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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.

A test designed to measure English language 
ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ όDŎύ ƛǎ ǾŀƭƛŘ ŦƻǊ 9[Ωǎ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ in English, 
but poor performance cannot be ascribed to 
a potential disability unless developmental 
differences in English have been controlled. 

Example of Potential Construct Invalidity:

ά!ǎǎŜƳōƭŜ ǘƘŜǎŜ ōƭƻŎƪǎ ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǊǊŜŎǘ 
ƳŀƴƴŜǊ ǎƻ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǇǇŜŀǊ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŎŀƭ ǘƻ ǘƘƛǎ ƛƭƭǳǎǘǊŀǘƛƻƴΦέ

Example of Potential Interpretive Invalidity:

ά!ŦǘŜǊ ǇǳǘǘƛƴƎ ŀ ōƭǳŜ ōƭƻŎƪ ƻƴ ǘƻǇ ƻŦ ŀ ǇǳǊǇƭŜ 
ƻƴŜΣ Ǉǳǘ ǘƘŜ ƎǊŜŜƴ ōƭƻŎƪ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ōƭǳŜ ƻƴŜΦέ

Test Score Validity and Defensible                                      
LƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀǘƛƻƴ wŜǉǳƛǊŜǎ ά¢ǊǳŜ tŜŜǊέ /ƻƳǇŀǊƛǎƻƴ
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Compared to this group, 
Chaseitoôs score is at the 
9th percentile rank.

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. 

RED LINE = Distribution of scores for 
native English student performance

Compared to this group, 
Panchitoôs score is at the 
1st percentile rank.

Diagnostic Question: 5ƻŜǎ /ƘŀǎŜƛǘƻΩǎ ƻǊ tŀƴŎƘƛǘƻΩǎ ǊŀǘŜ ƻŦ ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘ 
cultural/linguistic difference or possible disorder?

-3SD -2SD -1SD X +1SD +2SD +3SD

Compared to this group, Chaseitoôs 
score is still likely to be low even if 
he is receiving L1 instruction

GREEN LINE = Distribution of scores for 
native Spanish student performance
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Compared to this group, 
Panchitoôs score is still 
likely to be low even if he is 
receiving L1 instruction

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. 

Diagnostic Question: 5ƻŜǎ /ƘŀǎŜƛǘƻΩǎ ƻǊ tŀƴŎƘƛǘƻΩǎ ǊŀǘŜ ƻŦ ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘ 
cultural/linguistic difference or possible disorder?



12/2/2019

3

PURPLE = Distribution of scores for 
native English or native Spanish 
student performance

BLUE = Distribution of scores for 
ELL student performance
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Chaseitoôsscore

Panchitoôsscore

²ƘŜǘƘŜǊ ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘŜŘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ w¢Lκa¢{{ ƻǊ ǘŜǎǘƛƴƎΣ ƻƴƭȅ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ŀ άǘǊǳŜ ǇŜŜǊέ ŎƻƳǇŀǊƛǎƻƴ ƎǊƻǳǇ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ ǘƘŜ ōŀǎƛǎ ŦƻǊ 
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.

Compared to a true peer 
group, his score is at the 
46th percentile rank

Compared to a true 
peer group, his 
score is at the 9th

percentile rank

Diagnostic Question: 5ƻŜǎ /ƘŀǎŜƛǘƻΩǎ ƻǊ tŀƴŎƘƛǘƻΩǎ ǊŀǘŜ ƻŦ ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘ 
cultural/linguistic difference or possible disorder?

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

General Pattern of Bilingual Education Student 

Achievement on Standardized Tests in English
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Grade Level

61(70)* Two-way bilingual

52(54)* Late-exit bilingual and 

content ESL

40(32)* Early-exit bilingual and 

content ESL

34(22)* Content-based ESL 

24(11)* ESL pullout traditional
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*Note 1: Average performance of native-English speakers making one year's progress in each grade. Scores in parentheses are percentile ranks converted from NCEs.

*Note 1

Grade Level

The ñEnglish 

onlyò window

The ñachievement gapò

Simultaneous bilingualism

Sequential bilingualism

!ŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ¢Ŝǎǘ {ŎƻǊŜ ±ŀƭƛŘƛǘȅ wŜǉǳƛǊŜǎ ά¢ǊǳŜ tŜŜǊέ /ƻƳǇŀǊƛǎƻƴ
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άLǘ ƛǎ ǳƴƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƘŀǘ ŀ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ-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 

ƎƛǊƭǎΦ  ! ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘΩǎ ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ ǘƻ ƭƛƴƎǳƛǎǘƛŎŀƭƭȅ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ 

ƛǎ ǿŀǊǊŀƴǘŜŘΦέ όǇΦ плύ

- Fisher & Frey, 2012

Test Score Validity and Defensible                                      
LƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀǘƛƻƴ wŜǉǳƛǊŜǎ ά¢ǊǳŜ tŜŜǊέ /ƻƳǇŀǊƛǎƻƴ

Development Varies by Exposure to English ïNot relative dominance 

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.

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?

ÅModified Methods of Evaluation

ÅWorking around the language by modifying/altering the assessment

ÅNonverbal Methods of Evaluation

ÅAvoiding the language by evaluating areas unrelated to language

ÅDominant Language Evaluation

ÅChoosing a language based simply on relative proficiency

Processes and Procedures for Addressing Test Score Validity
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Evaluation 
Issuesand 
Methods

Norm sample 
representative

of bilingual 
development

Measures a 
wider rangeof 
school-related 

abilities 

Does not 
require the 
evaluator to 
be bilingual

Adheres to 
ǘƘŜ ǘŜǎǘΩǎ 

standardized
protocol

Substantial 
researchbase 
on bilingual 
performance

Sufficient to 
identify or 
diagnosis 
disability

Accounts for 
variation in 

bilingual 
development

Most likely to 
yield reliable 
and valid data 

and 
information

Provides
extensive data 

regarding 
development 

Modifiedor 
Altered 
Assessment U V V U U U U U U

Language
Reduced
Assessment U U V V U U U U U

Dominant 
Language 
Assessment in 
L1: native only

U V U V U U U U U

Dominant 
Language 
Assessmentin 
L2: English only

U V V V V U U U U

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. 

Current Approaches Fail to Establish Test Score Validity

Whatever method or approach may be employed in evaluation of ELôs, 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:

ñDIFFERENCE vs. DISORDER?ò

Simply absolving oneself from responsibility of establishing test score validity, for example 

via wording such as, ñall scores should be interpreted with extreme cautionò 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 ñtrue peerò comparison 

standard and the only manner in which to accomplish this task is with evidence and data.

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

2. The pattern of ELL test performance, when tests are administered in English, has been 
ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘŜŘ ōȅ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀƴŘ ƛǎ ǇǊŜŘƛŎǘŀōƭŜ ŀƴŘ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŜȄŀƳƛƴŜŜΩǎ ŘŜƎǊŜŜ ƻŦ 9ƴƎƭƛǎƘ 
language proficiency and acculturative experiences/opportunities as compared to native 
English speakers.

3. 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). 

4. 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)

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:

GENERAL RULES AND GUIDANCE FOR EVALUATION OF TEST SCORE VALIDITY

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 
performance is lowest on the more linguistically demanding/culturally loaded 
tests (high/high cells),  and;

2. The magnitude of the aggregate test scores across the matrix for all cells fall 
within or above the expected range of difference (shaded area around the line) 
ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛǾŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŜȄŀƳƛƴŜŜΩǎ ōŀŎƪƎǊƻǳƴŘ ŀƴŘ 
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.

Results are 
INVALID

only if both 
conditions 
are met.
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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 
άǇƻǎǎƛōƭȅ ǾŀƭƛŘΣέ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎΥ

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 
ŜȄŀƳƛƴŜŜΩǎ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳ ŀƴŘ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜǎΚ 

4. Is the pattern of scores consistent with a developmental explanation of the 
ŜȄŀƳƛƴŜŜΩǎ ƭƛƴƎǳƛǎǘƛŎκŀŎŎǳƭǘǳǊŀǘƛǾŜ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜǎΚ

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.

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

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

ÅFormally 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/RtI 
framework (e.g., CBM, progress monitoring charts, standardized test data). Goal is to evaluate progress and growth, not 
determine disability.

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

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

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

ÅIf performance in some areas evaluated in English is lower than expected compared to true peers, re-assessthe same areas in 
the native/heritage language (when possible and appropriate) to support them as areas of true weakness.

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

ÅUse 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.

A Best Practice Framework for Comprehensive Evaluation of ELs

Decision 
Making

Post-
referral 
Testing

Pre-
referral 

Activities

Addresses 

concerns 

regarding 

fairness and 

equity in the 

assessment 

process

Addresses 

possible 

bias in use 

of test 

scores
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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:

ÅTest performances in the average range are NOT likely a chance finding and strongly suggests 

average ability (i.e., no deficits in ability)

ÅTest 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: 

ÅIt 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)

ÅIt 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 

ÅTesting 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

Å Low scores from testing in English can be validated via research underlying the C-LIM

Å Low scores from testing in the native language cannot be validated with research

Evaluation 
Issuesand 
Methods

Norm sample 
representativeof 

bilingual 
development

Measures a 
wider rangeof 
school-related 

abilities 

Does not require 
the evaluator to 

be bilingual

Adheres to the 
ǘŜǎǘΩǎ 

standardized
protocol

Substantial 
researchbase on 

bilingual 
performance

Sufficient to 
identify or 
diagnosis 
disability

Accounts for 
variation in 

bilingual 
development

Most likely to 
yield reliable and 

valid data and 
information

Provides
extensive data 

regarding 
development 

Modifiedor 
Altered 
Assessment U V V U U U U U U

Reduced-
language 
Assessment U U V V U U U U U

Dominant 
Monolingual 
Assessment in 
L1: native only

U V U V U U U U U

Dominant 
Monolingual 
Assessmentin 
L2: English only

U V V V V U U U U

Multilingual
Assessment in 
L1 + L2 V V V V V V V V V

Translating Research into Practice

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 ñtrue peerò reference group for disability-based evaluations.
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X-BASS v2.3 New Features: PSW Quick Analysis

The PSW Quick Analysis provides a streamlined way to 

evaluate SLD using only 8 scores (7 cognitive and 1 

academic). Although the analysis is exactly the same as 

in the full PSW Analyzer, this option provides a simpler 

interface with minimal results that may be easier to 

present and explain to others. It is safe enough for 

beginners but useful for advanced users too.

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

The PSW Quick Analysis is 

ideal for new users and offers a 

simplified interface and results 

output for easy interpretation.

Other cognitive processes may 

also be entered for analysis.
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X-BASS v2.3 New Features: PSW Quick Analysis

Only one score each 

of the seven 

cognitive areas and 

one score in any of 

the academic areas 

(8 scores total) is 

sufficient to conduct 

PSW Quick Analysis.

PSW Quick Analysis 

can include ñother 

cognitiveò and 

neuropsych 

processing domains.

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

The simplified presentation is easier to 

comprehend and suitable for printing 

and inclusion in written reports.
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X-BASS v2.3 New Features: Two-way PSW data/results transfer

If you use the PSW-QA first, you can click the 

brown button and have the results transferred 

to and displayed in the full PSW Analyzer. 

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. 

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

Updated the Test Database with 

several new tests including: APST, 

CVLT-3, DTLA-5, EFT-E:NU, EVT-

3, MFVPT-4, PPVT-5, PAT-2:NU, 

TAPS-4, TVPS-4, TOLD:P-5, TNL-

2, WORD-3:E, YCAT-2, WISC-V 

Spanish, and WRAT-5. There are 

now 148 tests/batteries and 1,175 

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

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.

X-BASS v2.3 New Features: Enhanced Cohesion Statements

Former brief cohesion statements.

New enhanced cohesion statements on 

all cognitive test tabs, not just WISC-V.
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X-BASS v2.3 New Features: Selectable/modifiable ñother abilityò domain

Strength & Weakness Indicator

Data Organizer

XBA Analyzer PSW-A Data Summary

Selecting the name of an other ability 

domain from the drop down menu will carry 

the domain name over to all other functions 

associated with the PSW Analyzer to allow 

it to be used for SLD identification just as 

with any other ability domain.

PSW Analyzer

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

Gl (learning efficiency) and Gr (retrieval fluency) 

scores can be transferred to either the Gl and Gr 

domains in the ñneuropsych/other cognitiveò section 

or into the broad Glr domain, or both.
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X-BASS v2.3 New Features: Exclusionary Factors Form Tab

Simply check off the appropriate 

boxes, enter any additional 

information, including notes, and 

click the Print Form button to print 

out a completed form that examines 

and considers all possible 

exclusionary factors that must be 

ruled out to diagnose SLD

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

This new tab contains a table that 

provides information regarding the 

relationship between an academic 

area (and subskill) to specific 

areas of cognitive functioning. An 

explanation of the possible 

etiology is also provided.
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X-BASS v2.3 New Features: Manifestations of Cognitive Weaknesses Tab

This new tab contains a table that 

provides a definition of 

academically-related cognitive 

abilities as well as their general 

and specific manifestations in 

terms of academic functioning and 

skills acquisition. The table can be 

quickly navigated by selecting the 

cognitive domain from the drop 

down menu at the top.

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

This new tab contains a table that 

provides information regarding 

instructional, environmental, and 

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

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

In previous versions, no 

PSW results were 

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

The ICC can now be selectively modified to 

provide better relevance to the academic areas 

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 

those that are not to provide a more accurate 

analysis of their relationship within PSW.

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

In this case, Glr and Gsm may be related to 

Reading Comprehension, which means that Gs 

is attenuating the ICC despite not being related 

to problems in reading comprehension.

By not checking Gs, the ICC is recalculated using 

only Glr and Gsm as weaknesses resulting in a 

new value (SS=74) that represents the effect of 

memory without the influence of speed.
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X-BASS v2.3 New Features: Modifiable ICC for Academic Specific Analysis

By checking this box, the new ñAcademic-

specific ICCò value (SS=74) is used in 

place of the original ICC (SS=63) that was 

calculated using all weaknesses.

In this way, PSW analysis can be 

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. 

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.
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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. 

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

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.

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

available to assist in 

interpreting C-LIM results 

within the matrix. 

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

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.

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


