two or mere other weaknesses

that are (e.g, G= and Gum). Indivi i need not

they can already be selected individuslly from the drop dowm men of the bottom right

oval of the PSW Analyzer. Unless you are certain of howto use this feature properly, it is

recommended that you do not check any of the boxes and use the default values and

menu options [ Analyzer, To use an acade fic ICC, check the
o below next 1o the new valus produced by your selections.
Ge O

Gf O

Wi IV COG Long-Term Retrieval (GIr) Test Como - 77

short-Term Memory - XBA Gsm Coma - 78

s) Test Comp - 63

Academic-specific ICCVALUE = 78 [] Creck here to use this value

X-BASS v2.3 New Features: Buttons to Auto-Zoom (enlarge and reset) Display

These buttons
will zoom all
tabs in X-
BASS making
it easier to
read. The
reset button
will return all
tabs to 100%,
which is the
default and
standard view.

Cross-Battery Assessment Software System (X-BASS® v2.3)

Conceptualization by D.P. Flanagan, .0. Ortiz, V.C. Alfonso; Programming by 5.0. Ortiz and A.M. Dynda

Release: 2.3

Copyright © 2019 Samuel O. Ortiz, Dawn P. Flanagan & Vincent C. Alfonso. All Rights Reserved

% \ /\ ‘ Essentials of Cross-Battery Assessment, 3rd Edition remains
7

the reference document necessary for understanding Cross-
E SS e nti a | S Battery Assessment (XBA) and the principles upon which
the X-BASS is based.
of Cross-Battery

As
T m COMING SOON! X-BASS Online is still in development

but its release date has been delayed. We will make
future announcements regarding availability once we

X-BASS Online

Cross-Battery Assessment
SUBSCRIPT| rom e
»XBA

have firm information.

NEW: We are anticipating release of an
Intervention
Library
Access cARD
B e iouroore product that provides help in finding
empirically validated interventions for

students with learning difficulties. Look for it

on sale soon!

Click here to find out more
about new features in X-BASS.

NOTE: THIS SOFTWARE IS BEST VIEWED AT A MINIMUM 100% MAGNIFICATION AND WIDE SCREEN RESOLUTIONS.

New Users:
If you are new to XBA or X-BASS, click the "Start Here" button and
follow the prompts for step-by-step guidance. This option is strongly

recommended for first time and inexperienced users of X-BASS. New

users should also read and review the User Guide for basic info.

Experienced Users:

Experienced users can just set the User Mode and navigate directly to

one of the main tabs from here.

User Moge

independent Intervention Library program in O seginner
early Fall. Although it can be informed via
use of X-BASS, it will work as a stand alone @ Aovanced

O ntemediste

PSW-Quick Analysis:

analysis for SLD evlauation, click here for guidance on using the PSW-QA.

| PSW-QA |

Cross-Battery

LOWER MAGNIFICATION SETTINGS MAY RESULT IN FORMAT CHANGES AND TEXT THAT IS HIDDEN OR UNREADABLE.

- i

For best results, adjust your window to the same width as the line above.

NOTE: X-BASS does NOT use or calculate subtest raw scores and is NOT a test scoring program. Users of this software are responsible for following all test publishers' administration and scoring guidelines.
Al scores entered into X-BASS must be derived from use of each test's respective norms and via the specific procedures provided by the respective test publishers. All instructions regarding operation of X-

= e

BASS must be reviewed carefully prior to use.

If you have a set of scores for which you would like to condluct  quick PSW
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X-BASS v2.2 and v2.3: C-LIM Updates

Aelesse: 2.3

%e Culture-Language Interpretive Matrix - e%

i Analyzer & Data Entry ===

| TR [ rovsete v et bty st e e e s e
e

Date

Click here to select the core test/battery from the
drop down menu list and X-BASS will
automatically populate the C-LIM cells with its
subtests according to their classifications.

[

Cell hvarags = Coll Awerage =

el Average =

el Average =

- D |
s
N e
e
,

s/29/2017

X-BASS v2.2 and v2.3: C-LIM Updates

| Culture-Language Interpretive Matrix - =
— ) guage noerp ——
e i ~Tabwe | Analyzer & Data Entry ===

ow
[ LT Lowc/ ot e |

The C-LIM contains classifications for cognitive, speech-language,
neuropsychological, and a few achievement tests that have primary
cognitive CHC classifications (e.g., KTEA-3 Associational Fluency). Most
achievement tests are not included because they require a different
body of research on which to determine EL performance. An Education-
Language Interpretive Matrix (E-LIM) is in the works which will provide

guidance on EL performance for academic subtests.

Cell Average = Cell Awerage =

[T

Cell Mverage = Ceoll dwerage =

s/29/2017

Cell Average =

Cell Average =

Cell Mverage =

12/2/2019
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X-BASS v2.2 and v2.3: C-LIM Updates

Lo | Culture-Language Interpretive Matrix -
—®) Siage nee L=t

e | Analyzer & Data Entry =
R R W Tl o
) R [ o vy ecting et e et pres e | BN o |
| cumummicom TSI

Age. __ 9 years 8 manthis) Grade _4 Date: __s/zsa0r7

(T ) e Culture-Language Interpretive Matrix - Analyzer and Data Entry

+ Interpretation of pattern of subtest scores = e

‘While visual inspection of the Tiered Graph and Main
Culture-langauge Graph facilitates evaluation regarding an |

Continue with interpretation of Tiered Graph?

Waould you like to continue your analysis by examining the
overall pattern of scores within the Tiered Graph?

Additional guidance is —= . |

available to assist in Yes No

|nterpret|ng C_LIM results matrix, SImply use the agjacent biue pbutton.
within the matrix.

[TTTTTTTI

[TTTTTTTI

el Average =

el Average =

CELLB: High/Moal

HH

IHI\HIIJ;

el Average = el Average =

X-BASS v2.2 and v2.3: C-LIM Updates
[ comia | - i ix - [ cumsmny |
o Culture-Language Interpretive Matrix e

Release: 2.3

| Analyzer & Data Entry ===
T T T N T T i )

| Populate C-LIM by selecting battery/test name here, then press enter —> | v‘ CoTE Reterence. |

Age: __ 9years @ monthis) Grade:_4 vate:  spaegamaz
DEGREE OF UNGUISTIC DEMAND

Low MODERATE HicH

Ne subtest variability within cells X

Continue with variability analysis of Tiered Graph?

‘Would you like ta cantinue your review by examining Tier
wvariability (cell aggregate score variability) in the Tiered
Graph?

Cell sverage =

Additional assistance is also
available to assist in
evaluating score variability
that may mask true
weaknesses within the cells
in the matrix or between tiers
in the Tiered Graph.

Cell Awerage = Cell Average =

Cell Average =
CELL 8: Hight/ModL

Cell Mverage =

Cell Mverage = Ceoll dwerage =

12/2/2019
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X-BASS v2.2 and v2.3: C-LIM Updates

Name: Jose Maria - ELL Case Study Age: 9 years 8 month(s) Grade: 4 Date: 6/22/2016

DIFFERENCE LEVEL FOR EVALUATIO O Slghty Difeert @ Mecratsy Difeant () mirky iferent ‘ cummar |

C-LIM Summary Graph for all Test Score Data: Tiered Analysis

Cell Variability?

—
| Analyzing the Tiered Graph *

Examine the graph to see whether there is an overall pattern
of decline in the values from left to right and whether the
mAARitiAs of the valiss ars within ar ahms the svmertad

Continue with interpretation of main Culture-Language Graph?

Additional guidance
is available to assist | =
in interpreting C-LIM
results for the C-L
Level Graph. »

Wauld you like to continue your analysis by examining the
averall pattern of scares within the main Culture-Language
Graph?

ST TSI, Lo iyt
not been found to be mitigating or exclusiona)

Tier 1 -Low/Low Tier2- Low/Moderate Tier 3 - Mode rate Tier 4- Moderate/High Tier 5 - High/High

X-BASS v2.2 and v2.3: C-LIM Updates

Name: Jose Maria - ELL Case Study Age: 9 years & month(s) Grade: 4 Date: 6/22/2016

DIFFERENCE LEVEL FOR EVALUATIO () Sihty Difeent (& Moderatly Difoert () Markaly Diffrnt ‘ cumm |
o

C-LIM Summary Graph for all Test Score Data: Tiered Analysis

T _—

What is Tier variability? x

—
e T (- Cell Variability? |

Mo variability in tiers or cells. X

Continue with variability analysis of main Culture-Language Graph?

‘Would you would you like to continue your review by
examining Cell variability (subtest score variability) in the
Culture-Language Graph?

Assistance is available
for evaluating score
variability that may

mask true weaknesses

between tiers in the C-

L Level Graph.

Tier 1 -Low/Low Tier 2- Low/Moderate Tier3 - Moderate Tier 4 - Moderate/High Tier 5 - High /High

o s | e e

12/2/2019
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X-BASS v2.2 and v2.3: C-LIM Updates

Name: Jose Maria - ELL Case Study Age: 9 years 8 month(s) Grade: __ 4 Date: 6/22/2016
" Subtest Variability? ‘ (" Sichty Different (s Modrataly Differant(~ parkedly Oeferant ‘ CAIM Matrix | | ciTieredGrapn |
C-LIM Summary Graph for All Test Data: Primary ion of Cultural/Li istic Infl
Analyzing the Culture-Language Graph X

Examine the graph to see whether there is an overall pattern
of decline in the values from left to right and whether the

Return to Culture-Language Interpretive Matrix?

‘Would you like to return to the matrix to continue
Additional guidance is SEares? e e 16 b 20 the matrst of Mo £o et his
available to assist in Feon andemain on s geen.
interpreting C-LIM results
in the C-L Main Graph.

65

55

1 2

LowC/Lowl. LowC/ModL Mod¢/LowL LowC/HiL ModC/ModL HiG/Lowl ModC/HiL HiC/ModL HiIG/HiL )

Language-Only Graph lﬁ Save Current Record

X-BASS v2.2 and v2.3: C-LIM Updates

Name: Jose Marig - ELL Case Study Age: 9 years 8 month(s) Grade: _ 4 Date: 6/22/2016

—
| Subtest Variability? DIFFERENCE LEVEL FOR EVALUATION: (" Slightly Diferent (@ Moderately Different  ( Markedly Different ‘ CLIM Matrix I | CL Tiered Graph l
C-LIM Summary Graph for All Test Data: Primary ion of Cultural/Linguistic Infl
Wihat i crbbact ariahilin? ~
Mo subtest variability within cells =

Return to matrix?

‘Would you like to return to the matrix to examine subtest
score variability? Click ‘Yes' to return to the matrix or ‘No' to

ASSiStance iS exit this action and remain on this graph.
available for
evaluating subtest
variability within
cells that may
mask true
weaknesses in the
C-L Level Graph.

1 1 2
LowC/lowl  lowC/ModL  ModC/LowL LowC/Hil ModC/ModL  HiC/LowL ModC/HiL HiC/ModL HiCHIL )

Language.Oniy Graph lﬁ Save Current Record || PrintCAGragh
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X-BASS v2.2 and v2.3: C-LIM Updates

Statement 1. Evaluations of Suspected Learning Disability - Invalid Results

The ing sample validity i it ﬂ)rwseswhen!ﬂ:er!rsanmml'l'dedlmngpattemﬂndﬂ:emagmwdeofﬂ:esmresmgenemuymﬂrmﬂlesdecﬁed
range of difference. Jnsud:mscs,ﬂmcﬁ!dafmfmmandlnnguagerspnmnry the results are NOT likely to be valid, and pe. average f
Simplified Statement:

Because the student 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.

The student’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 the student’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 the student’s performance is also average (possibly higher) and that it is not likely that a learning disability is present in this case. This means that although the student 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.

Detailed Statement:

Because the student is not a native English speaker, it is neci
and not the manifestation of cultural or linguistic differences. To
knowledge and English language proficiency was carried out via us

A careful review of the student’s test data, as entered into the C-LI

ary to establish the validity of the results obtained from testing to ensure that they are accurate estimates of ability or knowledge
"® New, simplified validity statements for use with the C-LIM
K fthe st : : are provided alongside the previous detailed statements.  widusls with
Fine s s ot et ity st et osnee  1N€S€ May be more helpful in explaining procedures,
the focus of the evaluation. However, given that the observed pattern results, and |nterpretat|0n Wlthln ertten repOI‘tS |n abled
nwiduals with comparable Inguisticdevelopment and educational ». o mnarison to the more detailed and technical versions.

within the average range of performance (or possibly higher) and stron

ative

ithatthe

academic difficulties observed in classroom performance that prompted this evaluation are most likely to attributable primarily to the normal process of second language and acculturative knowledge

acquisition.
In summary, the observed pattern of the student's test results is consistent with performance that is typical of culturally and linguistically diverse individuals of similar backgrounds who are not

disabled and possess average general ability or higher. Therefore, it can be reasonably concluded that the test data evaluated with the C-LIM are likely to be invalid due to the presence of overarching

cultural and linguistic influences and suggest that the student’s test performance can not be used to support the presence of any type of learning disability.

A Guided Case Study Example of
Evaluation of an English Learner
for Specific Learning Disability

Evaluation of Maria Ayala
Tests Used: WISC-V, WIAT-III, and WJ IV
DOE: 5/29/2017
DOB: 9/6/2007
Grade: 4

guistic factors
ities that were

e also at least
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Multilingual Assessment of ELs: Step by Step

Step 1. Test first in English (L2) and evaluate construct validity in all areas in English
(exclusion of cultural/linguistic factors)

« If all scores indicate normative strengths (SS = 90 or higher) when tested in English (L2), scores are
valid to the extent that a disability is not likely, thus no further testing is necessary.

+ If some scores are normative weaknesses (SS < = 90) evaluate test score validity in a research-based
manner, e.g., via the C-LIM.

« If C-LIM indicates primary influence of language/culture, test scores are likely invalid and indicate
average ability in all areas and a disability is not likely, thus no further testing is necessary.

« If C-LIM indicates contributory or minimal influence of language/culture, test scores are likely to be valid
and the evaluation should continue.

Step 2. Re-evaluate areas of weakness in native language (L2) to provide additional
supporting evidence of validity (cross-linguistic confirmation)

+ If data indicate an area is a strength (i.e., average), then original L2 score is invalid, use the L1 score.
+ If data indicate an area is still a weakness, then original L2 score is valid, use the L2 score.

Step 3. Further cross-validate L1 and L2 test scores with contextual factors and pre-referral
data and academic concerns (ecological validity for disability)

» Use all other case data and information to serve as the context by which to evaluate the test scores and
ensure ecological validity to conclusions

SLD ldentification with an English Learner: A Case Study

/ 1: Enter all available subtest scores in C-LIM Analyzer to determine validity
2: When likely/possibly valid, transfer data and enter remaining composite scores
i o c-LIM
3: Use XBA to conduct follow up testing where indicated and as necessary procedure for
evaluating
construct
4: Enter follow up tests and re-evaluate pattern with C-LIM Summary validity.
5: If still likely/possibly valid, evaluate follow up testing results via XBA Analyzer
6: Transfer cohesive composites (and academic subtests) to Data Organizer
7: Identify deficits for native language re-evaluation and compare to original scores
8: Select best scores for PSW Analysis and designate each as strength or weakness S T—
Procedures procedures for
for Step 1 enhancing
9: Evaluate scores and results from PSW-A Data Summary and PSW Analyzer theoretical and
psychometric
validity.

10: Use additional data and information to support interpretations and conclusions

24



SLD Identification with an English Learner: A Case Study

WISC-V/WJ IV/WIAT-IIl XBA DATA FOR Maria Ayala
DOE: 5/29/2017 DOB: 9/6/2007  Grade: 4

WECHSLER INTELLIGENCE SCALE FOR CHILDREN-V

Verbal Comprehension Index 76 Fluid Reasoning Index 82 Visual-Spatial Index 95
Similarities 5 Matrix Reasoning 7 Block Design 9
Vocabulary 6 Figure Weights 7 Visual Puzzles 9
Working Memory Index 79 Processing Speed Index 94
Digit Span 5 Coding 9
Picture Span 7 Symbol Search 8

WECHSLER INDIVIDUAL ACHIEVEMENT TEST-III

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 Composition 86

Essay Composition 93

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

@ Start/Data Record Management Q

Reloase: 2.5

e Next Step

N N I N I I
To SET or change nsu mode for X-BASS, use the buttons m me right. Beginner ol
program. mode displays messages. Advanced mode suppresses. an excopt cutmi mmm; Oegmer O intermediote @ Advanced

1. ENTER NAME (if new case) 2. ENTER DATES/GRADE

"3. CREATE NEW DATA RECORD

“Name of Examinee: Maria Ayala - Case Study *Date of Evaluation: 5/29/2017
Name of Evaluator: L. Sikologo “Date of Birth: 9/6/2007 n

Examinee’s Age: “Examinee’s Grade:

9 years 8 month(s)

Create New Record

Check box f examinee /s an English learner (€1) (2]

To OPEN and activate a saved record from the database, mumua«wmmonmm Data records are listed in alphabetical OPEN SAVED DATA RECORD
order by first name. all data Click the Index button at

by
upper right comer ofthis b 1 begin reviewing and updating the saved data. The program can store and retreve data for up 1o 500 ci

To SAVE or update the current data record, click the blue "Save Current Record” button and continue working. Frequent saves are re

To 111N a PSW Quick Analysis click the yellow button and enter the scores and grade level. There is no need to create a casgdffcord to conduct PSW-QA. PSW Quick Analysis

Enter the requwed |nf0rmat|on create a new case

50 permanenty erased

BASS that the case involves an ELL. ke et s whatyou

To CHECK for updates to X-BASS, click the "Check for Updates™ button. Note: an intemet connection is required to determine if an update s available

This program is based on Essentials of Cross-Battery Assessment (3rd Edition).
The WISC-V®, WAIS-V®, WPPSHIV™, WIATI™, KABC-#9, KTEA-3®, and DAS-I® are Copyright © Pearson Assessments
The WJ IV COG®, WJ IV ACH®, and WJ IV OL® are Copyright © Rwerside Publishing. The CAS2® and SB5® are Copyright © PRO-ED.

DATA RECORD IS ACTIVE

Maria Ayala - Case Study hd

Save Current Record

you must have already
record, and check the ELL box—although entering e
data in the C-LIM also automatically informs X- . caurion mieacien

12/2/2019
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@ Start/Data Record Management @

Reloase: 2.3

= "=

To SET or change user mode for X-BASS, use the buttons 1o the right. Beginner Mode displays additional guidance and assistance in using the Se ey
program. Intermediate mode displays typical informational and confirmational messages. Advanced mode suppresses all except critical messages OBegimer O intermediste @ Advarced

1. ENTER NAME (if new case) 2. ENTER DATES/GRADE 3. CREATE NEW DATA RECORD.

RO Continue to C-LIM Inded? x

Check box if exominee is an English learner (£1) 7]

Name of Evalual

A new case record has been created or a saved one has been retreived
| DATARECORD IS AC

from the database. The words 'DATA RECORD IS ACTIVE' should now
appear in green. If not, click ‘Cancel’ and press the ‘Create New Record’

OPEN SAVED DATA Rig

I:;,:P,:'L;"n:,’.’"& button again (or if retrieving a saved case, click 'Clear Data/Reset
upper right comer of th Program’ and then reselect the saved case). The next step is to begin R O By A4
| entering test scores and since it has been indicated that the examinee is
an English leamer, you should navigate to the C-LIM Index to begin the
To SAVE or update the process of evaluating the potential adverse influence of cultural and * 4 Current Record
linguistic variables on the test data. If you would you like to continue to
| the C-LIM Index now, click 'Ves' or if this is a saved case and you wish to .
L -PSkalA: navigate elsewhere, click ‘Mo’ to go to the Index tab. Click 'Cancel’ to
stop or end help.
e

|
To IMPORT a saved dal Yes Ne

e

If the box is checked, X-BASS will recognize the &’
new case record as an English learner and o sure s s whatyou OeeteRecord
automatically recommend navigation to the C-LIM.

10 IR W UpBIES 1 AU, LRCR I AELR 101 UJISHES  LAKUIE TYORE. 81 HIEHIES o1 IRl £ 1o £ W eeninre w an Update is avallable

This program is based on Essentials of Cross-Battery Assessment (3rd Edition).
The WISC-V®, WAIS-IV®, WPPSHV™, WIATI™, KABCAI®, KTEA-3®, and DAS-I® are Copyright © Pearsan Assessments:
The WJ IV COG®. WJ IV ACH®. and WJ IV OL® are Copynight © Rwerside Publishing. The CAS2® and S85° are Copyright © PRO-ED.

SLD Identification with an English Learner: A Case Study

© : : D
Culture-Language Interpretive Matrix - Index

T —

Name: Mario Ayala - Cose Study Grade: < Date: 5/29/2017

Evaluator: L Sikologo Age: 9 years § monthis) Dos: $/6/2007

I R e e e e e - e
STEP 1. DETERMINE DIFFERENCE: [

Proper gree of ‘difference” degree of accultur w
compared to the test's normative sample. The notion of “difference” '
e

INDICATE DEGREE OF DIFFERENCE HER siofizs? v e (a )r ‘

STEP 2. ENTER SCORES IN C-LIM ANALYZER:

Accardingly, Wis Wkt to begin analysis by

pec Anslyzer tab, t
names Now erser which you Ay
. on
test performance. if analysis indicates results are likely o possibly vali e 3 their e
XBA Analyzer. ‘automatically in the C-UM Sumemary, be entered led jation 1 scores
(40-160). T-scores (10-50) may aiso be entered but ONLY for the DAS-H Subtests. T- \matrix

n the C.UM Anayaer, the CUM Analyaer t

STEP 3. EVALUATION AND INTERPRETATION: [IEC
: 2 1 mpriont 0 v e Yt otes 1 for

whather
@
analysis (via C. fay o

S et i e VIOSE important consideration is determination of

 function of supplementalfoliow up evalustion, will sppear autor

development and acculturative acquisition
"NOTES ON USE OF NATIVE-LANGUAGE . _. o o

Baterial-il % n of research and
in sddition, lysis for
Use ONLY s there. o firmly
Therefore, aualitative
the C-Lit (3rd £6,). Users must read Chapter 5 prior to use.

it = student’s degree of “difference” regarding language
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° Culture-Language Interpretive Matrix - Index @
o IR

SLD Identification with an English Learner: A Case Study

Reloase: 2.3

Name:  Maria Ayala - Cose Study Grade: : Date: 5/29/2017

Evaluator: L Sikologo Age: 9 years § month(s) 008: s/6/2007

asscind - PR, b m MEHA mmmﬁ_-

STEP 1. DETERMINE DIFFERENC]

Proper evaluation of test scores requlres 3 determination regar ence” = s
compared to the test's normative sample. The notion of *difference” addresses.

INDICATE DEGREE OF DIFFERENCE HERE

© Sighty Dfferent @ Moderatey Diferent ) Markodly Diferent

X
b 3
'
STEP 2. ENTER SCORES IN C-LIM ANALYZER: ﬁ

s Accordingly,
pec: Analyzer tab, .
names B\ v Any
A and lingu on
Fanalyss indicates results pos p e
Aoaiyze T i ot automat Ny in the C-UM Summary. Sub deviation 1 scores
(40-160) T-scores the DAS 1 subtests. w

STEP 3. EVALUATION AND INTERPRETATION!

Afer entering all

e ]

A

Analyzer tab, I is ImpOrtaNt 1o read the C-UM Notes tab for
whathar

factocs misht al

oo et et ot EOQF ggsistance in determining examinee’s degree of

™
2 function of supplementalfoliow up evalustion, will sppe!

“difference” regarding language development and

acculturative acquisition, click this button.

*NOTES ON USE OF NATIVE-LANGUAGE TESTS OR GIFTED IDENTIFICATION:

In addition. s check box he C-AIM Anslyzer "

for
omy o firmiy

Therefore, it is a

the C-UM 1), Users must ot

SLD Identification with an English Learner: A Case Study

Instructions for Use and Interpretation

‘Generak: The program s comprised of seweral tabs that correspond to individual telligence and cogritive abiliti  and . tests. To use the
C-UM, simply identity the main battery used in your assessment and click on the tothat battery. test-specfic matrix for the core battery yeu select where you will
see the the battery in thelr prap catians within the matrix. Each cell within the matrix, space permiting, allows for enfry of additianal data from ther tests that may have been utilized
in the evaluation. 0 know the exact loca ot listed in the matrix so that it can be found easily via the drop down menus. Any and ollsubests belonging o a particular
cell classification (2.4, Low Language/Low Culture] will appear in the drop down menus of the cormespanding cells In the matrix, The test-spacific matrices are availadle i the baok and In Appendix 1 3nd can
given subtest. Any demograp! an be carried overto the test tabs automatieslly
5 FFERENCE: To Qpperly avaluata of usars must “ditfaranca” for n
persl, the gre: oitference,” the graater the adverse effect an performance. Therefore, it 1s Important to & itas basison

e T EUainzte i mpsct on test scores. The determination i based primarily on the degree of "difference” tarms.
learning as well s ’ in in English, as compared to the est's To assist in making this , the following guidelines
are afered a3 a ral K for of At this time, af"difterence” below
should NOT be conStrusNes & checklist of any kind or a5 an of cifference.

SuiGHTLY DIFFERENT

lLanguage proficiency in of {fiuent} level, and Engils 9 tn?prmrvrnw?unq? However, knowledge of and familiarity with the

in English are ES1/E50L services, has been attending schaol

for abaut five to seven years engish only, i Jater (w03 borm i U.5,ond porents aiso born i the U.5.). famil apgears highy occuluroted bur elements of

h i pre N and f . Ouera, are,

simifor to mainstreom populotion WK subtie cultural and inguistic differences remein.

MODERATELY DIFFERENT (This is theR(oult level used in the progrom and the most Wiy degree of difference for most evauations)

of
eody avoitabie i the home, rnawuum‘mse 100 onger eeding or has recenty sopped recewing ESLIESOL servees, hos been ttendng mam/orm leost three years with mast nstruction in

to use of the sh ore not

ngish onlyor primarsy i Engish, s ety Mg generation fbut s 12 be born n the .5, amily s not highly tomoinstreom entsof "
iy s not \ ofth hertoge uleare present Famiy v
\ 4 vobringhg, ot iomquope developraant, i1 Ouerai few
smiar Imguist afferences remoin.
(I —
Languoge poficiency nterms of speoking Engish s beYgrer of In Englsh are avalable
home, indwidua s 5o n .5 Butit hos been interrupted or of poor quaity and
consistency, attendance in schoolin the 115, N i rimorily in English, s passibly first or secand generation (not barm in 1.5., came to LS. ot @
very early age, or s first ba be bor in the 41.5). Family or devillh y expariences (a.q., recant tlor, refuper status,
ignificontly impoversshed environment, upbringing, anamn\smm wit red etc.), overail,
pop d o

\ I BT T

In short, the aotion of *difference” add twot ‘same age or grade. Less comparability means mare

difterence. A N

Follow the guidelines and then navigate to C-LIM

Analyzer (or back to Index) to make your selection.
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SLD Identification with an English Learner: A Case Study

. Culture-Language Interpretive Matrix -
) guag P —

B o Analyzer & Data Entry ol
I T T R T )
Transfer Scaves |m[ Populate C-LIM by selecting battery/test name here, then press enter - CATC Reference ]m

T
e : — p a Ar 4 zerlEs BT oo
= = TOLD-kd

name: ‘Maria Ayala - Case Study Age 9 years 8 month{s) TomaL 2 Date:  spzspa017

ow WODERATE TOPAS HiH
CELL 1: Lowd/Lowt. Scure | wur TOPL2
TR

0w

g

55
o
z

T
Cell Average = Average | WJIINOCOG Cell Average =
"CELL & ModG/lowl Score WIINUBRS ore

WIINUDS
VA COB

[TTTTTTTT Ty

H

1
Wl ECAD
I OL
LS e MU

" WS

g Y v

=

Click here to select the core battery from the
drop down menu list and X-BASS wiill
automatically populate the C-LIM cells with its
subtests according to their classifications.

[TTTTTTTT

]

Cell Average =

I\IIHI\II

Cell Average = Cell Average -

SLD Identification with an English Learner: A Case Study

Culture-Language Interpretive Matrix - @%

[ oo |
i Analyzer & Data Entry [ renisien ]

Low MODERATE G
CELL L LowtLowi = CELL2: Lwc/Modl T e Lo IR e |

wiscvc n ‘WIS Block Design c o

wiscv snaam WISCA Block Design No Time Sonus

wisc-v cancellation Strucured
W1SC- Matrix Resson
& [wrscv visual puzzies

‘WISCV Block Design Partial Score.
WISC Coding

WISEV Delayed Symt
‘WISC-V Digit Span Ba
WIS Immediste Symbol

WISCV Letter Humber Sequenting

[TTTTTTTT Ty
[TTTTTITT]

[TTTTTTTT

Cell Average - Cell Average = Cell Average =

CELL 4: ModC/lLowl
wisc-v Picture Canceprs WISC-V Comprehension
WISC:V Naming Speed Quantity

WISC Naming Speed Lemar-Number

[TTTTTTTT Iy
[TTTTTTTTy
[TTTTTTTT g

£
tl

Once the subtests are populated, enter = E—T— |

all subtest scores for the main battery
(remember, cognitive subtests only).

[TTTTTTTT

Cell Average = Cell Average = Cell Average =
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SLD Identification with an English Learner: A Case Study

[~

Culture-Language Interpretive Matrix -
Analyzer & Data Entry

Release: 23

| o e ] e e TR [ | -~ ]

anguage Interpri

see__8ycars Smonthls)

GEIL T LowG/lowt [ Saore
WiSCY Canceliation ]
- Cancellation Random ]
WISCV Cancellation Stuctured | |  wisewiock Design Partial Score
WISC-V Matrix Reasoning | 7] =5 wiscwcoding
8 |wiscv visua! Fuzzies ['9] 5 wiscv petayea symboi Transiation
[ 1 wiscvoigie span Bacowars
[ | wiscvimmesiate symbol Transiation
| | wiscvpicure span
| |  wiscvRrecognition Symeol Transiation

WISC-V Symbol Seartn

iy
"CELL & Moot/ Lowl.

] [wiscvpicture concepts WISC Arithmetic

g WISC-V Figure Weights

= WISCV Naming Speed Lety

Repeat the process by selecting each battery for
which you have cognitive test scores. Any subtests
without scores are automatically removed when

the next subtests are populated.

Cell Average =

Cell Average =

pruard

tegrated Equencing
panish

ler Sequencing
Vintegrated
WU ACH

o Quantity

WISC:V Naming Speed Size-Color-Object
WISCV Similarities
WISC-V Vocabulary

Cell dveraze

[TTTTTTT g

cent averaze - [ECHN

SLD Identification with an English Learner: A Case Study
[ oo |

CuMIndex
CUM Notes

-

Culture-Language Interpretive Matrix -
Analyzer & Data Entry

Release:2.3

e |[ Populate C-LIM by selecting battery/test name here, then press enter —> | v1vcon = I CATC Reference |

Name: Maria Ayala - Case Study Age:

Grade: 4 Date:

s5/29/2017

Low MODERATE

‘CELL1: LowC/LowL.
Wisc-v Matix Reasaning

Wiscv visual Puzzies

Wi 1V COG Number Series

Wi 1V COG Number-Pattemn Matching
S| w1 v coG Pair Cancellation

Wi 1V COG Visualization

= ‘CELL 2: LowC/ModL
WISCV Block Design
WISCV Coding
WISC-V Picture Span
WISCV Symbol Search
W 1V COG Analysis-Synthesis
W IV COG Numbers Reversed

Jisen
L
o

Cell Average.

"CELL a: ModC/LowL.
Wi 1V COG Letter-Pattern Matching
Wi 1V COG Picture Recognition

WISCV Figure Weights
W IV COG Nonword Repetition
W IV COG Visual-Auditory Leaming

DEGREE OF CULTURAL LOADING
MODERATE

CELL8: Hight/ModL

The supplemental scores from the WJ IV
are now entered into the matrix also.

I ‘ Cell Average =

Cell Average =

A

WISC-V Digit Span
WJ 1V COG Concept Formation
WJ 1V COG Object-Number Sequencing,

[TTTTTElele]y

CELL 6: ModC/Highl
WJ 1V COG Memory for Words.

WJ 1V COG Phonologica! Processing
WJ IV COG Verbal Attention

[TTTTTTTT

CELL 0: Hight/Highl
WISCV Similarities.

WISC-V Vocabulary

WJ 1V COG General Information

WJ IV COG Oral Vocabulary

WJ IV C0G Story Recall

Cell Average =

[TTTTTTT Iy
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XBA Analyzer

SLD Identification with an English Learner: A Case Study

CUMIndex
CUMNotes

i |

Culture-Language Interpretive Matrix -

Analyzer & Data Entry

Release: 2.3

Tanstersores C [T )

Name:

Populate C-LIM by selecting battery/test name here, then press enter —> | v cos = I CATC Reterence |

Maria Ayala - Casdtudy

Culture-Language Interpretive Matrix - Analyzer and Data Entry

age: __ 9years 8monthis)

Low

DEGREE OF LINGUISTIC DEMAND

Grade:

Low

‘CELL 1: LowC/I
wisc-v Matrix Reasaning
wiscv visual puzzies
[ 1V COG Number Series
W) 1V COG Number-Pattem Matching
i 1v COG Pair Cancel lation
i 1v 06 Visualization

[TTTTTT TRy

cWverage =

DEGREE OF CULTURAL LOADING
MODERATE

‘CELL4: ModC/LowL.
Wi 1V COG Letter-Pattern Matching
Wi 1 0G Picture Recognition

= ‘CELL 2: LowC/ModL
WISC-V Block Design
WISC-V Coding
WISC-V Picture Span

WISC-V Symbol Search
W IV COG Analysis-Synthesis
W IV COG Numbers Reversed

WISC-V Figure Weights
W IV COG Nonword Repetition
W IV COG Visual-Auditory Leaming

Cell Average =

After all scores have been entered, click “Clear
Unused Tests” button to eliminate visual clutter
from subtests for which no score was entered.

Cell Average =

Cell Average =

[TTTTEET-Tg

[TTTTT Tl

[TTTTTTTTy

o B

4 Date:  5/29/2017

HIGH

WISC-V Digit Span
W IV COG Concept Formation
W IV COG Object-Number Sequencing

[TTTTTTTTIg

W IV COG Memory for Words
W IV COG Phonological Processing
W IV COG Verbal Attention

[TTTTTTTel

Cell Average =

WISC-V Similarities
WISCV Vocabulary

W IV COG General Information
W IV COG Oral Vocabulary

W IV COG Story Recall

[TTTT=lTT-[-fg

Cell Average -

XBA Analyzer

SLD Identification with an English Learner: A Case Study

CUM Index
CUM Notes

|

Culture-Language Interpretive Matrix -

Analyzer & Data Ent

ry

Release: 2.3

e l I Populate C-LIM by selecting battery/test name here, then press enter —> | w1y o < I CATCReference |

Name:

‘Subtest Variabiity?

Maria Ayala - Case Study

Culture-Language Interpretive Matrix - Analyzer and Data Entry

Age: 9 years 8 month(s)

DEGREE OF LINGUISTIC DEMAND

Grade:

C-LIM is used to interpret pattern of test
scores with respect to whether they were
primarily influenced by cultural/linguistic
factors (likely invalid) or not (likely valid)

cmmngi. e

Low MODERATE
CELL1: LowC/LowL. Seore "CELLZ: LowC/Modl Score
[ Wisc-y Matrix Reasoning 7] 55 wiscv siock Design s
Wiscv visuat puzstes 9 |55 wiscv coding s
WISCV Picture Span El
s WISCV Symbol Search B
] - -
"CELL 4 ModC/LowL Sec
g WV rd Repetition
E wiiv ory Leaming
Z -
:H .
S H
< H -
2
g .
H -

]

IIIIIIIIIV

[ cumimcicon JNCTTTEE

4 Date: 5/29/2017

HIGH

WISC-V Digit Span

CELL 6: Mod/Hight
WJ IV €OG Phonological Processing
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SLD Identification with an English Learner: A Case Study

Culture-Language Interpretive Matrix -
guag P L= 1

o Analyzer & Data Entry

Maria Ayala - Case Stuely

Low MODERATE
CELLL: LowC/Lowl <1 CELL 2: LowC/ModL

WisC-V Miztrix Reasoning WISCV Block Design Digit Span

WiSC-v Visual Puzzles WISCV Coding

WISC-V Picture Span
WISCV Symbol Search

Low

[TTTTTTI[g

WISC-V Figure
WJ IV COG Noj

W IV COG Phonological Processing

[TTTTTM

Use the buttons provided to move to
graphs for further inspection and analysis.
Begin with the C-L Tiered Graph.

[TTTTTTTTsls

IIIIIIII%IWIM

Cell Average = Cell Average = Cell Average =

SLD Identification with an English Learner: A Case Study

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

Age:
Interpretive Guide l LR R Y LI LIV - iy Diffrent. (®) Moderstely Different. () Markedly iferent CAIMMatrix |

C-LIM Summary Graph for all Test Score Data: Level Analysis

50
EREE B
EY

75

70

Tiered graph shows minimal decline and below expected results
not fully explainable by cultural/linguistic factors alone—some
other factor must be present, thus scores are likely to be “valid.”

Level 1- Low/Low Level 2- Low/Moderate Level 3- Moderate Level 4- Moderate/High Level 5- High/High ‘

p—— | sove carn e | BRI

31



12/2/2019

SLD Identification with an English Learner: A Case Study

Name: Maria Ayala - Case Study Age: 9 years 8 monthys) Grade: __ 4 Date: 5/29/2017
s e e mmm
C-LIM Summary Graph for All Test Data: Main Analysis of Cultural/Linguistic Infl |~ Use Gifted Scale
“’” C-L Graph also shows disrupted declining pattern and reinforces
w] — conclusion that results are not primarily attributable to cultural
S0
B85
B0
70
70
&5
&0
55
1 2
LowC/LowL LowC/ModL ModC/LowL LowC/HiL ModC/ModL HiC/LowL ModC/HiL HiC/ModL HIC/HIL J

Laneusge-nty reph | | Culire oni s | ] on

SLD Identification with an English Learner: A Case Study

Name: Maria Ayala - Case Study Age: 9 years 8 monthis) Grade: __ 4 Date: 5/29/2017
terpretive Guide (HET LA DEGREE OF DIFFERENCE FOR EVALUATION.: " Slightly Different (@ Moderately Different Markedly Different ‘ C-LIM Matrix | | C-LIM Level Graph |
C-LIM Summary Graph for All Test Data: Main Analysis of Cultural/Linguistic Infl e ™ Use Gifted Scale
100
95 e EEEE—
Understanding subtest variability
%0
Each cell in the matrix is based on the value of the resulting

o subtest aggregate scores that comprise it (e.g., the LowlL/LowC

Cell aggregate value is the average of all subtest scores

entered into it). Thus, if there is substantial variability between

or among the subtest scores, the cell aggregate value, as

B8O — represented in the graph, may appear to be within the

expected range. Therefore, it is important to identify any cells

in which a higher subtest score is being combined with a

75 | | much lower subtest score as this may give the impression of
expected perfarmance that may be masking the significance

and validity of a low subtest score.

70 o
&5
&0
55
1 2
LowC/LowL LowC/ModL ModC/LowL LowC/HiL ModC/ModL HiC/LowL ModC/HiL HiC/ModL HIiC/HiL p,

taneusge-nty raph | | ulture ony as | Save Current Record
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Research Foundations for EL Evaluation

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

Mean FSIQ by Group Sample

105
100 - O N NN N B N NN BN B N N S B B N .
- .

95
90
85 - - .
80 l
75

S&W 2013 non-EL Standardization S&W 2014 non-EL Referred not S&W 2013 EL (with disability) S&W 2014 EL (with disability)

Sample eligible

Styck K. M. & Watkins, M. W. (2013). Disgrosiic Uity ofthe Culture-Language Interpretive Meatrix forthe Wechsler Inteligence Scales for Chidren—Fourth Edition Among Referred
Students. School Psychology Review, 42(4), 3

Research Foundations for EL Evaluation

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

Mean WISC-IV Indexes for Non-EL and EL Group Samples

100 . l l '
i
) ‘ . .
£
= wulPp
80 I -— A.
S&W 2013 non-EL Standardization  S&W 2014 non-EL Referred not eligible S&W 2013 EL (with disability) S&W 2014 EL (with disability)
sample

®PRI ®WPSI mWMI mVCl

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.
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Research Foundations for EL Evaluation

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

1T

S&W 2013 non-EL Standardization S&W 2014 non-EL Referred not eligible

Mean WISC-IV Subtest Scores for Non-EL and EL Group Samples

sample

Epcn Emr Mss Ebd

S&W 2013 EL (with disability)

cd Mco HIn HEsi Hds Hvo

l .L

S&W 2014 EL (with disability]

Styck, K. M. & Watkins, M. W. (2013). Dlagncstlc uumy of the Culture-Language Interpretive Matrix for the Wechsler Intelligence Scales for Children—Fourth Edition Among Referred
Students. School Psychology Review, 42(4), 3¢

Research Foundations for EL Evaluation: EL to ES

Comparison of overall “average” test performance at the subtest level: EL to ES
2006 Nieves-Brull (n=66)

ag
a6
aa
az
ag
&8
86
84

-
..l -
-
85 -..
II‘ N III..
s [ .
L e e e e e e e e

as,

~

1984 Cummins (avg. n=222)

2013 Styck & Watkins (n=86)

2014 Styck & Watkins (n=69)

pen mr

ss bd cd oo in s ds

mr

1982 Vukovich & Figueroa (n=328)

=
ar <o s ds
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Fairness in Determining “Average” Performance: ES to ES

Typical “average”

Range for Non-ELs S$S=100 SS=100 SS=100 SS=100

S$S=100 SS=100 SS=100

S$S=100 SS=100 SS=100 SS=100

115
110 T T ] . .
105 T T - T T _ T T T
100 1 L —
= = -
s F T T ] = 1z T % 3
- -1 - -T- -1 1T - | — L
90 ] = T 7 il ] i i
85 T T = =T T J T
80 S E—— L L i N
g 8 B 5§ & = g § B
S s § & : E
g b=t g S 2 £
5 g £ £ £ g £
5 5 5 % £ 5 ¢ 2 -
<
s ° ) s 7§ °
] E s E
a E o 'E

86

75

63

50

37

25

16

Fairness in Determining “Average” Performance: EL to ES

Typical “average”

SS=99 SS=97 SS=98  SS=97 SS=96 SS=92  SS=90 SS=89 SS=89 SS=87 SS=85
Range for ELLs
I
£ 4 A4 4 Average 4 1 4 4
110 - ino dlsabl||ty7)7 . .
105 T T R T
100 Fo==teco-
——]
T TR T T T T T T T
95 T==a —
= —t — — -—— --—— — — —t -t
4 il P 4 4 _ _
%0 bl CF .
— 4 — = - Fm—— L
-‘~-~--
85 T o T n T n T T =
r T T Average for EL ~ T T
80 L L - (no disability) L L L = L
g 5§ 5 3 5 2§ s & 3 5
s 3 g & g 2 & 2 = £ 3
3 = a @ g £ = & 8 2 £
£ x 2] c = k= S £ o S
s 8 3 g < 0 t & s £
(] o S = Q £
[ o D < g
= e
g S} E ©
e g

L

J

T
Tests with “low” language
demands

demands

Tests with “mod” language

T
Tests with “high” language
demands

86

75

63

50

37

25

16
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Fairness in Determining “Average” Performance: EL to ES

Typical “average”

SS=99 SS=97 SS=98  SS=97 SS=96 SS=92  SS=90 SS=89 SS=89 SS=87 SS=85
Range for ELLs
115 ! 86
110 Overall decline and within 75
B ] T expected range = no disability T ] T
105 T e T T = T T v o T T T 63
100 === — ] = T T = T T T 50
-
€ = -~ =+ = - 4 -4 —_ —_+
- -
95 = — a 37
- -+ _r_ —— —— -+ - - b
90 r n T T - —_—— 3 e m = 25
. —+ L B -+ -+ ==~ 1 - £
. p =
No decline or below expected T T T - =~ __F
85 . = £ ==—1 16
range = possible disability + = L
20 1T T I T 1 9
=] c c > e o c c (7] > c
£ S =) 3 g z 4 o o 3 S
5 3 @ € £ £ %) @ £ E 3
75 8 = 8 o g £ = g 8 2 £
£ ~ Ju] c = k= 5 £ o S
Q o < < < [a) 2 = s} L=
70 (&) o 5 = a 7] > £
e @ 2 < 13
65 T S
L . J o ] L ; ]
Tests with “low” language Tests with “mod” language Tests with “high” language
demands demands demands

Interpretive Errors in C-LIM Studies: 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) 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).

To summarize, far from undermining the validity of the C-LIM, the Styck & Watkins studies provide strong and
powerful support for the clinical utility and validity of the C-LIM when evaluating EL test performance.

*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.
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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 11-14 15-18
Highest
Language Verbal Comprehension 79¢ .86 8lc C-Lim
Demands General Information S .85¢ .86¢ Level 5
Concept Formation 67¢ Tle 67¢
Visual-Auditory Learning 400 370 410 Cc-Lm
Delayed Recall Visual-Auditory Learning 3% 320 370 Level4
Analysis Synthesis 29 440 AT
Sound Blending 250 320 .35b
Auditory Working Memory 220 440 .32
Retrieval Fluency 220 220 280 cum
Memory for Words 18> 326 230 Level 3
Numbers Reversed 170 268 300
Pair Cancelation 170 AL AL
Rapid Picture Naming .16° .072 .16°
Incomplete Words 130 31k 230
Visual Matching 130 .50 et C-LIM
Decision Speed 120 150 90 Level2
Auditory Attention 108 200 .150
Lowest Spatial Relations .08 .1eb .l6b cum
Language Planning 072 120 e Level 1
Demands Picture Recall 022 .06 .lob

*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.

Research Foundations for EL Evaluation: EL to ES

EL performance is moderated by level of English proficiency as compared to ES

Mercer Vukovich & Cummins Nieves-Brull
1972 Figueroa, 1982 1982 2006
[ Information 7.5 7.8 5.1 7.2 85 —> /5
Tests with “high” _ Vocabulary 8.0 8.3 6.1 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
Testswith '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
T A Object Assembly 9.6 10.7 8.4 9.3 98 —>| 2
ests with “low — . B
language demands Picture Completion 9.7 9.9 8.7 9.5 97 —>\1
L Coding 9.6 10.9 8.9 9.6 99 >\1

*Data for this subtest were not reported in the study.
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Fairness in Determining “Average” Performance: EL to ES

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
2
o
o —
Z
[a]
g Level 1 SS=99 | Level 2 SS=97 | Level 3 SS=91
-
z w | Picture Completion Arithmetic Comprehension
€ g
] o
= i}
= [a)
3 o
o =
w
° Level 2 SS=97 | Level3 SS=91| Level 4 SS=89
w .
x Picture Arrangement Information
8 Similarities
[a] é Vocabulary
I
Level 3 SS=091 | Level 4 SS=89 | Level 5 SS=85

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 .
Diff is about
90 89.55 r— 1SD (15 pts)
< 7 on average
— 82:29 /— But can be
O as much as
= 80 25D (30 pts)
= 71.75
S 70/
60
50 - T T
Proficient Advanced Intermediate Beginner

NYSESLAT Level

Source: Sotelo-Dynega, M., Ortiz, S.0., Flanagan, D.P., Chaplin, W. (2013)
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Research Foundations for EL Evaluation: EL to EL

Subtest level performance as compared to other English Learners

Domain specific scores across the seven WJ |lI subtests according to language proficiency level on the NYSESLAT

The less developmental proficiency
compared to monolingual native English
speakers, the more test performance
drops as a function of the linguistic
demands of the tests administered.

SR (GVv) VM (Gs) NR(Gsm)  SB(Ga) VAL (GIr) CF (Gf) VC (Gc)

e=mpProficient e=ssAdvanced Intermediate ===Beginner

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 Il 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

Mean subtest scores across the four WASI subtests and four WMLS-R subtests according to language proficiency level

The less developmental proficiency compared to
monolingual native English speakers, the more
test performance drops as a function of the
linguistic demands of the tests administered.

BD LWiI ANA DICT SIM vVOoC

@] ow Proficiency Intermediate Prof. === High Proficiency

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

SLD Identification with an English Learner: A Case Study
/ 1: Enter all available subtest scores in C-LIM Analyzer to determine validity \

2: When likely/possibly valid, transfer data and enter remaining composite scores

3: Use XBA to conduct follow up testing where indicated and as necessary
4: Enter follow up tests and re-evaluate pattern with C-LIM Summary

5: If still likely/possibly valid, evaluate follow up testing results via XBA Analyzer

\ 6: Transfer cohesive composites (and academic subtests) to Data Organizer /

7: Identify deficits for native language re-evaluation and compare to original scores
8: Select best scores for PSW Analysis and designate each as strength or weakness
Procedures

9: Evaluate scores and results from PSW-A Data Summary and PSW Analyzer for Step 1

10: Use additional data and information to support interpretations and conclusions
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SLD Identification with an English Learner: A Case Study
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Name: Maria Ayala - Case Study Age: 9 years 8 monthis) Grade: 4 Date: 5/29/2017
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Once your analysis is complete and test scores are deemed to be “valid,” use this button
(aka, the “Golden Ticket”) to automatically transfer scores to their respective core test

tabs (e.g., WISC-V, WJ 1V). Subtests from other batteries that have no core test tab will

go to the appropriate CHC domains in the XBA Analyzer (e.g., CTOPP-2, CASL-2, etc.)

Cell Average = Cell Average = Cell Average =

SLD Identification with an English Learner: A Case Study

_ e WISC-V® Data Analysis @ %
s [ cummin |

(age range = 6.0 - 16:11) Release: 2.3
-

Name:_Maria Ayala - Case Study Grade: 4 Age: 9 years § manthi(s) Date: 5/29/2017
{=weev | mwasw | Sy | = | ISR | R | RTOE | | AR | N S | S
Index Name (eheek - Criteria for Cohesion: Is variabilty... Follow up Recommendatons
box for integrated graph) PR .
SubtestName scores 10 significant or substantial? infrequent or ungommon? Do the results suggesta need for follow up?

No No No, not considered necessary

Verbal Comprehension Index (VCIiGe)
similarities (GCVLGH)

Vocabulary (VL)

substantal fol
o i 1 dformal  up
G 25 mezsured by the Vocabulary subtest was Below

Information (KQ)

Comprehension (K0)

o
i5 3 2000 summary of Crystallized el ligence. The indiv W
classified 25 Wel | Below Average and is ranked at the 5th percen

Enter remaining test
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12301
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Black Design* (v2) r COHESIVE Gvvz-95 [
Visual Puzzles (vz) [ TheVsiprovidesan 2 VSliznot
substantil P
“batitional process scoled scores can be generatad for considered necessary.
Scoring

Block Design [ses WISC-V Administr
"Manual Supplemen). These subres
vailabie i the XEA Analyzer Gu ar

construct zeametric designs from a model as measured by the Block Design
subtest was Aversge and the sbiity o generate visual imagesin the mind's sye as
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SLD Identification with an English Learner: A Case Study

, .
— WISC-V® Data Analysis @
m (age range = 6.0 - 16:11) Release: 2.3

Name: Maria Ayala - Case Study Grade: 4 Age: 8 years 8 month(s) Date: 5/28/2017

~vcv | “wsv | s | o | et | e | e | IS | N | SR | R

Index Name (check. Criteria for Cahesion: Is variabilty. Follow up Recommendatons
box for integrated graph) Encer R A
scores | significant or substantial? infraquent or uncommon? Do the resuits suggest a need for follow up?
SubtestName
Verbal Comprehension Index (VCliGe) [V | 78 5th No No No, not considered necessary
Similarities (GEVLGH) P s | sn COHESIVE
TEEIEVEE) 2| I B I N A
Information (K0) r r It dformal
Comprehension (K0) r r P
L SUptasess el Below Aerage elative o sama a7 pears. The difarence. X-BASS p rovides
this ™ - -
e automatic analysis
e of cohesion for all
Fluid Reasoning Index (FRUGT) M| &2 | 12th No No H
Wialrix Reasoning (1) Pl 7 |wen COHESIVE CompOSItes
Figure Weighis (RGRQ) o7 e x on s e g e antere d Wlth new
Picture Concepts (I} r r
At o G — - and enhanced
o interpretive
Someszepeerstomihe senerapopiation s statements.
Visual Spatial Index (VSIiGv) | o5 | amn No No No, not considered necessary
Block Design” (Vz) (td T COHESIVE
Visual Puzzles (Vz) I B 37th [~ TheVslprovidesan - P, ihe
“sctsitional processscoled scores can be generatsafor oo nec ey "
Block Design (see WISC-V Administration and Scoring .
Manual Supplement]. Tnese subtest processesare rmesin :
auailable in the XBA Analyzer Gy orop down menu Puses subts
Thiz
seneral populaion.

SLD Identification with an English Learner: A Case Study

WIJ IV® Cognitive Data Analysis @ _

(age range = 2.0 - 904) Release: 2.3
e =

Name: Maria Ayala - Case Study Grade: 4 Age: 9years 8 month(s) Date: 5/29/2017
I T A T T Tt ot
Cluster Name ot . Criteria for Cohesion: Is variability... Follow up Recommendatons
(check box for integrated graph) nter R ORI
scores -8 significant or substantial? infrequent or uncommon? Do the results suggest a need for follow up?
Subtest Name
Auditory Processing® (Ga) No No Yes, recommended for lowest score
Phonolagical Processing (PC) COHESIVE Ga=91
MNonword Repetition (Gsm-MS; Ga:UM) 0O Thewin O sicory roce saRrarily 3 itory i the
Processir Synthesize least 15D, and the lower score is indicative of a weakness o defic

~Although the subtess that comprise this composite
measure different domains, Nonword Repetition has o
secondary loading on ouditory processing and therefore, @
Ga composite may be transferred to the Data Organizer if it
is determined to be cohesive.

pattems ] uditory stimuli, and 1o discriminate subtie 1
PBELEMS . —uuniw (€2, COmplex musical strucure) and speech when

Composites for any
supplemental tests
used in the
evaluation must
also be entered.

an 27% of same age peers from the general population.

Long-Term Retrieval (Glr) No No No, not considered necessary
Story Recall (VM) COHESIVE GIr=77
The WJ IV €OG Long Term Retrieval (Glr) is primarily a measure of Long-Term  Because the the scor R

Visual-Auditory Learning (MA)

i
Storage and Retrieval. Gir refers to th rmation inand ot substantial (i.c, less than 2/3 D] and both scores are indicative of a
fluently retrieve new or previously acquired information (2.2, concepts, ideas, deficit, fol low Up is not considered necessary.

tems, names) from long-term memory. The difference between the scores.

that comprise the WJ IV C0G Long Term Retrieval (Gr) is not statistically

significant and a difference of this size occurs in at least 10% of the general

population which means the difference is relatively common. This means

that the W IV COG Long Term Retrieval (GIr) is a good psychometric summary

of Long-Term Storage and Retrieval. Additionally, information regarding

Where the subtest scores fall relative to each other and relative to most

people is unlikely to add clinically relevant information above and beyond

nical judgement is always

necessary when making this determination. The individual's score on the W)

1V'COG Long Term Retrieval (Glr) of 77 (72- 82) is classified as Below
Average/Normative Weakness and is ranked at the 6th percentile, indicating
performance as g06d 35 or better than 6% of same age peers from the general
population
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SLD Identification with an English Learner: A Case Study

Name: Maria Ayala - Case Study

Grade: 4

WISC-V® Data Analysis

(age range = 6.0 - 16:11) Release: 23

Age: 8 years 8 month(s)

@ g
== o s

Date: 5/25/2017

Subtest Name
Verbal Comprenension Index (VCI/Ge)
similarities (GCVL )
Vocabulary (VL)
Information (K0)

Comprehension (K0)

Fluid Reasoning Index (FRGH)
Matrix Reasoning ()
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Picture Concepts (1)
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Visual Spatial Index (VSIIGv)
Block Design* (v2)
Visual Puzzles (Vz)
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S
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"
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76

I |
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Criteria for Cohesion: Is variability...
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Do the results suggest a need for follow up?
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e automatic and detailed
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SLD ldentification with an English Learner: A Case Study
°
[ B | i

UM Summary

Name: Morio Ayola - Case Study

Grade: 4

WIAT-III® Data Analysis

(age range =4.0 - 50:11) Release: 2.1

Age: 8 yeors 8 manth(s)

@

Date: 5/23/2017

wiscy WAISIV

Composite Name
(check box forintegrated graph)-
Subtast Nama
Total Reading® (entr scores under BRRCE)
Word Reading (BRS)
Pseudoward Decoding (BRS)
Reading Comprehension (RC)
Oral Reading Fluency (RF)

Basic Reading (Grw-R)
Word Reading (BRS)
Pseudoword Decading (BRS)

Reading Compr. and Fluency (Grw-R)
Reading Comprehension (RC)
Oral Reading Fluency (RF)
Early Reading Skills (BRS:Ga PC)

Written Expression (Grw-W)
Spelling (WE)
Alphabet Witing Fluency (WE)
Sentance Compasition (WE)
Essay Composition (WE)

Critol
significant or sub

Not applica

Because the C-LIM is not appropriate for
achievement tests, all scores, both

composites and subtests must be entered on
the corresponding core achievement test tab.

No No

o

0000

COHESIVE
The difference between the scores that Comprise the COmPoSIte is Aot
sign!

No No

COHESIVE
Tne difference between the scores that comy
significant and a difference of this size occurs
general population which makes it refat) mmon. The composite s,
therefore, cohesive and should be interpreted because it provides 3 god
summary of the theoretically related abilities it was intended 1o represent

he composiie Is not
ore than 10% of the

Not applicable Data not available

No, not considered necessary

ors - o0

No, not considered necessary

cor - 10 T

No, not considered necessary

The lowest score in the composite is 5 e of weak or deficient

performance; however the two lowest scors
from one ancther, indicating similar performance. Therefore, follow up 1= not
considered necessary

are not significantly different

12/2/2019
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SLD Identification with an English Learner: A Case Study

1: Enter all available subtest scores in C-LIM Analyzer to determine validity

2: When likely/possibly valid, transfer data and enter remaining composite scores

3: Use XBA to conduct follow up testing where indicated and as necessary

4: Enter follow up tests and re-evaluate pattern with C-LIM Summary
5: If still likely/possibly valid, evaluate follow up testing results via XBA Analyzer

6: Transfer cohesive composites (and academic subtests) to Data Organizer

/

7: Identify deficits for native language re-evaluation and compare to original scores
8: Select best scores for PSW Analysis and designate each as strength or weakness
9: Evaluate scores and results from PSW-A Data Summary and PSW Analyzer

10: Use additional data and information to support interpretations and conclusions

SLD Identification with an English Learner: A Case Study

° : WISC-V® Data Analysis _ @ ===
_— {sge range =5.0-16:11) Release: 2.1 [ et | m

Name: arka Ayals - Case Study Grade: 4

EmsmemaE <-BASS indicates no follow up necessary
o L ~on any of the WISC-V composites

Index ame
(check box fo Intgrated gragh)
SudtestName
Verbal Compreension index (VCIGC)
Similaribes (GEVLG)
Vocatulary (VL)
Information (K0)
Comprenension (K0)

Fuig Reasoaing index (FRIGN
Matric Reasoning )
Pigure Weights (RGRQ)
Picture Concepts )
Arithmetic (GsmMW.GaA3)

Visual Spatial index (VSHGY)
Block Design” (ve)
Visual Puzzes (v2)

‘Warking Memory Index (WIVGsm)
'Digit Span* (MWS)

Picture Span (MSMW)
Lefter-Number Sequencing (V)
o

¥

Processing Speed Index (PSIGE)
Coding (RS)
‘Symoel Searen (P)
Cancellaion* (P)

<

Procedures
for Step 1

12/2/2019
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SLD Identification with an English Learner: A Case Study

oata n!;nnhtl

UM Summary

Name; Maria Ayala - Case Study

WIAT-III® Data Analysis

(age range =4.0-50:11)

é
C-UM Analyzer

Refease: 21

Age: 3 years 8 month(s) Date; 5/23/2017

S=OY.

(check box for integrated graph)- et
R

Subtest Nama 1 !

Total Reading® (enter scores under BRRCF) 84 ) "
Word Reading (BRS) O 2 3
Pseudoword Decoding (BRS) 0O s 45
Reading Comprehension (RC) O % 5
Oral Reading Fluency (RF) O a0 9

Basic Reading (Grw.R) L
Word Reading (BRS) 92 |
Pseudoword Decoding (BRS) 9% | 45

Reading Compr. and Fluency (Grw-R)

Reading Comprehension (RC)
Oral Reading Fluency (RF)
Early Reading Skills (BRS:Ga PC)

Written Expression (Grw-W) k]
Spelling (WE) 50
Alphabet Wting Fiuency (WE)

Sentence Composition (WE) 18
Essay Composition (WE) 2

== Criteria for Cohesion: I variability... Follow up Recommendatons
U8 significant or substantial? infrequent or uncommon? Do the results suggest a need for follow up?
] Not applicable Data not available Transfer scores to XBA Analyzer for further evaluation

[&] “This compsite spuat o more reading subdowseies
. X-BASS recommends no follow up onany -
a

WIAT-IIl academic composites

i IS e 15 N0t
o ess than 2/3 50} and both scores are at least average, follow up

s not considered necessary.

COHESIVE
The difference between the scores that comprise the composiie I
Significant and a difference of this size occurs in more than 10% of thi
general t
therefore, cohesive and should be interpreted because it provides 3 goot
summary of the theoretically related abilities it was intended to represen

Because the o
substantial {1

s an /5 30, Indlcning Siméie st A
follow up s not consicered necessary.

Data not available

Not applicable

The lowest score

Peckommemeat et thie 6o favest smes s ot igifcancly Gk
from ane ancther, indicating similar performance. Therefore, follow up I not
considered necessary.

0000

SLD ldentification with an English Learner: A Case Study

XBA Analyzer
Data Organizer
CLIM Summary

Name: Maria Ayala - Case Study

_—0

WIJ IV® Cognitive Data Analysis

Grode: 4

Integrated Graph
CLIM Analyzer

Date: 5/25/2017

(age range =2.0-90+) Release: 2

—

Age: 5 years 8month(s)

Cluster Name

Subtest Name.

Auditory Processing* (Ga) 2
Phonological Processing (PC) D 9 47
Monword Repetition (Gsm MS:Ga:UM) O] & 14

~Although the SuBLESts IAGT cOmprise TS compasite

messure afferens comains, Nenwors Repenion haz

secondory loading an auditory processing nd therefore. @

(Ga campasite may be transferred to the Data Orgarizer if it

i5 determined 1o be conesive.

Long.Term Retrieval (Glr} =) BN 6
Story Recall (MM) 15| I E] 8
Visual-Auditary Learning (MA) 75 5

X-BASS does
""" indicate follow up
e NECESSAry on WJ IV
COG Auditory
Processing (Ga)
composite)

Do the results suggest a need for follow up'

Because composite is st
1635t 150, 303 the Iower score i3 indicative of 3 weakness or deficit, follow
up on the lower score is considered necessary to determine If it is an
Gourate and valid representation of sbility

Criterla for Cohesion: Is variabilty...
significant or substantial?

infrequent or uncommon?

o

No No

COHESIVE

compasite is not
signiticant and 2 difference o this size occurs In more tan 10%.of i
general population which makes it relatively comman. The composg
therefors, cohesive and should be interpreiad because it
Summary of te tearetically related avil ities twas integ

Ho Ho, not considered necessary

Glr =77

The ditference bMn the scores that comprise the compasiie is not Because the difference between the scores that comprise the compasie s

[
O
()

|

significant s difference of this site occurs in more than 10% of the ot substantial (i, less than 2/3 S0) snd both scores sre indicative of &
genera,g#uiation which makes ftrelatively common, The composite iz, deficit, follow up I3 not considered necessary.
nggfre, cohesive and should be interpreted because it provides a good

mmary of the thearetically related sbilities it was intended ta represent

XeA

tab for
Click the left button to transfer or right button to dear selections.

to select Jor transfer

this column
M\zwupmmmwwdmwus
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SLD Identification with an English Learner: A Case Study

WIJ IV® Cognitive Data Analysis e

Data Organizer pr—
=

Name: Maria Ayala - Case Study Grode: £ Age: 9 years 8 month(s) Date: 5/25/2017
T R I T B o B
Cluster Name Criterla for Cohesion: Is variability... Follow up Recommendatons
PR
oy ; significant or substantial? infrequent or uncommon? Do the results suggest a need for follow up?
Auditory Processing (Ga) Of o1 | o to to
Phonological Processing (PC) Of o | « COHESIVE Ga=0 [T
Nomword Repetiton (GsmMS Ga UM) o[ = | » he o posite ix ot Because the difference between the scores that comprise the composite 15 at
g2 30 3 iTerence of s size occurs in more than 10% of e 35t 15D, 30 The IOWer SCOre I5 INGICBTIVE Of 3 Weskness of GeTicT. 0110w
“Although the subtests that comprise this composite populstion whith makes it relatively common. The compesite is, up on the lower score is eonsidered necessary to detarmine if it is an

mevsune aifferen domains, Nomword Repetition hes ¢ cohesive and shauld be interpreied because it provides agood  accurate and valid representation of abiliy.
‘secondary ioading on cuditory processing and therefore, o Summary N INECIELICal y relaTed bililes it was inlended 1o represent

Ga camposite may be transferred to the Duta Crganizer it

s gerermined o be conesive.

Long Term Retrieval (Glr) B 6 Ho No, not considered necessary
Story Recall (MM) H| 1 B m] COHESIVE cir-77 =
y . The difference between e scoINEL COmprise the COmpOsite i£ not Because the Oifference between the Sores that Comprise The composite 1§
e B s o significant and 3 gitference of tis Wge 0Curs in more than 10% of the. ot substantial (i ¢, les3 than 2/3 50} and both scones are indicative of &
general population which makes it reNgvely comman. The composite is,  defici, follow up is ot considered necessary.

therefare, cohesive and shauld be interNg
Summary of the theoretically related abilin

d because it provides s good
i was Intended 1o regresent

m}
e a o Subtests =
T o o checked for

transfer to XBA
Analyzer tab

use the this columa to se for tramsfer to the XBA Analyzer tab for
Jollow up evaluation and analysis. Click the keft button to transfer or right button to cleor sclections.

t0 XBA Analyzer

SLD ldentification with an English Learner: A Case Study
ST ML (R0 (B, e | e The WJ IV COG Nonword

(check these boxes to select score for integrated graph) —* Standard ~ Score

= Score  Analyses Repetition subtest loads primarily
‘W IV COG Nonword Repetition (Gsm:MS;Ga:UM) O 84 84 - on Gsm, nOt Ga- It can be

g combined with other WISC-V Gsm

O subtests to form an XBA

L— O O

composite or the WISC-V WMI
can be used by itself if it has been

— determined to be cohesive.

Go ta Gsm Test List Qlassifications Transfer Comp(s) to Data Organizer
Score configuration and interpretation:

AUDITORY PROCESSING (Ga)

The WJ IV COG Phonological A A S I —————
Processing subtest loads
primarily on Ga. Thus, it needs - WLV EOGPronslos ta| Processing 162 PLE 12
to be supplemented with
another Ga subtest (e.g., WJ ——
IV OL Sound Blending) to form
a useable composite since the
original composite was not

Cohesive_ Score configuration and interpretation:

L Converted Composite
Standard  Score
Score  Analyses

99 99 -
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SLD Identification with an English Learner: A Case Study

WISC-V/WJ IV/WIAT-IIl XBA DATA FOR Maria Ayala
DOE: 5/29/2017 DOB: 9/6/2007  Grade: 4

WECHSLER INTELLIEGENCE SCALE FOR CHILDREN-V

Verbal Comprehension Index 76 Fluid Reasoning Index 82 Visual-Spatial Index 95
Similarities 5 Matrix Reasoning 7 Block Design 9
Vocabulary 6 Figure Weights 7 Visual Puzzles 9
Working Memory Index 79 Processing Speed Index 94
Digit Span 5 Coding 9
Picture Span 7 Symbol Search 8

WECHSLER INDIVIDUAL ACHIEVEMENT TEST-III

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 Composition 86

Essay Composition 93

WOODCOCK JOHNSON-IV TESTS OF COGNITIVE ABILITY

Follow Up Testing
WIJ IV OL Sound Blending

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

SLD ldentification with an English Learner: A Case Study

1: Enter all available subtest scores in C-LIM Analyzer to determine validity
2: When likely/possibly valid, transfer data and enter remaining composite scores

3: Use XBA to conduct follow up testing where indicated and as necessary

4: Enter follow up tests and re-evaluate pattern with C-LIM Summary

5: If still likely/possibly valid, evaluate follow up testing results via XBA Analyzer

6: Transfer cohesive composites (and academic subtests) to Data Organizer

/

7: Identify deficits for native language re-evaluation and compare to original scores

8: Select best scores for PSW Analysis and designate each as strength or weakness

9: Evaluate scores and results from PSW-A Data Summary and PSW Analyzer

10: Use additional data and information to support interpretations and conclusions

Procedures
for Step 1

12/2/2019
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SLD Identification with an English Learner: A Case Study

Although supplemental tests

. Phonetic Coding (Ga:PC) O
can be entered on their Segmentation (PC) O
respective core test tabs (if Saund Blenting (°C) O & | 220
Sound (PCY

one is available for them), it is
easier and quicker to simply
enter them directly into the
XBA Analyzer by selecting
them from the appropriate
drop down menus. In either
case, they will automatically
appear in the C-LIM Summary
which permits re-examination
of test score validity that now
includes the additional scores.

“Sound Awareness is @ screening test and does not
contribute to @ cluster. However, it con be used to form XBA
composites by selecting it from the Ga domain drap down
menu in the XBA Anaiyzer and entering the score there.

AUDITORY PROCESSING (Ga)

{dreckﬂvesebﬁxesmsetedmefnrlnwa&fdg{am} scores

W1 IV COG Phonological Processing (Ga:PCGIrFW)

99

W1 IV OL Sound Blending (Ga:PC)

DDD

1} IV COG Phanological Processing (Ga:PC;GIrFW)
) IV ECAD Sound Blending (Ga:PC)

Converted cnmpmm
Standard
Score

‘g IV COG Nonword Repetition (Gsm:MS;Ga:UM)
W

IV OL Segmentation (Ga:PC) —
! v OL Sound Awareness (Ga:P — O

Wi [V OL Sound Blending (Ga:PQ)
‘WRMT-3 Phonological Awareness (BRS5;Grw-R:RD)

Go to Ga Test List Clossifications Transfer Comp(s) to Data Grganizer

Score configuration and interpretation:

SLD Identification with an English Learner: A Case Study

Culture-Language Interpretive Matrix - e

Summary Data in X-BASS ....... =

__b-Ds'ul_‘

I I I O Al B i il )

Nome: Mavia Ayala - Case Study age: 9 years @ monthis) Grade: 4 Date  5/29/2017
Low WoDERATE o
Tseoe T e =3
WISC-V Matr ? WISC-V Black Design 9 WISC-V Digit Span s
Wisc-v Visual ] wisC vrou e s
s
=
H
con mverage - Geil mveroge « Ceit verage =
Seore Soare Scae
H WISC-V Figure Weights 7 wy
[ ——
] W, 1¥/C0G Normwor Bapasition <wlwu|_5ounue ensing = >
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SLD Identification with an English Learner: A Case Study

Maria Ayala - Case Study Age: 9 years 8 month(s) Grade: __4 Date: 5/29/2017

Name:

DEGREE OF DIFFERENCE FOR EVALUATION:

© slightly Different @® Moderately Different O Markedly Different ‘

C-LIM Summary Graph for all Test Score Data: Level Analysis

. The Tiered Graph suggests no decline (contributory at best) but also

masks at least one area of possible weakness. Thus, evaluation of
* the Main C-L Graph is necessary to ensure that results are not likely
to be primarily attributable to cultural and linguistic factors.

Level 1- Low/Low Level 2- Low/Moderate Level 3- Moderate Level 4- Moderate/High Level 5 - High/High

SLD Identification with an English Learner: A Case Study

Maria Ayala - Case Study Age: 9 years 8 months) Grade: __ 4 Date: 5/29/2017
|
C-LIM Summary Graph for All Test Data: Primary Evaluation of Cultural/Linguistic Infl T Use Gifted Scalg

i

95 -
90 1
85
80

75

Main C-L graph continues to show no decline (contributory at best) and reveals

at least one area of possible weakness. Taken together with the Tiered graph, it

reinforces conclusion that results are not likely to be primarily attributable to
cultural and linguistic factors and therefore they remain possibly valid.

1 | e I

LowC/LowL LowC/ModL ModC/LowL LowC/HiL ModC/ModL HiC/LowL ModC/HiL HiC/ModL HiC/HiL

A
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SLD Identification with an English Learner: A Case Study

1: Enter all available subtest scores in C-LIM Analyzer to determine validity \
2: When likely/possibly valid, transfer data and enter remaining composite scores
3: Use XBA to conduct follow up testing where indicated and as necessary

4: Enter follow up tests and re-evaluate pattern with C-LIM Summary

5: If still likely/possibly valid, evaluate follow up testing results via XBA Analyzer

6: Transfer cohesive composites (and academic subtests) to Data Organizer /

7: Identify deficits for native language re-evaluation and compare to original scores

8: Select best scores for PSW Analysis and designate each as strength or weakness

9: Evaluate scores and results from PSW-A Data Summary and PSW Analyzer Pf:;:csetdelgels
10: Use additional data and information to support interpretations and conclusions
SLD Identification with an English Learner: A Case Study
SHORT-TERM MEMORY (Gsm) Enter : L.
e e R Combining WISC-V subtests from WMI
] - creates a cohesive 3-subtest XBA
e G e o= . composite (55=78). Although it’s ok
WISC-V Picture Span (Gsm:MS) g 7 85 A « to use existing WM/, a 3-subtest
T com [ O composite is more reliable than a 2-
COMESIVE: Use one, 3-subtest XBA composite 55 78 subtest test Composite so the XBA
PR 7 composite is preferable and will be

Go ta Gsm Test List Classifications ransfer Comp(s} to Data Organizer

Score configuration and interpretation:

The difference between the highest and lowest scores s less than 15D, therefore, they form a composite that is
considered cohesive and likely @ good summary of the set of theoretically reloted abilities that comprise it
Interpret the composite as an adequate estimate of the ability that it is intended to measure.

transferred to the Data Organizer.

AUDITORY PROCESSING (Ga) R [e—
(check these boxes to select score for integrated graph) scores = T
o — o | A
Follow up for Ga indicates that L
. ‘WI IV COG Phonelogical Processing (Ga:PC,GIrFW) O 99 99 A
scores do form a cohesive 2-subtest W11V O Sound Blending (GarPC] O s | @ a
. ]
XBA composite (55=92). Thus, =]
performance in auditory processing b cme O O
domain i$ Within average range COHESIVE: Use 2-subtest XBA composite 8S: 92
rage 2
and the XBA composite will be
transferred to Data Organizer. Score configuration and interpretation:

The difference between the two scores is less than 15D and, therefore, they form o composite that is considered
cohesive and likely a good summary of the set of theoretically related abilities that comprise it. interpret the
compasite as an adequate estimate of the ability that it is intended to measure.
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SLD Identification with an English Learner: A Case Study
/ 1: Enter all available subtest scores in C-LIM Analyzer to determine validity \

2: When likely/possibly valid, transfer data and enter remaining composite scores
3: Use XBA to conduct follow up testing where indicated and as necessary

4: Enter follow up tests and re-evaluate pattern with C-LIM Summary

5: If still likely/possibly valid, evaluate follow up testing results via XBA Analyzer

| 6: Transfer cohesive composites (and academic subtests) to Data Organizer |

7: Identify deficits for native language re-evaluation and compare to original scores

8: Select best scores for PSW Analysis and designate each as strength or weakness

9: Evaluate scores and results from PSW-A Data Summary and PSW Analyzer st s

10: Use additional data and information to support interpretations and conclusions

SLD ldentification with an English Learner: A Case Study

Data Organizer and Score Summary e
Release: 2.1
S| e

Nome: Maris Aysia - Case Study Age: 3 years 8 month(s) Grode: 4 pote: 5232017

MY mm WRER L ] m WIRR ﬁﬁ et “

‘Guidelines for Selecting Best Composite Scores for SLD Evauation
this tab is to ize composites. in the selection of d weaknesses in the PSW Analyzer. Selecting Scores
ather tabs " For PSW Analyzer

Test names and scores can nat directly. Rather, this summary of

¥
were considered the best estimates of CHC abiltes, academic aress, and selected Use this tab to select Jbest scores y ke to
use in P5W analyses by clicking on the check box to the right of wh . You may ach of the CHC broad abilty (2.,

p
¢, G, Gsm) and neuropsychological{e.&., Executive Functions, Orthographic Processing) domains and upbo three scores for each of the academic areas. Note that you may also click on th
Graph® toview or print For more toselect the best scores for use in PSW analyses, cick the button ko the right. W

After you have made your sefections, click the “S&W Indicator” fonal steps f

CRYSTALLIZED INTELLIGENCE (Gc) FLUID REASONING [GF)

you wish S e than twe scor

WEC Versal Compretension e <) 76 Cvesecoms SO i <Mscmuim.um,...m.m.w
o [ ceorseoes ]

o |Gtz |
o [ |

LONG-TERM STORAGE AND RETRIEVAL (Gir} SHORT-TERM MEMORY (Gsm)

dcenain

W Cos Long-TamRemerson 77 Clrestcome |Gt

o o
VISUAL PROCESSING (Gv) AUDITORY PROCESSING (Ga)
—— e Mo mare than wo
WISC-¥ Visual Spatilinges (G 95 [testcomn mayPocessnaiGa 92 O come LGN
o o | ceorscore 7 |

Only composites may be transferred to the cognitive domains of the Data Organizer. Both test-based
composites and XBA composites can be transferred which may, in some cases, result in up to three scores.
Only two of them may be chosen for use in PSW Analysis and selection should be based on ensuring that
the score(s) that best and most validly represents the individual’s ability in each domain are used.
| o | o |
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SLD Identification with an English Learner: A Case Study

Data Organizer and Score Summary

)

Name: Mari Study. Age: 3 yeors § monthis) Grode: 4 Date: 52972017

e e e e e e el | ]
BASIC READING SKILLS (BRS) READING COMPREHENSION (RDC)
X e uag P
wi BscRraang et €89, | 4| Cravecons mm;W.n.ns.m.w.w 76 O s
0 e
= [ s | o [ oeerseres |

READING FLUENCY (RDF) WRITTEN EXPRESSION (WE)
Indicate which composite o subtests you wish tg use far FSW anséyses. Al hr e scores ey be sebected fo this domain nicare wifl omgasne or s

o s
o [ oeorsores |

MATH PROBLEM SOLVING (MPS)

o
Although both achievement composite and subtest scores may be transferred to the Data
Organizer, use of individual achievement subtests rather than composites is often useful for
« Specifying areas of academic difficulty and pinpointing skills for targeted intervention. This also
helps avoid having to decide where a composite should be used, for example, the WIAT-III
Reading Comprehension and Fluency composite can be used for RC or RF which is ambiguous.
Using the subtests that make up this composite clarifies the domains for each score.

Data Organizer provides a summary of test-based composites, any derived XBA composites, and
any specific achievement subtests from a test tab or the XBA Analyzer.

Multilingual Assessment of ELs: Step by Step

Step 1. Test first in English (L2) and evaluate construct validity in all areas in English
(exclusion of cultural/linguistic factors)

« If all scores indicate normative strengths (SS = 90 or higher) when tested in English (L2), scores are
valid to the extent that a disability is not likely, thus no further testing is necessary.

« If some scores are normative weaknesses (SS < = 90) evaluate test score validity in a research-based
manner, e.g., via the C-LIM.

« If C-LIM indicates primary influence of language/culture, test scores are likely invalid and indicate
average ability in all areas and a disability is not likely, thus no further testing is necessary.

« If C-LIM indicates contributory or minimal influence of language/culture, test scores are likely to be valid
and the evaluation should continue.

12/2/2019

Step 2. Re-evaluate areas of weakness in native language (L2) to provide additional
supporting evidence of validity (cross-linguistic confirmation)

« If data indicate an area is a strength (i.e., average), then original L2 score is invalid, use the L1 score.
« If data indicate an area is still a weakness, then original L2 score is valid, use the L2 score.

Step 3. Further cross-validate L1 and L2 test scores with contextual factors and pre-referral
data and academic concerns (ecological validity for disability)

» Use all other case data and information to serve as the context by which to evaluate the test scores and
ensure ecological validity to conclusions

52



SLD Identification with an English Learner: A Case Study

1: Enter all available subtest scores in C-LIM Analyzer to determine validity

2: When likely/possibly valid, transfer data and enter remaining composite scores
3: Use XBA to conduct follow up testing where indicated and as necessary

4: Enter follow up tests and re-evaluate pattern with C-LIM Summary

5: If still likely/possibly valid, evaluate follow up testing results via XBA Analyzer

6: Transfer cohesive composites (and academic subtests) to Data Organizer

Procedures
for Step 2

7: Identify deficits for native language re-evaluation and compare to original scores

8: Select best scores for PSW Analysis and designate each as strength or weakness

9: Evaluate scores and results from PSW-A Data Summary and PSW Analyzer

10: Use additional data and information to support interpretations and conclusions

SLD ldentification with an English Learner: A Case Study

Data Organizer and Score Summary e | e |
_
Name: Manis Aysia - Case Study Age: 9 years 8 month(s) Grode: < Date: 5282017

e e e e L e e I

purpose of this tab is it in the selection of these to be used for avaluation of the pattern of strengths and weaknesses in the PSW Analyzer. Selecting Scores
Test names and scores can nat be entered into this tab directly. Rather, this tab provides a summary of test battery and XBA composites that were transferred from other tabs because they for PSW Analyzer

‘were considered the best estimates of CHC abilities, academic areas, and selected Use this tab to select ¥ like to

e e e e e gyt i
e, G, Gam) nc nesropsychalogia e, Executive Funcions, Othographic Processing) domains and up o the 5 scoresfor each of the academic areas. Note that you may aka click on the
“Data Ovganizer Graph® to view or print tab. For for use In PSW analyses, click the button to the right. W
After you have mode your selections, ik the "SRW Indicator” i Jonal steps for ing y
CRYSTALLIZED INTELLIGENCE (Gc) FLUID REASONING (GF)

Indicate whish compasiies) you wish o use for PSW analyses. W o

WISC-V Flud Reasaning indes ( 82 | Grewrseover |
o [ e ]

sHORT ZRM MEMORY (Gsm)

w10 use s snuises, P RBNo Scores ca b seecued Fo this domin

wiscv working Mfory nden o) 79 [ ceerseores |
[ ceorsear7 ]
o [ deerscoes |

VISUAL PROCESSING (Gv} )ﬁoﬂvmssuﬁ (Ga)

Incicase which compos!ie(s] you wish o use for PEW anabses. No mwmnmummmum. lhrml!du be setected for thes comain

WISC Visus! Spatial Index (Guv) 95 O m ~seore 1 sanoyProcessing(Ga) 92 O comp (AT
o m-’ e |
o o [ e}

PROCESSING SPEED (Gs) There are four possible areas of cognitive weakness that may
T suggest deficits related to the reported academic difficulties as well
o as three areas of strength. However, because these tests are not
o designed for English learners, for the areas of suspected
weakness it is necessary to generate additional information and
data to cross-linguistically confirm that they are true deficits.

WISC-V Varbal Camgrahansion Indsx (GV)

Wi IV COG Long-Term Retrieval (G 7
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SLD Identification with an English Learner: A Case Study

i
Data Organizer and Score Summary Q

Data Organizer mm.
Relessa: 2.1

Lz | =1
Name: oria Aysla - Case Study Age: 9years 8 month(s} 3 Date: 57972017
I N A T I R ezl
Purpo: this tab is st in the selection of those to be used for evaluation of the pattern of strengths and weaknesses. in the PSW Analyzer.
Test names and scores can not be entered into this tab directly. Rather, this tab provides a summary of test battery and XBA composites that were transfermed from other tabs because they
‘were considarad the bast astimates of CHC abilities, academic areas, and selected use this tab to select
unm%Wanamvswdlctln;unma check box to the r‘hwfmhum which . You may up’ it each of the CHC
o ct,coml rcsing) domoins and p 1 thrce scoes for cach of e academic arews. Hole tht you may 4 ik o the
“Data Organizer Graph” to view or print tab. For 1o select the best scores for use In PSW analyses, dick the button to the right.
After o hve e your sefecions lick the “S&W Icicator™ for
CRYSTALLIZED INTELLIGENCE (Ge) Strengths do not support disability identification and therefore do
o s : S y .
R [ not require any further validation. Only areas of possible deficit
O = need to be re-evaluated in the native language (e.g., via use of
= . native language tests, interpreters/translators, etc.). Scores that
e AT are average or better do not need to be re-evaluated.
omere o s o PoW s 56 o
WINCOG Long-TemRevier i) 77 [ | WSC-Ngna Memaringsx Gsm) 79 1 [~ Georsoes ||
o | aeersanes o [ aeerseorea |
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a

SLD ldentification with an English Learner: A Case Study

T Data Organizer and Score Summa e
& ry m..um..mmm.

[T p— m

Name: Mans Aysia - Case Study Age: 5 years 8 month(s) Grode: 4 Date: 5292017

Refease: 2.1

purpose of this tab is t in tha selection of those to be used for evaluation of the pattern of strengths and weaknesses. in the PSW Analyrer. Selecting
Test names and scores can not be entered into this tab directly. Rather, this tab peovides a summary of test battery and XBA comgosites that were transferred from other tabs because they for PSW Analyzer
‘were considered the best estimates of CHC abilities, acadennic areas, and selected Use this tab to select sc

o e ot kgt s e e o oo =
G, G, Gsm) feg )

Processing) domains and up o hice o scoresfor each of the academic areas. Note that you may aka click on the

“Data Ovganizer Graph® to view or print tab. For for use In PSW analyses, click the button to the right.
After you have mode your selections, ik the "SRW Indicator” i Honal steps for ing ,
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o [ crseres | In addition, because Gg is itself “language,” it
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o uich cmps o i e o S s, o mor s scves o e setectd for hisdomain . L
T [ e norms to determine whether it is a strength or
5 e — weakness even when scores are deemed “valid”
o e using the C-LIM. Thus, in the case, additional
PROCESSING SPEED (Gs) procedures must be employed to determine whether
omere Gc is actually a true weakness or not and whether it
P s 94 O B does or does not require re- evaluatlon
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SLD Identification with an English Learner: A Case Study

Interpretive Problems with Gc Scores with English Learners

Because Gc is, by definition, comprised of cultural knowledge and language development,
the influence of these factors cannot be separated from tasks designed to measure them.
Thus, unless exposure to English is a controlled variable in a test’s norm sample and the
sample includes many different languages, Gc scores for ELLs always remain at risk for
inequitable interpretation even when the overall pattern of scores within the C-LIM is
determined to be valid.

For example, a Gc score of 76 would be viewed as “deficient” relative to a norm sample
comprised primarily of native English speakers. Moreover, testing in the native language
doesn’t solve this problem because current native-language tests treat ELs as being all the
same (they aren’t), as if being behind in English is only temporary (it isnt), as if the country
they come from is important (it’s not), and as if five years of English learning makes them
native English speakers (it doesn’t).

Therefore, practitioners must find and rely on a “true peer” comparison group such as that
which is formed within the High Culture/High Language cell of the C-LIM to help ensure
that ELLs are not unfairly regarded as having either deficient Gc ability or significantly
lower overall cognitive ability—conditions that may simultaneously decrease identification
of SLD and increase suspicion of ID and speech impairment.

SLD Identification with an English Learner: A Case Study

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 Gc, 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 Gce:

* *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.
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SLD Identification with an English Learner: A Case Study

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

Interpretive Guide l DEGREE OF DIFFERENCE FOR EVALUATION: " slightly Different (& Moderately Different () Markedly Different ‘ C-LIM Matrix |

C-LIM Summary Graph for all Test Score Data: Level Analysis

N

100 ‘
} Gc performance on the C-LIM Summary Graph is
as | well within the expected average score/range when
.............. compared to other English language learner peers,
.. =& therefore further testing of Gc is not necessary
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Level 1- Low/Low Level 2- Low/Maoderate Level 3 - Moderate Level 4- Moderate/High Level 5- High/High
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SLD Identification with an English Learner: A Case Study

Name: Maria Ayala - Case Study Age: 9 years 8 monthis) Grade: __ 4 Date: 5/29/2017
Interpretive Guide ) " Slightly Different (@ Moderately Different Markedly Different ‘ C-LIM Matrix || C-LIM Level Graph '
C-LIM Summary Graph for All Test Data: Main Analysis of Cultural/Linguistic Infl es ™ Use Gifted Scale
10 Similarly, Gc performance on the main C-L Graph is
well within the expected average score/range when
95 compared to other English language learner peers,

therefore further testing of Gc is not necessary
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SLD Identification with an English Learner: A Case Study

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., SS=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?

- Gf 82
-Glr 77
-Gsm 78
- Gv 98
- Ga 92
-Gs 94
These are the seven major CHC broad abilities Since the aggregate score in the C-LIM for Tier 5 (i.e., the
typically measured for evaluation of SLD, High/High cell where all Gc tests are classified) was within the
particularly within a Processing Strengths and expected range corresponding to the selected degree of difference
Weaknesses (PSW) approach. The parentheses deemed most appropriate, it should be considered a strength
contain the corresponding five WISC indexes that despite the fact that the magnitude is only 76 and that it isn’t
are equivalent to the CHC broad abilities. technically a valid measure of intrinsic language-related abilities.

SLD Identification with an English Learner: A Case Study

Resolving Problems with Gc Scores for ELs: The Ortiz PVAT

Clearly, the preceding procedures necessary to address validity issues related to the
measurement of Gc and language/culture-related abilities are complicated, somewhat
cumbersome, and not very efficient. It may also leave the practitioner in the unenviable
position of having to defend a very low score (S5=76) as being technically invalid, but
still considered to be an area of processing “strength.”

This one issue, more than any other, best highlights the shortcomings of today’s tests
relative to their failure to provide a true peer comparison group for English learners that
would alleviate all of the extra work and potential confusion. There simply is no
substitute for being able to make fair and equitable interpretations than comparison to
peers with similar developmental experiences.

That said, there is in fact an easier way to do all of this. In response to the many
difficulties posed by these issues, a new test has been developed with dual-norm
samples, including one specifically for English learners that yields valid Gc scores for
English learners of any language background and level of English exposure—and 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 2:6t0 22:11 * Ages 2:6t0 22:11
* Gender: equal split * Gender: equal split
* Stratification: * Stratification:
° Geographic region * Geographic region
o 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

q 0-6 h 16
PVAT not found in any other test. Mor Pl T yep
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The Ortiz PVAT - Advances in fairness and testing

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

=% PVAT

100

75
English Speaker Norms English Learner Norms

m 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.

Black 280 |/99.4 15.2
Hispanic 126 99.5 15.4
White 1018 | 1005 | 153 | 200(3.1523) | 051 ns 005
Other 106 | 96.3 15.3
Black 280 | 996 15.1
Hispanic 126 99.7 15.3
White 1018 \ 1006 | 152 | 247(3.1523) | .060 ns .005
Other 106 [\ 96.4 /] 152

This table is reproduced from the Technical Manual of the Ortiz PVAT and is Copyright © 2017 Multi-Health Systems Inc. All rights reserved.
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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 | p. tial
Form Language Spoken N M SD (dlf) P Comparisons 5
/\ (p<.01) d
Spanish & Spanish Creole 872 [ f101.5,] 155
Indo-European Languages 161 |/ 99.4 | 15.7 1.63
181 .004
Form A | sian & Pacific Islander Languages | 129 | 98.8 | 154 | (3, 1183) ns
All Other Languages 28 | 999 | 154
Spanish & Spanish Creole 872 101.7 | 16.5
Indo-European Languages 161 | 99.8 | 15.7 1.52 ns
.208 .004
Form B Asian & Pacific Islander Languages | 129 | 99.0 | 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 — Recommended 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
Il 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.

12/2/2019

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.
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Assessment Report from the Ortiz PVAT

OrTiz PicTURE VOCABULA SITION Tes
Samuel O. Ortiz, Ph.D.
Assessment Report
Examinee Information
NameID: Josephine Cruz
Age 15 years 6 months
Gender Female
Date of Birth July 18, 2003
Language(s) Spoken st Home Unspecified
Age at First Exposure o English 14 years
3% of lfe
Unspecified
10
Assessment Informat
Administration Dte Jassary 20,2019

Examines Nans
Form Ada
Norms L

A
English Learner Norms

(accounting for exposure to English)
Number of ltems Presented 4
Numbet of ltems Omitted: 0
Thes computerized report provide he performance of the cxamince Addtional
Intcrprctine informsation can be for  Manal. This Assessment Report is intended

o

Assessment Report from the Ortiz PVAT

5% PVAT

Englivh Learner aorms 0 assess
xposure o English This comp

sec the
0 English

Encusw Learner Noews

% 100 10 120 130 10
Standud
scove (1) B
72 68-76)

Raw Score

Standard Score (95% Conbidence Interval 72 168-76)

Fercontile 3d

Stanine. 1

Age Equivalent (Years Months) 53

Classification Very Low

390 paers b hars boan expsed 1 Enclah o 3o thes e (English Learnr norma),
oeoghings iy 1 recogeios pokan Engh mords  veey b

‘» Because her perfarmance is wall below that of other English lesmers wah smiar exposure 1o English, an underlying
4 » o

additionsl dance. cisin

ge. may be i
theation of enilas ificuhies i th

¥MHS’ a0 0 Hasen
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Assessment Report from the Ortiz PVAT

&% PVAT R
bt Admin Dwwe 0172072019

Instructional Level

This section of the report compures the examinec's scores against the English Speaker norms 10 assess mstructional noeds. A

used 10 inform PVAT
of English Speaker nonms for English learners.

Instructional level recommendations:
. Josaphine's
(English Speaker norms!

fanguage davelopment which may offer better educational outcomas for Josephing, m both Engleh and her native
tangusge.

Intervention Recommendations (English and Native Language)

rathec than pasawe.
o

where there gusge
Son o
studen's current vocabuiary level
* Incresse contextustzation of nformation
© Usech
s and icess..
of usng sociel and.
anguage)
° )
ke of i, visual hand gestures,
that they have understood o been taught previouly.
° wring,snd excr 10 comnect
* Use visual s 4 ,icons,
connect vocatulary and e
.

context of scadermic and 1003l settngs.

.
appropeate exprosson.

BEMHS Gryisipt o

Assessment Report from the Ortiz PVAT

& PVAT Assesamert Repoe - Fom Aor csaphios Cra
. Ademn Oute: 017202019

Intervention Recommendations (English and Native Language) continued.

developmant and acaquisiton of Englih vocabuary.
o Cae b

. Ask the studant to d)

 Ack direct, iteral questions fe.g., who, what, whare, when) about 3 picture with a ot of context to collaboratively buld

weittan/spoken English
o Employ Mcibbin, 2008}
° “big pictuse” th the
°

instea of passive tening.
© Use thematic instructional
cumculuen

comprehension.

wsing these siils
Practical strategios for intervention:

o Focus on nd Engish words

. I other words,

languge.

communcation
© Encourage active peer 1o peer communication in English (e 9., discussions. acting out a concept o scanario) to
7 wideos).

.

Melp students relata or connect new.
nformation 1o what they siceady tnow.
© Carahully

. books, i

.c For example,
“marma sounds aify smiar across many languages. For languages that share roats with Englah, his can be
accamplished through cognates (.., words from different langusges tha thare bath form and meaning e 9.

expon s books, 40ngs, elevison, or movies) and
comversations with native anguage modes e.9. famdy. ends, and relatves)

BEMES Gt rmse
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Assessment Report from the Ortiz PVAT

SRnz PVAT mmpc Rt = Form e S

i Data: G200

Vocabulary Type Analysis

This sect

repos presents an analysis of the exan

Pants oF Seeech

of the varicus pasts of specch and word fypes

An examination of the examinec's vocablary relative 10 Fspeochmay p

growlh and pr The general pattern of English language scqusition for both natrve English speakers and Engl
s, and prepusations. Allbough the
mlerachions may alter the age at which

g expected
i learners is

senmuncative Skills (BICS) and
gent, Insermodsne, send

thres range:
ht describes the typ

ed. The categoncs arc
ral development e

o

3 3 100%

3 n 0 55
0 wa wa
0 wa wa
0 wa wa
[ wa wa

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19+

Grade K 1 2 3 4 5 & 7 & 3 10
Emergent inermediste  Advanced  Emergent
BICS. BICS AP

Word Type

12
Advance:
caLP

Dot Prioned 01202015 | Endof Raport &

Progress Report from the Ortiz PVAT
s PVAT

OrTiz PicTure VocasuLARY Acauisimon Test™
Samuel Q. Ortiz, Ph.D.

Progress Report

Examinee Information (Based on thiB recent administration)

NameID: Jemni Yonge

Gender: Female

Date of Birth Scptember 16. 2009
Language Spoken at Home English

Primary Language of Instruction English

Nosms Used ‘English Speaker Norms

Assessment Informg,

Admin |

Admin 3 Admin 4

Administration D Mayl4.2018  AuglL2018  Nevl4 2018 Feb16.2019  May18,2019
Age at Testing ) 77 710 81

e
Form Adaminist

About the Ortiz PVAT™

The iz it Vocabary Aqisition Test (Onix PVAT) i 3 st Bt et he bty of  chil, youth, o young sl ged 2
iths o 22 years 11 English words {i.e., receptive vocabulary). In addition, it
can be used a0 rack growth, ¥ speeclh language difficulties, and gude

For detaied please refer 10 the particular Ortiz PVAT Assessment
Report Addstional inierpretive information Emllmmmm:MPIAITuMkume

This Progress Report is intended for use by qualified evaluators only, and is not to be used as the sole basis for clinical
diagnosis or intervention.
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Progress Report from the Ortiz PVAT
= PVAT o IR

Vocabulary Acquisition and Development Across Administrations

Vocabulary is expected to improve with age and with increased exposure to English, The Growth Index provides an indication of the amount wf
growth of an examinee’s receptive vocabulary ability from one admi to another. When results from repeated

reported Ortiz PVAT scores should be considered in conjunction with the Growth Index. Since the Growth Index only estimates the amount gf cllangg
in vocabulary skills over time, an examination of the examinee’s standard scores at various administrations is also required to determine their relative
standing at any given point in time (i e . performance compared to that of their same-aged peers in the English Learner normative sample with the
same exposure to English). See the Ortiz PVAT Technical Manual for more information.

Administration Growth Index

Ortiz PVAT ~ Admin1 Admin2 Admin3 Admin4 Admin5 Admin Admin Admin  Admin  Overal
Scores 05/14/18 08/21/18 11/14/18 02/16/19 05/18/19 1t02 2to3 3tod 4to5 (1toh)

RewScore | 53 | 58 | &4 | e | e
gta”d"’d s | % | w7 | ® | %
core

(F1-59) |92-100) | G3-101) | G4-102) | O1-99) | a5 oas  oas

(95% Cl) - = om 000
Age 77 | 70 | B 84 87 I

(Age (7:6) 79 | 80 | @3 (8:6) 136
Fquivalent)

Less than
Expeciad

Classification | Average | Average | Average | Average | Average

As As As s As
Rate of Growth | Expected | Expectad | Expected | Expected | Expected

Note. Cl = Confidence Interval. Age and age equivalent scores are denoted in terms of years and months fe.g., 2:6 = 2 years & months).
Growth Index: Much Less than Expected = 400 to -301; Less than Expected = -300 to 201, As Expected = 200 1o 200;
More than Expected = 201 ta 400

Performance Across Different Norm Sample Comparisons
How much of a difference does “true language peer” comparison make for diagnostic decisions?

ELvs. EL | EL vs. ES| EL vs. SS
. WMLS-III WMLS-II
Grade | Age |%MPVAT| ‘fiilish | spanish
4 9 B 64 40 EL = English Learner WMLS-111 Oral Language
3 8 87 69 43 ES = English speaker Oral Comprhension
4 10 105 63 40 SS = Spanish speaker Picture Vocabulary
2 7 84 58 QR_42
1 6 98 45 104
5 10 92 42 88 . . ) .
K 5 71 a5 20 L1 dominance approach = 12/14 with language impairment
4 9 97 61 41 L2 dominance approach = 14/14 with language impairment
4 9 95 55 42
4 9 94 40 61 True peer comparison = 3/14 with language impairment*
2 7 92 65 48 *Of the 3 scores in the true peer comparison, two are very close to being
1 5 104 58 55 WNL (SEM=2) and may not actually represent a disability.
5 9 1 _ Ezl _ 40 73
: ’ e = = < 2 3\ Without true peer comparison, false positive error rates
Average=(" 92 >4 26 +— for misidentification of ELs could be exceptionally high.
Percentile Rank=| 30th 0.1st  0O.1st
Potential False Positive Rate = \ 7-21%  100%  86% J

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.
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SLD Identification with an English Learner: A Case Study

WISC-V/WJ IV/WIAT-IIl XBA DATA FOR Maria Ayala
DOE: 5/29/2017  DOB: 9/6/2007

WECHSLER INTELLIEGENCE SCALE FOR CHILDREN-V

Grade: 4

Although we are adding the Ortiz PVAT at
this point in the evaluation, it would have
been easiest to simply include it as a

Verbal Comprehension Index 76 Fluid Reasoning Index 82 standard part of any battery particularly
Similarities 5 Matrix Reasoning 7 because it can be administered to any
Vocabulary 6  Figure Weights 7 individual to generate a valid Gc score,
and in the case of ELs, it will also

Working Memory Index 79  Processing Speed Index 94 address the Ge problem that will always
Digit Span 5  Coding 9 exist and provide that information in an
Picture Span 7  Symbol Search 8 interpretive summary report.
WECHSLER INDIVIDUAL ACHIEVEMENT TEST-III
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 Composition 86

Essay Composition 93
WOODCOCK JOHNSON-IV TESTS OF COGNITIVE ABILITY

y

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

SLD Identification with an English Learner: A Case Study

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?
-Gc 76 - No ?
- Gf 82 - ? ?
- Glr 77 - ? ?
-Gsm 78 - ? ?
-Gv 98 - Yes S
-Ga 92 - Yes S
-Gs 94 - Yes S
- Ge (Ortiz PVAT) (93) - s

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.

12/2/2019
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D oo

Name: Maria Ayala - Case Study Age: 9 yeors 8 month(s)

Data Entry - Other

Data Organizer

Data Organizer Graph

CAIM Analyz

Relesser 2.3

Date: 5292017

w1

Grade:
[_wee | ~ewo | e | e | NSRRI | IS | M |~ | =

Notes on Using Other Test Data

“This tabs permilts use of scores for PSW analysis from tests/batteries that are not available in X-BASS' current core test tabs or drop down menus. Type in the name of a composite or subtest in the appropriate section,
‘enter the score (Scaled or Standard Scores only—for T-Scores, use the converter at the bottom of the tab), and indicate whether it is a subtest or compasite score. Click the corresponding button to transfer the data

d into X-BASS via be hesion, cannot be

directiy 1o the Data Organizer where it can be selected for use in subsequent PSW analysis. Note

other composites to d cannot be UM Analyzer. As such whenever a d de toinclude and utiize scores entered on this tab in an
evaluation of SLD. NOTE: DATA ENTERED HERE WILL NOT BE SAVED UNTIL IT HAS BEEN TRANSFERRED TO THE DATA ORGANIZER AND ONLY AFTER THE ACTIVE DATA RECORD HAS BEEN SAVED TO UPDATE CHANGES.
For cognitive domains, enter the name/score of a composite. For academic domains, enter the of a composite or subtest and indi ich it s. to transfer it to the g
'CRYSTALLIZED INTELLIGENCE (Gc) FLUID REASONING (Gf)
e Gc -
senest
Glear Ge Clear 6f
(Lo pear e o Q] pekll | =
ndicate Scare Type ndicate Score Tyoe
Oson @ Composte Osatest O Composite
LONG.TERM STORAGE AND RETRIEVAL (Gir) 'SHORT.TERM MEMORY (Gsm )
Enser the air i and cick the Ereer the G test compasite

| —-— ™
= Osotent O Composte

VISUAL PROCESSING (Gv}]
e G and clck the o

subnest sne
raate S Tyoe
Gt O Compose

PROCESSING SPEED (Gs)
Entar e name &g 50ré of the G5 1851 COMPOsIte balaw 0d CHCK T BAug DUTKON 10 Transter 1110 T G5 Bomain.

score
Tronsfer Gs Ciear s
Seare core

Tl = | -

The Ortiz PVAT can be easily entered into the Data
Organizer via the “Other Test Data Entry” tab.
Simply enter the name of the test (specifying the — «ar.-
norms used is helpful), enter the score and click
“Transfer Gc Test Composite” to effect the transfer.

OTHER COGNITIVE PROCESS

Ota Organizer

Score
Transfer Other ar Other
Score

Meme of or Subtest

PRI et ) Gompcate T r—
Grw-R: BASIC READING SKILLS (BRS) GrwR: COMPREHENSION (RDC)

Enmer the 8RS name and score, Indicate whesher it 5 3 SUDSESt or ComRCSte, and cick the BuTIon 1o transfer 10 the B35 domain

Enter the RC name s 5core, INeicate whether .3 subtest or Eamposite, Dnd cick the bution 1o Tranater ft 1o The AL Somain,

e
| D

ndiate Scre Type
Ot O Composte

XBA Analyzer
Data Entry - Other

Name: Maria Ayala - Case Study Age: 9years g month(s)

Data Organizer and Score Summary

Name ot score
Cear ROC
s

P—
" Onaw O Compeie

S&W Indicator
Data Organizer Graph
C-LIM Analyzer

Release: 2.3

Grade: 4 Date: 5/20/2017

12/2/2019

Guidelines for Selecting Best Composite Scores for SLD Evaluation

The purpose of this tab is to organize btests to assist in of those to be used for evaluation of the pattern of strengths and weaknesses in the PSW Analyzer.
Test names and scores can not be entered into this tab directly. Rather, this tab provides a summary of test battery and XBA composites that were transferred from other tabs because they
were considered the best estimates of CHC abilities, acad eas, and selected domains. Use this tab to select the compasites and subtest scores you would like to
use in PSW analyses by clicking on the check box to the right of each one in any domain for which there are data. You may select up to two compasites for each of the CHC broad ability (e.g.,

Selecting Scores
for PSW Analyzer

“Data Organizer Graph” to view or print the information on this tab. For mere information on how to select the best scores for use in PSW analyses, click the button to the right.

Ge, G, Gsm) and neuropsychological (e.g., Executive Functions, Orthographic Processing) domains and up to three scores for each of the academic areas. Note that you may also click on the
Clear ALL Checkboxes

After you have made your selections, click the
CRYSTALLIZED INTELLIGENCE (Gc)

Indicate which compositels) you wish to use for PSW analyses. No more than two scores can be selected for this domain

WISG-V Verbal Comprenension Index

93  [festcomp

Ortiz PVAT Score (EL norms)

" ClearScore2
™ Clearscores m}

with additi for conducti e
FLUID REASONING (G#)

Vou wish to No scors can is domain.

WISC-V Fluid Reasoning Index (Gf) 82 [Otestcomp
S
]

FluidReasoning ()~ 99 [ Comp

LONG-TERM STORAGE AND!

SHORT-TERM MEMORY (Gsm)

Indicate which composit(s] you wish to use for PSW analyses. No more tha

vou wish to No more than two scores can be selected for this domain.

WJ1V COG Long-Term Retieval (GI) 77

VISUAL PROCESSING (Gv)

Indicate which composite(s) you wish to use for PSW analyses. No more than twio scores can be selected for this domain

\——
O The transferred score will appear in any open space in
O the Gc domain. This permits comparison and individual
selection for subsequent use in PSW analysis.

79  [Testcomp Clear Score 1
[~ Ceorscorez |
Clenr seore 3

WISC-V Working Memory Index (Gsm)

Indicate which compositels) you wish to use for PSW analyses. No more than twio scores can be selected for this domain

WISC-V Visual Spatial Index (GuVz)

D :
D o

Clear Score 1
Clear Score 2
Clear Score 3

Auditory Processing (6a) 92 [0 comp

PROCESSING SPEED (Gs)

‘OTHER PROCESSING AREA

Indicate which composite(s] you wish to use for PSW analyses. No more than

youwish to No mare than two scores can be selected for this domain.

WISC-V Processing Speed Index (Gs)

Prpe—— ] o
0 5
o 5

Clear Score 1
Clear Score 2
Clear Score 3
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-
e Data Organizer and Score Summlary

Name: Maria Ayala - Case Study Age: 9 years 8 month(s) Grade: 4 Date: 52072017

Guidelines for Selecting Best Composite Scores for SLD Evaluation

The purpose of this tab is to organize compesites and subtests to assist in the selection of those to be used for evaluation of the pattern of strengths and weaknesses in the PSW Analyzer. Selecting Scores.
Test names and scores can not be entered into this tab directly. Rather, this tab provides a summary of test battery and XBA composites that were transferred from other tabs because they for PSW Analyzer
were considered the best estimates of CHC abilities, academic areas, and selected neuropsychological dor q q
use In P analyses b cicing o the check b o the nght f each one n any domai forunicn mereare - X-BASS Wll automatically warn you when you [
G, Gf, Gsm) and neuropsychological (e.g., Executive Functions, Orthagraphic Processing) domains and up t

“Data Organizr Graph” toview o print the informaton ontis ta. For mare mformation onhowtc.— €Nt @aNd select a Ge score for an EL thatis
After you have made your selections, click the "S&W Indicator” bu! beIOW the expected range to ensure that |t was

'CRYSTALLIZED INTELLIGENCE (Ge) H H H
)/ validated by native language evaluation.
Indicate which composite(s) you wish to use for PSW analyses. No more than tw/o scores can be i this domain.
WISC-V Verbal Comprehension \ndex(ccwwp nm WISC-VFluid Reasoning Index(6) 82 [JTestComp m
OrtzPUAT Score (ELnorms) 93 ClTestcomp NIRRT EAN Fuaressonng@) 97 01 comp (MGG I

n e ml [ Cicarscores |
Ensure validation of Ge score. X
LONG-TERM STORAGE AN MEMORY (Gsm)
Indicate which composite(s) you wish to use for PSW analyses. N ses. No more than two scores can be selected for this domain.
This G below the selected/default I for English
WJIV COG Long-Term Rerieval (Gl1) is G score s below the selected/default range typical for Englis sm o 79 Oltestcomp [z i
learners. Ensure that is has been validated via native language testing or
evaluation when using it in PSW analysis. o 78 O com el

o [ ceorsoes |
VISUAL PROCES OCESSING (Ga)

Indicate which composite(s] you wish to use for PSW/ analyses. N Ses. No more than o scores can be selected forths domain
WISC-V Visual Spatial Index (Gv-Viz) 95 [Testcomp nm Auditory Processing (Ga) 92 [ comp m
o [ ceorscore | o [ dearscore |
o [ ceorseores | o [ cearscoes |

PROCESSING SPEED (Gs) OTHER PROCESSING AREA

Jouwish to No more than Jected for this domsin. Indicste which composite(s] you wish to to for tis domain.
WISV Processing Speedindex Gs) 94 [lTestcomp WM ieasid O [~ dearscore |
o [ deorseorcz | o [ Geersorcz |
= [~ Ceorsoores | o [~ aeorscore s |

Nondiscriminatory Interpretation of Test Scores: A Case Study

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 native language tests or conduct re-testing using one of the following methods:
a. Native language test administered in the native language (e.g., W/ lll/Bateria Ill or WISC-IV/WISC-IV Spanish)
b. Native language test administered via assistance of a trained interpreter
c. English language test translated and administered via assistance of a trained interpreter

* 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

*0r, 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.

67



12/2/2019

SLD Identification with an English Learner: A Case Study

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:

'V|0f_e 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
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

Less . . . . . .
analysis, and other probing with the assistance of a translator for communication.

defensible

SLD Identification with an English Learner: A Case Study

WISC-V/WJ IVIWIAT-IIl XBA DATA FOR Maria Ayala
DOE: 5/29/2017  DOB: 9/6/2007  Grade: 4

WECHSLER INTELLIEGENCE SCAL|

OR DRENL

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

Similarities 5 VratT X B aSOTTiTTgE Block Design 9

Vocabulary 6 FigurefVeights 7 Visual Puzzles 9

Working Memory Index WISC IV Spanish (Gf subtests) 91
TgitSpam 5 Matrix Reasoning 8

Picture Span f 7 Picture Concepts

WISC IV Spanigh WMI

Digit Span
Letter-Numbgr Sequencing

-IVTESTS Q

QG AB
LT Storage/Retrieval 77

OTY Re

WOODCO¢K JOHNSQ

Auditory Arocessing Ortiz PVAT 93

Visual-Auditory Learning 75

Bateria Il LT Retrieval 79
Visual-Auditory Learning 81
Retrieval Fluency 78

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.

68



12/2/2019

SLD Identification with an English Learner: A Case Study

WISC-V/WJ IV/WIAT-IIl XBA DATA FOR Maria Ayala
DOE: 5/29/2017 DOB: 9/6/2007  Grade: 4

WECHSLER INTELLIEGENCE SCAL

QR H B D
Verbal Comprehension Index 76 | Fluid Reasoning Index 82 | Visual-Spatial Index 95
Similarities 5 VratriX REaSOTIg Block Design 9
Vocabulary 6 Figure Weights 7 5 o 9

Working Memory Index 79 Processing Speed Index 94
Coding

Symbol Search 8

WISC IV Spanish (Gf subtests) 91
Matrix Reasoning 8
Picture Concepts 9

w

WISC IV Spanish WM
Digit Span
Letter-Number Sequencing

WOODCOCK JOHNSON-IV TESTS QECOGN ABILITYN

Auditory Processing 91 Ortiz PVAT 93
Phonological Processing 99 oryReca 2

Nonword Repetition 84

Bateria Ill LT Retrieval
Visual-Auditory Learning
Retrieval Fluency

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

SLD Identification with an English Learner: A Case Study

The original WISC-V Gf-based score (FRI) was cohesive and suggested a deficit (S5=82).
Because the corresponding domain (PRI) of the older WISC-1V Spanish was based on
three subtests (Matrix Reasoning, Block Design, and Picture Concepts) and because
Block Design is now a part of the new Visual Spatial Index of the WISC-V, it should not
be re-tested or used again as a part of the Gf domain. It is, however, appropriate to
use the two Gf subtests to form a composite via the XBA Analyzer shown below.

FLUID REASONING (6) cner [N The original score (WISC-V FRI=82)
(=R W“"’“’““mf"”’”"“m”"“’—; Bl stancard  Score suggested a deficit. However,
Score Analyses . .

m| follow up native language testing
WISC-IV SPANISH Matrix Reascning (GF1) O 8 90 A « resulted ina h,‘gher and cahesive
WISC-IV SPANISH Picture Concepts (GF1) O 9 95 A .

T XBA composite score (55=91)

=] indicating likely average ability.

e copam (] | Thus, the original score is
COHESIVE: Use 2-subtest XBA composite ss: ° invalidated and should be
PR replaced by the native language
Ga to Gf Test List Classification: |y I¥arser Campis) to Data Organizersy score for the purposes Of analysis
and interpretation.

Score configuration and interpretation:
The difference between the two scores is less than 15D and, therefore, they form a composite gt is \pnsidered
cohesive and likely a good summary of the set of theoretically related abilities that comprise it inMgYet the

composite as an adequate estimate of the ability that it is intended to measure.

Use the green button to transfer the native
language XBA Gf composite to the Data Organizer
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LONG-TERM STORAGE AND RETRIEVAL (G} S — The original Glr score on the WJ IV COG was
. v S| cohesive and suggested a deficit (S5=77).
L D o =2 [ Follow up native language testing resulted in
Bateria 11l Aprendizaje Visual-Auditivo (GlrMa) O et 81 A a similar score (55=79) that also indicated

Bateria 11l Fluidez de Recuperacion (GIrF1) O 7s 78 A . . L R
O possible deficit. Thus, the original score is
1] validated, but additional converging
L— (m] O evidence is necessary (work samples,

2-subtest test composite: COHESIVE - Use test compasite observations, progress monitoring info, etc.).
[ i

Score configuration and interpretation:

The difference between the scores that comprise the test composite is less than 15D and, therefore, is considersd
cohesive and is likely @ good summary of the set of theoretically related abilities that comprise it. interpret the
test composite s an adequate estimate of the ability that it is intended to measure.

SHORT-TERM MEMORY (Gsm) Enter
boxes o for ir * S s
The original Gsm score from the WISC-IV (WMI) was Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children-IV SPANISH m]
cohesive and suggested a deficit (SS=78). Follow up native WISC-IV SPANISH Digit Span (Gsm:MS, MW) ]
language testing provided a norm-based test composite » WWISCAV SPANISH Leter Number Sequencing (Gsm) g
for Gsm similar in value (§5=72) that also indicates a O
possible deficit. Thus, the original score is validated but L O O
additional converging evidence is necessary (e.g., work 2-subtest test composite: COHESIVE - Use test composite

samples, observations, progress monitoring info, etc.). [ Reset Score Coniguration |

In these two cases, the native language scores do NOt  soye configuration and interpretation:
need to be transferred to the Data Organizer as they The difference between the scores that comprise the test composite is less than 1SD and, therefore, is considered
cohesive and is likely a good summary of the set of theoretically related abilities that comprise it. Interpret the

merely provide cross-linguistic confirmation of the original s composite as an adequate estimate of the ability that t i intended to measure.
scores obtained in English which will be used instead.

SLD ldentification with an English Learner: A Case Study

Data Organizer and Score Summary
ks e

=N e e N

Name: Mana Ayala - Case Study Age: 5 years 8 month(s) Grode: & Dote: 5292017

N N I Bt

for L

The : 00 ofthe pottern ofstrengihs snd weoknesses In the PSW Anslyzer.
=" When a native language score invalidates a previous gz na e ranteres o cheraes eceuse ey Ll il
- ined in English. it i T e L e
<& score obtained in English, it is necessary to transfer » < Somi i enotbe e sl i e —

it to the Data Organizer for use in PSW anajysisl lest scores for use in PSW analyses, click the button to the right.

After you have made your selections, click the "S&W Indicator” button to contiMeguith additional steps for conducting PSW analyses.

‘CRYSTALLIZED INTELLIGENCE (Gc) FLUID REASONING (Gf)

Indicate which use for PSW ansiyees. scores can be. doenain. Idlicate which compesite S wish 10 use for PSW analyses. No more than two scares can be selected for this domain.

WISC-V Verbal Comprehension Index (8cVL) 76 [JTestComp WISC-V Fiul
OnizPYAT Score (ELnarms) 03 [TestComp
o o [ oeorsees

LONG.TERM STORAGE AND RETRIEVAL (Gir] SHORT-TERM MEMORY (Gsm)

ngindex(G B2 []TestComp Cieor Score 1

Reasoning (Gf) 91 O come

you Wi 10 use for PSW analyses. No more than domain - P ansire cone somain
WJNCOG Long Term Rairieval G 77 (Jtestcomo  [QCTE =l WISC- Working Memory Index (Gsm) 79 Clvestcome |G TE s il
< Bateia ll Woodcockunoz (G 79 [ITestcomp IS i < Shot-TermMemory-xBAGsm 78 ] nm

o | o [ ceorscores— |
VISUAL PROCESSING (Gv) AUDITORY PROCESSING (Ga)
. o more than youwish o mare fortis domain
WISC-V Visual Spatial Index (Svvz) 95  [ITest Comp Auditory Processing (G2) ~ 92 [] comp |~ Gieorscore 1|
[l - a ™ cicarscore 7 — |

Other native language scores may also be s} [~ Georses |
transferred but should NOT be used for PSW OTHER PROCESSING AREA
raene s st oo o @NAlYsis unless they invalidate a previous SCOre. o ue s srses o more man o sores cn e seecen o s doman
WISV Processing Speedindex (Gs) 94 [Testcomp |Gt ] ]

D [ Gearsoez | 5} "~ Georscoez
O Gear e s o ==
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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):

* Forall domains, including Gc, 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 Gc, 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.

A Recommended Best Practice Approach for Using Tests with ELs

DETERMINING STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES IN MULTILINGUAL EVALUATION

Follow up Most appropriate and valid score
score when for use in PSW analysis Rationale for Use as Strength or

tensattei:’lem Follow Up Score Weakness in PSW Analysis
(in native lang)
language

Strength—scores in or above the

average range (or even WNL) are
For ALL domains* S n/a / 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
For ALL domains in one language only, the original score
(and when Gc is below W S / from testing in English is invalidated and
expected range in C-LIM) should be replaced by the follow up
average score which is likely to be valid
Weakness—low scores in both
For ALL domains languages suggest a true deficit but
(and when Gc is below W W / additional, convergent and consistent
expected range in C-LIM) ecological evidence is required to
substantiate scores as deficits
Strength—Gc can only be compared
fairly to other ELLs, thus its position
For Gc Only within the expected range in the C-LIM
(and when Gc is within the S n/a / should be considered to be average and
expected range in C-LIM) 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., SS>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.
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1: Enter all available subtest scores in C-LIM Analyzer to determine validity
2: When likely/possibly valid, transfer data and enter remaining composite scores
3: Use XBA to conduct follow up testing where indicated and as necessary

4: Enter follow up tests and re-evaluate pattern with C-LIM Summary EEales

for Step 2

5: If still likely/possibly valid, evaluate follow up testing results via XBA Analyzer

6: Transfer cohesive composites (and academic subtests) to Data Organizer

7: Identify deficits for native language re-evaluation and compare to original scores

| 8: Select best scores for PSW Analysis and designate each as strength or weakness I

9: Evaluate scores and results from PSW-A Data Summary and PSW Analyzer

10: Use additional data and information to support interpretations and conclusions

SLD ldentification with an English Learner: A Case Study

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 Spbanish Valid? __Interpretation?

-Gce 76 - 76 - No -

- Gf (82) 91 91 - Yes S
-Glr 77 (79) 77 - Yes w
-Gsm 78 (72) 78 - Yes w
- Gv 98 - Yes S
-Ga 92 - Yes S
-Gs 94 - Yes S
- Gc (Ortiz PVAT) 93 - Yes S

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 GIr and Gsm as areas of weakness as indicated by the test scores in English.
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Data Organizer and Score Summary

UM Summary Tab Help. [ Nedsiep | UM Anslyzer

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

Guidelines for Selecting Best Composite Scores for SLD Evaluation

this tab is 2 ist in the selection of those to be used for evaluation of the pattern of strengths and weaknesses in lhe PSW Analyzer. Selecting Scores

Test names and scores can not be entered into this tab directly. Rather, this tab provides a summary of test battery and XB ites that from other t: for PSW Analyzer

were considered the best estimates of CHC abilities, acad ical domains. Use this tab to select the composites and subtest scares you would like to
use in PSW analyses by cicking on the check box to theright of each ane in any domin for which there are data, You may select up to two composites for each of the CHC broad abilty (e, [IEEE USRS
Ge, Gf, Gsm) and Executive Functions, O and upto for each of the academic areas. Note that you may also click on the
“Data Organizer Graph” to view or print the information on this tab. For more information on how to select the best scores for use in PSW analyses, click the button to the right.
After ¥ ions, click the b inue with additi conducting PSW analyses.
For Gf, the native CRYSTALLIZED INTELLIGENCE (Gc) FLUID REASONING (Gf)

i to use for PSW analyses. No more than two scores can be slectes for this domain. Indicate wish | domain

Srsmbeas(0aV) 76 [ TeGomn N

P 93 Frexcoms AN s ) 91 F com DRI

r [ ceorseores ]

language score is
selected for use since it
invalidated the English
language score.

WISC-V Fluid Reasoning ndex (G

‘G-TERM STORAGE AND RETRIEVAL (GIr, 'SHORT-TERM MEMORY (Gsm)
R s e o oW s Norreshn s
For Gsm, we can choose ——
( ooy 77 [rescomn WG oo emory ndoxGsm 79[~ TestComp ‘
either a two-subtest = g = ——
horm-based composite || —
or a three-subtest XBA
. . 'VISUAL PROCESSING (Gv) AUDITORY PROCESSING (Ga)
composite. S'”C.e three | Inicate which compies) you wsh t sefor SN analses. N mara hantwo screscan be slcte far s domain.
subtest COMPOSItES Are . quurecos 95 @ rem comm Auoryrocessing G6) 92 0 Com
more reliable, it was r r
S G r r o]

PROCESSING SPEED (Gs) ‘OTHER PROCESSING AREA

Indicate which campo: e . N . Indicate which wish 1o use for PSW analyses. Na more than domain.

WISCV Processing Specd ndex (55) 94 7 Test Comp r

r [ Gersoez | r Gearsiore2
r "~ Gewsaores r [ s

SLD Identification with an English Learner: A Case Study

Data Organizer and Score Summa E=.
===~ & v,

e e .

Maria Ayala . Case Study Age: 9ywors § manthis) Grade: 4 Date: 5292017

Guidelines for selecting Best Composite scores for SLD Evaluation

The purpose of this tab s to organize composites and sublests to assist in the selection of the in the PSW Analyzer.
Test names and scores can not be entered inta thés tab directly. Rather, this tab provdes a summary of test battery and XA composites that were transferred from other tabs because they
of CHC abilities, acady Use this tab to sekect P and subtest vou would like to
use In Psw analyses by cicking on the check box to the ngmamm ne in any domain for which there are data. You may select up to two compasites for each ol(her.ﬂcbmad abiiny (2.8,
Ge, G, Gsm) and leg. and up to three scores for each of v
rapiv o tab. For to select the usein yses, <lick oo therght.
After you hive made your sclections, cfick the ™ - e i ie Jor condueting PSW aratyses.
BASIC READING SKILLS (BRS) 'READING COMPREHENSION (RDC)
Incicae which , s fx PSW aralyses, A8 foe i o i ana

[P P |
0
]

WRITTEN EXPRE S SION (WE)
s ke
VOAT-lI Cral Reading Flusncy (RF.GIWRRS) 80 ] Sublest VOAT-II Wiitien Expression (WE) 82 EiTest Comp Clear Score 1
=] Cleor Score 7
o [ oereees |
MATH PROBLEM SOLVING (MPS)
e whichcompesie et o i e o S s N e my sl wena
= o T
o [ aeerirez
" o | ceorsres |
Use of individual achievement subtests rather than composites helps it (o)

provide clarity and specificity regarding relationship between Cognitive s« e s st o csceate s sersn
and academic weaknesses when conducting PSW Analysis. [T
= ——ie a | G sz ]
‘ . [ cwsoes | - [ arseoes ]
Selected scores appear in yellow and a maximum of 3 academic scores can be selected including any
combination of test composites, XBA composites, or subtest scores.
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e

Customized Grirm

CLIM Summary

Name: Mario Ayala - Case Study

Age: 9 years 8 month(s)

Strengths and Weaknesses Indicator

Grade: 4

Date: 5/25/2017

psw,n Data Summary
Release: 2.3 XBA Analyzer
um Analyzer

Indicate whether the CHC domains (highlignted in blue) and neuropsychological domains (highlighted in beige) represent strengths or weaknesses for the individual

Determination ofsirengihs and weaknesses is 3 Judgment the s made by the evaluator based on what s known sbout the sraminee. In general, il and prosessing srengts
mic whereas weak Typically, scores that fll in the average range or higher likely for PSW Analyzer

e esming v oo o eon oaroee o e T T o M. et ek e e Sess HeMIEI ey oresin o of

wesknesses for the individual. Achievement standard scores that are about 80 or higher are considered strengths and scores that all below 30 are considered weaknesses

facilitate learning and acade;

Strengths and
weaknesses MUST
be designated by
the user. X-BASS
does NOT make
this determination
as the meaning of
any given score
requires more
information than
just its magnitude.

WIAT-N Oral Reading Fluency (REGrw-RRS) Subtest | 80 | (isrength  (washness

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

CRYSTALLIZED INTELLIGENCE (Gc)

Ortiz PVAT Score (EL norms) Test Comp Corength  (Swesknass
- Comgh Cestons

LONG-TERM STORAGE AND RETRIEVAL (GIr)

Wi IV COG Long-Term Rerieval (G Test Comp

VISUAL PROCESSING (Gv)

WISC- Visusl Spataindex (v:Vz) Test Comp @
PROCES SING SPEED (Gs )
WISC-V Processing Speed e (5s) Test Comp @

BASIC READING SKILLS (BRS)

VAAT-N Basic Reading Skils (BRS) Test Comp | 94 | Coswength  (Jweskness

Qarenghr  (weskness

Crsrength (weskoess

READING FLUENCY (RDF)

Cosmength  Chweskness

Carengtt (S weskness

FLUID REASONING (Gf)

o o |91 | e G|
[ |om= omm

'SHORT-TERM MEMORY (Gsm )
N

AUDITORY PROCESSING (Ga)
sty sy o |_ 52| G oo

OTHER PROCES SING AREA
Crstrength  (Jweskress
Cistrength  (Swealoess
READING COMPREHENSION (RDC)

WIAT-II Reading Comprehension (RC;Grw-R:RC) Subtest 76 7 strength (7 weakness.

Costength  (Dweskness

Cstength  {weskness

WRITTEN EXPRESSION (WE)

WIAT-II Written Expression (WE) TestComp | 92 £ strength (2 weakness.

Costength  (Jweskness

Csvength  (Sweakness

SLD Identification with an English Learner: A Case Study

Customized Graph

[ com s SR

Name: Moria Ayala - Case Study

Age: 3 years § months) Grade: 4

Strengths and Weaknesses Indicator

e [T r—

Date: 5/2/2017

Relesse; 2.3

Indicate whether the CHC domains (highlighted in blue) and neuropsychologicel domalns (highlighted In beige) represent strengths or weaknesses for the individual.
Determination ofstrengths and weaknesses is 3 judgment tht is made by the evaluator based on what s knowin about the examinee. In general abilty and processing strengths
Typically, scores that fallin the average range o higher likely

facilitate learning
areas (highlighted in purple] represent strengths or

Strengths and

whereas lear

facilitate lear

that fall bel ge or lower likely inhibi , indicate whether

WISC-V Verbal Comprehension index (VL) Test Corg |

WJ IV COG Long Term Re

LONG-TERM STORAGE AND RETRIEVAL (GIr)

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

CRYSTALLIZED INTELLIGENCE

‘Selecting Scores
For PSW Analyzer

hlghﬂ are considered strengths and scores that fall below 90 are considered weakne|

X-BASS will
runrensonns — automatically warn
you when a Gc

Fuid Reasoning (1) Con

Caution: Ge is in expected range

score is indicated
ssorrTeRmmenors @S @ “weakness”
e when it falls within
the expected range
ocessn that corresponds to

12/2/2019

s This Ge score is within the selected/default range typical for English
WEC-V Visual Spalial | leamers and should be considered a strength for the purposes of PSW 1(Ga) Corf the deg ree of
analysis. Are you sure you want to mark this score as a weakness? difference in the C-
PR wssws  LIM (or default

value—moderate, if
not changed).

READING COMPREHENSION (RDC)

WISCV Pracessing Speed

Yes Ne

BASIC READING SKILLS [BRS)

Ostrength O weakness Osrength O weskness
Ostrength (O weakness Qstrength O waaknass
Osengn O waskness Qg O weskness
READING FLUENCY (RDF) 'WRITTEN EXPRESSION (WE)
WIAT-{l Oral Reading Fluency (RF-Gra-RRS) Suttest | 80 Qatrength @ weskness WIAT-l Written Expression (WE) Test Comp @ srength (O weskness
| | oammn  Oweos Owmah O meskness
Osrength O meokoness | Jomme  Owuns
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[ o cumier | St ;
rengths and Weaknesses Indicator
& hed o |
K e

Name: Maria Ayala - Case Study Age: 9years  months} Grade: 4 Date: 5/29/2017
Strengths and
the CHC in blue] and b or weaknesses for the indiidual.

Determination of strengths and weaknesses is 3 judgment that is matle by the evaluator based on what is known about the examinee. In general, ability and processing strengths  [RCRI R
facilitate learning and whereas Iearning and Typically, scores that fallin the average range or higher likely for PSW Analyzer
facilitate learning and scares that fal below average or lower likely inhibit learning. Also, indicate whether the academic areas [highlighted in purple] represent strengths or

Achievement that are about 90 or higher are considered strengths and scores that fall below 30 are considered weaknesses.

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

CRYSTALLIZED INTELLIGENCE (Gc FLUID REASONING (G}
Fiuid Reasoning (6f) Comp O weskness:
O weskness
SHORT-TERM MEMORY (Gsm|
WISC-¥ Working Memary Ingx (GSm) Test Comy [y —
O weskness
VISUAL PROCESSING (Gv} AUDITORY PROCESSING (Ga)
———————— [T T PE—— i
Omengh  C weaknes O weskness

PROCESSING SPEED (Gs) OTHER PROCESSING AREA
At O weskness

Use of the orlglnal Engllsh Ianguage Gc score is likely to be dlscrlmlnatory SINCe 4 Guminen
the magnitude (value) is considered “well below average” in normative
comparison. Since it was within the shaded range on the C-LIM, its actual e O vinas
meaning when compared fairly to other ELLs indicates average or better O ——
functioning. Therefore, it should be marked here as a “strength” not “weakness.” . ...
Failure to do so will significantly reduce the fairness of finding SLD in ELLs.

WIAT-II Oral Reading Fluency (RF Gra-RURS) Sublest n Qsrength @ weakness WAAT-HI Wiilen Expression (WE) Test Comp. ﬂ @ strength O weskness
Osrengh O meskoess O weskness
O meskness

| | omem O

SLD Identification with an English Learner: A Case Study

_ PSW-A Data Summary e

Name: Maria Ayala - Case Study Date: 5/29/2017 Age: 9 years & manthfs)
T T e e T T e TR TR T e =
Areas of srengin - e are used ¢ FCC frop vl n
form the ‘below form the the DOC model) and i ‘the KT (botiom
Fasitating Cognitive. CHC ABILITY DOMAINS SCORE | iniig cognitve e ovatin the DD/ moe, When s domain comtain a srengl strengin s used
Composite FCC) ‘Composie (ICC). i calculaton of the g Value/FCC and the weakngg#f®
WISC.V Verbal Comprehension Index (Ge:VIL) Test Comp 76 1. g-Value:
w Ge* The g-Value reflects overall cognitive ability based|
ha R ailin fuckged by the evaustor 1o be
Criterion for average ability not met.,
Vinginiguslpossesies ot least
of s ogniive smiey
Gk ore-dipay
W IV COC PSW analysis indicates that the individual does not appear to possess at & Cognitive Composite [F D g
4 regerding resut of
\em average overall ability. In this case, the g-Value is < 51, individual’s averall general sffi e curient PSW
the individual does not meet criteria for identification as Wths) snd is used ta evelus sl or when
wasCV W SLD according to the DD/C model, Therefore, further PSW analysis is tive tn a specific of patteg{ o dia arvchangad
unnecessary and no results are displayed in the PSW Analyzer. e DT
] User Mosie
s = e e Qe
- n attematiee value f fred cr when o
e oK ® dornces
Al
Ga s
16wl be used
3 WISC.V Processing Spesd Index (Gs) Test Comp 94 or PSW syt
Gs

of Difference - Kuaicmcnmnmwaalmu
i the sze of o equently. The
Vaue may e selecee.

0 Score déference wall be consdered rarefinfroquent when It oxcurs 5% of the time (very stict value, best for multipke comparisans:or tests with low reabitty)
@ be when It occurs 10% of best for vt

c be when it oecrs 15% of value, incresses fase

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 ELLs 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.”
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[ oeorpm | e St :
rengths and Weaknesses Indicator
& et

Name: Maria Ayalo - Cose Study Age: 9years 8 month(s) Dote: 5/29/2017

d
InRcate whetcr the GHC darmalns {graghied nbhue) d neusopsychulogial dcmulns (highlighted in belge) represent strengths or weaknesses for the Indnidual.

of strength is 3 judgment that is made by based an what s known sbout the examinee. Ingeneral,abilty and processing strengins ‘Selecting Scores
focmare learning and academic inhibit mic 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, mdial! whether the academic areas {highlighted in purple) represent strengths or
wesknesses for the indvidual, Achievemant standard scores that are about 90 or higher are considered strengths and scores that fall below 90 are cansidered weaknesses,

After you have made your selections, click the “PSW-A Data Summary” button ta continue with the PSW analysis

FLUID REASONING (GI)

Foy—— Fluid Reasoning (60 Gomp. @wrengh O meshosss

O srength {2 weakness

CRYSTALLIZED INTELLIGENCE (G
Cre |

I N

LONG-TERM STORAGE AND RETRIEVAL (Gir)

W COG Long-Term Retrieval (Gir) Test Comp

WISC-¥ Verval Comprehension Index (Ge-VL) Test Cor

SHORT-TERM MEMORY (Gsm )

® weakness WISC-V Working Memory Index (Gsm) Test Comp. Q stremgth @ weakness
3 weakness © strengh O meakness

VISUAL PROCESSING (Gv) AUDITORY PROCESSING (Ga)
WISC-W Visual Spatial Index (GvV) Tes! Comp n ® srength Auditory Processing (Ga) Comp | 82 | @ et O weabness
- O srengih Oorengh O weakness
PROCESSING SPEED (Gs) OTHER PROCESSING AREA

WISC-Y Processing Speed Index (Gs) Test Comp. 94 @ strengih © strength O weakness
Use of obtained SS for Gc combined with R
s assignment of nondiscriminatory meaning using the s cowesenension jaoc)

C-LIM, provides less biased and fair interpretation Osemgth O wakosss
of ability in area of Gc because X-BASS Owoth  Orwesines |
automatically handles the Gc score in ways that Ot Oweslnes
i prevent biased and discriminatory calculations. e exeression we)
VATl Oral Reaming Fluency (RF.Grw-R'RS) Subtest | 80 O srength ® weakness WAT-IIl WiMen Exgression (WE) TestComp | 92 @ srennh O weakness
O arength O weakness Oetrengh O weakmess
[P —— Qe O |

SLD ldentification with an English Learner: A Case Study

PSW-A Data Summary @
m Release: 2.3

Name: Mario Ayalo - Case Study Grade: 4 Date: 5/29/2017 Age: 9 years 8 monthfs)
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To prevent discriminatory attenuation 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. Use of the Ortiz PVAT eliminates the need for this corrective action.
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Customized ﬁrann
CAIM Summary [ Nexsier | CUUM Analyzer
Age: 8 years 8 month(s) Grade: 4 Date: 5/25/2017

Name: Moria Ayala - Case Study

strengths and
Selecting Scores
for PSW Analyzer

Strengths and Weaknesses Indicator

Release: 2.3

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 S0 or higher are considered strengths and scores that fall below 90 are considered wesknesses

After you have made your selections, click the "PSW-A Data Summary" button to continue with the PSW analysis.
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Multilingual Assessment of ELs: Step by Step

Step 1. Test first in English (L2) and evaluate construct validity in all areas in English
(exclusion of cultural/linguistic factors)

« If all scores indicate normative strengths (SS = 90 or higher) when tested in English (L2), scores are
valid to the extent that a disability is not likely, thus no further testing is necessary.

« If some scores are normative weaknesses (SS < = 90) evaluate test score validity in a research-based
manner, e.g., via the C-LIM.

« If C-LIM indicates primary influence of language/culture, test scores are likely invalid and indicate
average ability in all areas and a disability is not likely, thus no further testing is necessary.

« If C-LIM indicates contributory or minimal influence of language/culture, test scores are likely to be valid
and the evaluation should continue.

Step 2. Re-evaluate areas of weakness in native language (L2) to provide additional
supporting evidence of validity (cross-linguistic confirmation)

« If data indicate an area is a strength (i.e., average), then original L2 score is invalid, use the L1 score.
« If data indicate an area is still a weakness, then original L2 score is valid, use the L2 score.

Step 3. Further cross-validate L1 and L2 test scores with contextual factors and pre-referral
data and academic concerns (ecological validity for disability)

» Use all other case data and information to serve as the context by which to evaluate the test scores and
ensure ecological validity to conclusions
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1: Enter all available subtest scores in C-LIM Analyzer to determine validity

2: When likely/possibly valid, transfer data and enter remaining composite scores

3: Use XBA to conduct follow up testing where indicated and as necessary

4: Enter follow up tests and re-evaluate pattern with C-LIM Summary

5: If still likely/possibly valid, evaluate follow up testing results via XBA Analyzer

6: Transfer cohesive composites (and academic subtests) to Data Organizer Procedures
for Step 3

7: Identify deficits for native language re-evaluation and compare to original scores

8: Select best scores for PSW Analysis and designate each as strength or weakness

9: Evaluate scores and results from PSW-A Data Summary and PSW Analyzer

10: Use additional data and information to support interpretations and conclusions

SLD ldentification with an English Learner: A Case Study
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When a Ge (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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PSW-A Data Summary

Release: 2.3
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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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PSW-A g-Value Summary
===

Mame: Moria Ayola - Case Study Grade: 4 Age: 3 years 8 monthfs) Date: 5/23/2017
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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, accommodations, and the like. If the FCC/ACC is between 85
and 89 inclusive, the criterion for at least average overall ability within
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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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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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Changing the cognitive weakness to GIr 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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° PSW Quick Analyses: DD/C Model e
Back 1o PSW-QA Data Entry. l
T —
e

2 e

1. Overall Ability

5. Unexpected
underachievement?

Yes, unexpected underachievement

4. Domain specific

weakness? 2
Yes, domain specific

4 2. Cognitive Weakness

3. Academic Weakness

\ P =

=

Cognitwe Composte 45 - T4 -

6. Below average aptitude-
achievement consistency?

Yes, consistent

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

SLD ldentification with an English Learner: A Case Study

1: Enter all available subtest scores in C-LIM Analyzer to determine validity

2: When likely/possibly valid, transfer data and enter remaining composite scores
3: Use XBA to conduct follow up testing where indicated and as necessary

4: Enter follow up tests and re-evaluate pattern with C-LIM Summary

5: If still likely/possibly valid, evaluate follow up testing results via XBA Analyzer

6: Transfer cohesive composites (and academic subtests) to Data Organizer

7: Identify deficits for native language re-evaluation and compare to original scores

8: Select best scores for PSW Analysis and designate each as strength or weakness

Procedures
for Step 3

9: Evaluate scores and results from PSW-A Data Summary and PSW Analyzer

10: Use additional data and information to support interpretations and conclusions
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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 two forms of evidence, a third should be added to fully support conclusions and interpretation
of the obtained 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.g., 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.

SLD Identification with an English Learner: A Case Study
Sample Validity Statement for ELL Evaluations

2. i of d Learning Disability - Valid Results

may be used ir clear declining pattern is NOT evident, that is, there is i effect of cult: d languag Its

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).

Acareful review of the student's test data, as entered into the C-LIM, revealed either ne 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 backzrounds. This pattern of test performance suggests that cultural and linguistic factors were
sither 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-monitoring data, qualitative analysis, and authentic assessment
methods. In addition, other extraneous factors that might account for the observed pattern (for example, lack of motivation, fatigue, incorrect administration/scoring, emotional/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.

Houwever, equitable interpretation of Gc (cultural knowledge and language development), required comparison relative to other English learners with comparable linguistic and
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 prompted this evaluation are not likely to attributable primarily o 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 thatthe
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.
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SLD Identification with an English Learner: A Case Study
Sample Validity Statement for EL Evaluations

Simplified Validity Statement for LIKELY SLD 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 suspected SLD; 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.

SLD Identification with an English Learner: A Case Study
Sample Validity Statement for EL Evaluations

Simplified Validity Statement for UNLIKELY SLD 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 learning 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.
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Assessment and Related Resources

TESTS:

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

Ortiz PVAT Free 30-Day Trial and 2 Free Uses
http://info.mhs.com/OrtizPVATfreetrial

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

X-BASS -
Cross-Battery Assessmen Intervention
Ortiz, S. O., Flanagan, D. P. & Alfonso, V. C. (Winter 2019--coming soon). Intervention Soware Syuem 20, Library
Library: Finding interventions, resources and supports for students with learning difficulties ~ [**"** A
B

Samnd 0 1t i
Denn

IL:FIRST v1.0). New York: Wiley & Sons, Inc.

Flanagan, D. P, Ortiz, S.0. & Alfonso, V.C. (2013). Essentials of
Cross-Battery Assessment, Third Edition. New York: Wiley & Sons, Inc.

WiLeY

ONLINE:

Competency-based XBA Certification Program
https://www.schoolneuropsych.com/xba/

CHC Cross-Battery Online
http://www.crossbattery.com

Cross-Battery

Free C-LIM Resources
http://facpub.stjohns.edu/~ortizs/CLIM/index.html
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