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SCOPE

This is my last President’s message!   I say this both 
joyfully and with great hope as our association moves 
forward under the leadership of Sherri Bentley.  Sherri 
will begin her Presidency in June 2014 and is currently 
planning for work to move forward during the 2014-2015 
year.  This work begins at our executive board summer 
retreat, a two day meeting where we review the work 
that’s been done in the previous year and plan for 
upcoming initiatives and events.  I’d like to provide a little 
summary of my own perspective regarding the past two 
years in our association (Yes, you’ve had to put up with 
me for TWO years, as we did not have someone run for 
president elect in 2012).  

First, our membership in the association is clearly 
rebuilding!  While our membership dipped during years 
affected by financial cutbacks (2010-2012), we see many 
new and renewed memberships coming in.  We also have 
Area Reps now in every geographic region, and we are 
improving our overall communication capabilities. That 
being said, we continue to experience some challenges 
with communication, and I hope you will all join with us 

to improve our systems.  First, several districts block our 
group email system from 123 Signup.  If you want more 
frequent news from us but are not receiving emails, please 
talk with your tech support.  Emails generally come in 
from the President (so right now from sruby@ewu.edu), 
but they are generated from our membership program, 123 
Signup.  Secondly, if you are not hearing from your Area 
rep, you may not be on his/her distribution list.  We are 
trying to come up with better ways for our Area reps to 
connect with you, but we don’t have a perfect system yet.  
Please find your Area Rep’s contact on the back page of 
the SCOPE, and email him/her to be added to a list if 
you’re not receiving communication.  

Our goal for membership in the next years ahead will be to 
continue to build benefits for members.  We are working 
diligently to develop a “Members Only” feature in our 
website.  Because we are a volunteer organization, this 
work takes time, so stay tuned and feel free to jump on 
board with us if you have skills/knowledge/interest in 
website development!
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Our executive board is very busy behind the scenes.  We 
have a growing number of school psychologists 
volunteering to help with conference planning, 
governmental affairs, professional practice papers, and 
ethics/professional issues.  I am very thankful for the 
work of Carrie Suchy, our NASP SPAN liaison and co-
chair of the Governmental Affairs.  She and co-chair 
Megan Frye are planning on reconnecting with several 
strong stakeholders in our state over the next few 
months.  Carrie also manages our Facebook group and 
will be collaboratively planning an Ethics workshop at 
fall conference.   I’m also very glad to say that Phil 
Koester has returned to our board after practicing 
internationally and is re-establishing leadership in the 
Ethics Committee along with Ginger Alonzo. 

Finally, we are re-building much needed communication 
and relations with OSPI.  We are very interested in 
seeing what our state’s top educational office would like 
to see from school psychologists!  One thing we are 
hearing is a need for fully comprehensive evaluations.  
As this need is expressed, it is time for us to fully 
consider what this means.  When working with students, 
are we evaluating in all areas of suspected disability 
before taking a certain pathway in determining the 
presence of a disability, the adverse impact of the 
disability on learning, and the need for specially 
designed instruction?  OSPI would really like to see this 
before we ever determine that, for instance, we are 
evaluating a student that we suspect has a Specific 
Learning Disability with a certain methodology/model.  
In conversation with OSPI, we all agree that we need to 

move toward assessment practices that provide 
meaningful guidance for intervention development.  I 
truly believe that our draft of the Professional Practice 
Guidelines for Evaluating Students Suspected of Having 
SLD represents movement towards more meaningful 
assessment.  Hope you’ll read the document, available 
here:  www.wsasp.org/position2013.html.  This 
document is still a DRAFT, but we’ll be voting to 
approve the document at fall conference in Skamania.  

Speaking of fall conference, we have a fabulous line-up 
with many speakers and are featuring an in depth 
training by the co-authors of Essentials of Cross Battery 
Assessment, Third Edition, Dawn Flanagan, Sam Ortiz, 
and Vinny Alfonso.  We will end their multi-session 
training with a panel discussion that will include Doug 
Gill, Director of Special Education for OSPI.  The focus 
of this panel will be to define and clarify the important 
components of a comprehensive assessment.  Hope you 
will join us!

As Past-President, I’ll be joining the Governmental 
Affairs group and will turn attention to advocating, 
along with these amazing leaders, for an expanded role 
of the school psychologist.  We’ll be targeting issues 
such as ratio of students to psychologists and Medicaid 
billing.  We must ALL speak up regarding the potential 
of our profession to have positive impact on student 
academic and social/emotional growth at the individual, 
group, and school-wide level.  Thank you for your 
support over the past couple of years.  I am proud to call 
myself a school psychologist!!! Best, 

     Susan Ruby

A current hot-topic across conferences, literature, and blogs centers around issues related to attendance, including 
truancy and school refusal behaviors. This is a tremendously important issue as an estimated 5-7.5 million students are 
chronically absent each year (Balfanz & Byrnes, 2012). Moreover, the link between chronic absenteeism and academic/
social proficiency is staggering: of students who are chronically absent in K and 1st grade, 17% were proficient readers 
by the end of 3rd grade (Bruner, Disher, & Chang, 2011). A few resources worth checking out:

-- Evidence-Based Practices for School Refusal and Truancy (Wimmer, M.B., NASP publications)

-- Dropout Prevention (Goss, C.L. and Andren, K.L., Guildford Press)

-- Functional Behavior Assessment of Absenteeism and Truany (FBAAT) (Jenson, W., 
Sprick, J., Sprick, R., Majszak, H., Phosaly, L., Evans, C., Olympia, D., Teplick, C, Pacific, NW Publishing)

SCHOOL REFUSAL & CHRONIC ABSENTEEISM

https://www.surveymonkey.com/MySurvey_EditPage.aspx?sm=U1OyndV81wCc3sCkDQJtk5RBERHJEkdDIOkey5MIQ9nH9yzE9yR7fvqAz%2fWIQlf9&TB_iframe=true&height=450&width=650
https://www.surveymonkey.com/MySurvey_EditPage.aspx?sm=U1OyndV81wCc3sCkDQJtk5RBERHJEkdDIOkey5MIQ9nH9yzE9yR7fvqAz%2fWIQlf9&TB_iframe=true&height=450&width=650
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Bill Link, school psychologist, long-time WSASP 
member, and WSASP Executive Board member, is a 
front-line leader of PBIS implementation. Bill works for 
Vancouver (WA) Public Schools, the seventh largest 
school district in our state. Bill’s current title is Special 
Services Manager. He manages Vancouver’s Safe & 
Supportive Learning Environments initiative, Response 
to Intervention (RTI) implementation, and Positive 
Behavior Interventions and Supports (PBIS) (plus three 
other “hats”). 

Bill was chosen for this interview because of WSASP’s 
enthusiasm and support for Bill’s work, and the hope 
that our readers will benefit from Bill’s experiences, 
insight, and successes implementing PBIS.

INTERVIEW

Question: Bill, you have been implementing PBIS in 
Vancouver for a long time. Your team’s reputation is 
growing year-by-year. How did you get to where you are 
today?

Answer: Eight years ago we started very small with a 
book study.  Six and seven years ago, we added 
buildings one at a time as other building staffs saw our 
successes and asked to join us. It was very exciting. We 
were pioneers. We broke barriers. Recently, we have 
grown so fast that we wondered if we’d be able to keep 
up.

            Looking back, combining RTI and PBIS for 
implementation proved to be the best plan. 

Organizationally, blending key departments 
enabled us to succeed. Special Education worked hand-
in-hand with Title and LAP forming a very strong team 
as well as providing a larger pool of money to support 
us. 

            Blending funding has worked out for us. Federal 
and state rules now allow us to co-mingle with Basic 
Education money to fund our work. The principals 
choose to spend money to support PBIS in their 

buildings. Two years ago, OSPI ruled that we can now 
use Title dollars to fund “behavior!” This has helped us 
to expand faster than ever before. With these Title funds 
our district hired two PBIS coaches to support six 
buildings. The next year we added seven more buildings. 
We now have 14 (out of 21) elementary buildings and 5 
of our 6 middle schools implementing PBIS. 

             Every single item discussed so far was critical to 
our success. But, most important of all, that which most 
made PBIS a success in Vancouver, was having the right 
Special Services Director. Six years ago, Sally Charuhas 
came to us. She is our Executive Director, Special 
Services.  Right from the start she promoted RTI and 
PBIS. Her position in the hierarchy of our district 
enabled her to help sustain funding during the critical 
recent years of budget cuts. She provided the leadership 
within our district getting key people of like minds from 
multiple departments working together toward the same 
goals. She used Special Education funding to hire an 
RTI, Teacher on Special Assignment (TOSA). Her 
advocacy and results have created a climate in which our 
administrators are eager to get more of what we are 
doing. 

Question: Bill, where do you go from here? What are 
current considerations, problems, and/or goals for 
further growth? 

Answer: I’m thinking that I need to be careful what I 
wish for. We have been growing so fast that our teams 
are having trouble keeping up. Hiring personnel has 
been an area of great concern. We have been very 
fortunate to hire top quality Building Leaders. We hired 
one counselor, one school psychologist, and one former 
Special Education, EBD teacher from within our district 
to serve as RTI/PBIS coaches. We also got a great new 
coach from outside our district. We are eager to hire a 
high school level leader to start next year. We want a 
special person who relates well and understands high 
school level staff and students. Teacher to teacher 

PBIS in Vancouver:
An Interview with Bill Link (RTI/PBIS Coordinator for Vancouver 
Public Schools)

By Bob Howard (PBIS liaison)
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leadership has proven very powerful for us.

 We are still struggling with supporting our 
students with severe/challenging behavior.  Last year we 
provided training for five school teams in FBA/BSP 
processes (Functional Behavior Analysis/Behavior 
Support Plans) and found it too complicated for staff 
without really strong behavioral backgrounds.  Right 
now we have only one behavior specialist in our district 
who, while amazingly skilled, is unable to keep pace 
with requests.  

            The past two years have been great funding wise. 
There is more money available from the state level. But, 
even better has been the positive, self-fulfilling attitude 
of administrators within the district. They want to 
contribute building funds to speed us up getting RTI and 
PBIS into their buildings!

            I’m having fun! It is great to have such 
momentum. We are having successes and achieving our 
goals more rapidly than we could have imagined. Of 
course, we have a great product. RTI and PBIS really 
improve the quality of education for our students. It is 
wonderful to have a career that is so rewarding and so 
very much results proven.  I really value working with 
other quality adults so enthusiastic and skilled at what 
we are doing.  

 Thank you, Bill. I wish you continued 
success!! 

Members can also see/hear Bill Link at the 
May 30, 2014 Spring Lecture Series session: 
Tying it all together: A comprehensive evaluation 
process for the determination of SLD eligibility (Susan 
Ruby, Bill Link, Steve Hirsch)

CHECK OUT UPCOMING SPRING LECTURE SERIES EVENTS @ 
www.WSASP.org 

http://www.WSASP.org
http://www.WSASP.org
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Dear School Psychologist,

We believe that this could be an ethical problem, but likely  
only for the certificated employees not the classified 
employees.  The Office of Professional Practice (OPP) at 
OSPI would have to rule on this or seek guidance from the 
Admissions and Professional Conduct Advisory 
Committee (APCAC).  This committee is made up of 3 
administrators, 3 teachers, and 3 ESA specialists.  The 
code of conduct specifically references revocation or 
suspension of one’s educational certificate.    Classified 
staff do not have educational certificates.  So it appears to 
apply exclusively to the certificated employees.  Please 
reference:

 

 

If you are altering an evaluation of a student, even 
signatures, dates or parent attendance comments then this 
could be a misrepresentation or falsification of the official 
record.  Of course OPP and APCAC would have be the 
final clarifying authority on this.  The question is, who is 
responsible?  We would suggest that you have a discussion 
with your direct supervisor/certificated administrator 
about your concerns and the code of conduct.  If your 
supervisor is still requiring that you falsify the evaluation 
record then this could represent a classical ethical 
dilemma for you.  By falsifying the record you could be 
responsible for an ethical violation.  If you violate your 
administrator’s directive you are insubordinate and this is 
likely cause for dismissal.  We suggest you get the 
directive in writing directly from your certificated 
supervisor/administrator.  By doing this you have a record 
showing that you informed the supervisor of your 
concerns, and that you were still required to falsify the 
record.  The responsibly for an ethical violation should 
then transfer to the supervisor; you would likely be 
exonerated if there were an investigation and charges by 
the OPP.  

Finally, some people may suggest that you inform OSPI 
directly.  The NASP/WSASP ethical code recommends 

Dear WSASP Ethics Chair,
I work in a school district where classified staff are hired to review compliance for all IDEA procedures related to 
evaluations and IEPs.  After a review, the classified staff require that all certified staff fix all perceived procedural and 
content errors.   At some level this is actually helpful in reducing clerical errors.  The only real problem is that, despite 
as many as 9 contact attempts per case, we have a parent participation rate of less than 50% at Evaluation and IEP 
meetings.  In these cases meetings are regularly held without the parents because we just cannot get them to attend.  
Later a classified staff member drives to the family’s home to obtain parental signatures for the evaluation, IEP, initial 
consent for placement, etc.    When the files are reviewed for compliance, the dates and comments rarely match.  The 
psychologists and special education teachers are then required to alter the signature page or complete a new one to 
make sure that all signatures have the same date.  Further, they are required to remove all conflicting references like 
“Parent participated by conference call” or “parent did not attend meeting.”   Then in a program monitoring it looks 
like we had 100% parent attendance rate, when in fact it was below 50%. The classified staff appear to have the full 
support and backing of the director of special education.  Does this create an ethical problem?  If so, for whom?

WSASP ETHICS COMMITTEE
Response by Phil Koester

WA C 1 8 1 - 8 7 - 0 5 0 M I S R E P R E S E N TAT I O N O R 
FALSIFICATION IN THE COURSE OF PROFESSIONAL 
PRACTICE” Any falsification or deliberate misrepresentation, 
including omission of a material fact  by an education 
practitioner concerning any of the following is an act  of 
unprofessional conduct

#5 evaluations or grading of students and or/personnel.

#6 Financial  or program compliance reports submitted to 
the state, federal or other governmental agency.
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Continued from page 5
that you do your best to maintain good professional 
relationships. So a problem solving discussion with your 
administrator is your best bet.  Whistleblowing tends to 
erode relationships; and the data suggests that 
whistleblowers tend to have future employment 
limitations. Furthermore the Code of Conduct requires 
that alleged violations of the code be reported to either a 
Superintendent of an ESD or School district.  These 
people, (WAC181-86-110) are mandatory reporters and 
must notify OSPI, but only if they believe there are 
merits to the case.  In reality, Superintendents may not 
report these violations because they lack “sufficient 
reliable information to believe a certificated employee 
…is not of good moral character or personally fit, or has 
committed an act of unprofessional conduct.” 

For questions about ethics, please 
contact Phil Koester @ 
mr.philkoester@gmail.com

2014 Fall Conference

October 16th-18th
Skamania Lodge
Stevenson, WA

Reserve your rooms now:
(866)399-7980

Remember to mention you are attending the 
WSASP Conference
for conference rates! 

Don’t forget to vote in 
the WSASP Elections!! 
To VOTE go to:
h"ps://www.surveymonkey.com/s/
WSASP_Elec:ons_2014

mailto:mr.philkoester@gmail.com
mailto:mr.philkoester@gmail.com
https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/WSASP_Elections_2014
https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/WSASP_Elections_2014
https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/WSASP_Elections_2014
https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/WSASP_Elections_2014
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In the winter of the 2012-2013 school year conversations 
in my district seemed to be headed in one direction: TPEP!  
As the Teacher and Principal Evaluation Project (TPEP) 
information has disseminated from the powers that be, 
districts have had to choose which model they would use 
and staff began to learn about the changes coming.  While 
this has been stressful for all staff, there is a separate layer 
of stress for specialists: we are neither teachers nor 
principals, so what will happen to us?  

My district went with the Danielson model, which 
thankfully has a rubric specifically for school 
psychologists.  The bad news, however, is that this does 
not keep up with best practice or our constellation of job 
duties. Importantly, while the Danielson model was 
selected districtwide, specialist groups will be given the 
opportunity to propose appropriate rubrics for their 
evaluations when it is our turn to jump on the bandwagon.  

Shortly after learning this, I began planning for my 
attendance at the 2013 NASP conference in Seattle, and 
low and behold, there were sessions covering not only 
Personnel Evaluations, but also Peer Evaluations and 
TPEP!  I took this opportunity by the horns and was able 
to glean how other specialists are handling this change, 
what is working, what is not working, and what is 
recommended by NASP.  

After reflecting upon all the sessions, I came up with a 
plan. Working with peers and administration, we have 
crafted a plan that I hope will prepare us for this shift in 
thinking, as well as understanding what to ask for when it 
is our turn to come up with a rubric.  My idea:  Combine 
the concept of a PLC (Professional Learning Community), 
peer evaluations, and TPEP. 

Discussion with peers was the the seminal first step and 
included our current personnel process, TPEP’s 
applicability to our professional growth, costs and benefits 
of a peer evaluation system, and costs and benefits of 
using the NASP Professional Practice Model as a 
guideline while we are not an RTI district. These 
conversations occurred during our monthly district wide 

meetings in the absence of administration, but with the 
support of said administration. Our conclusions were as 
follows:  

-- Our existing evaluations were not a professional growth 
practice and often felt like a paperwork process without 
meaning.  Oftentimes, these were completed by 
supervisors with little to no understanding of what our job 
duties actually are.  We were excited about having a 
professional growth process to support meaningful 
improvements in our practice.  We were excited at the 
prospect of having time set aside to work with others who 
do in fact know what our job is to help us critically 
evaluate how we are doing.  

-- We were nervous about using the NASP model, but 
comfortable knowing that some things are outside the 
scope of the job at this time, and will be treated as such.  

-- We were excited to have a chance to get ahead of TPEP, 
to try something out before it is high stakes.  With 100% 
consensus we were committed to doing this as a group, 
including accruing costs:  1-3 hours of observation of 
another professional during the year, and 1 hour more per 
month at the monthly district meeting for time working in 
our groups (PLC).  

-- We also agreed to keep a portfolio of our progress over 
the year, and that if you chose, you could use this portfolio 
with the person evaluating you this year on the traditional 
model.  We agreed that we would work on at least 1 goal 
rather than the recommended 4, easing into the process.  
These goals were to be based on the NASP model.  We 
chose an existing rubric that aligned Danielson’s model 
with the NASP model, thus resulting in a comprehensive 
self-evaluation that correlates with what is coming.

Once decided, we moved forward with my hybrid PLC/
TPEP model.  There were a few things to figure out:  1. 
How to determine our personal goal; 2.  How to determine 
what to do during PLC time;  3.  How to find evidence for 
the portfolio; and  4.  How to keep this productive.  Here is 

A PLC Conversation: Teacher and Principal Evaluation Project (TPEP)
Olympia School District, WA

by Carrie Suchy
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what I have come up with for my team of peers:

1.  Goals:  We often choose to seek out professional 
growth in an area of interest, resulting in some specialized 
area of expertise and several areas of weakness.  NASP 
recommended that NASP Model domains 1, 2, and 10 are 
always worked on and that you choose one other area to 
work on.  The group respond “yes or no” to one question 
for each area of the NASP model:  Would you be 
comfortable being evaluated in this area today?  
Responses were then analyzed and results were 
individually tabulated to document how comfortable they 
are with each domain. People were then recommended to 
select a low domain for their goal area this year. Next, 
each person selected three rank-ordered domains and  I 
grouped people together based on domain interest, in 
groups of 5 or less.  This thus became their PLC group for 
the 2013-2014 year, with each group selecting a relevant 
goal within their domain.  When polled in the winter of 
2013:   
--- 84% of respondents reported the use of the NASP survey to be 
productive and valuable
--- 46% of respondents reported the personal profiles distributed 
form the survey to be productive and valuable
--- 69% of respondents reported that providing the department 
head (me) with a primary and secondary domain of choice for 
PLC group assignments  to be productive and valuable
--- 54% of respondents reported that use of time in meetings to 
discuss groupings was productive and valuable

2.  Use of PLC time: While I have not been training in the 
PLC model, I do have some working knowledge of it. 
Currently, there is a loose goal, such as collaboration 
around evidence for your given goal, with directed goals 
sporadically included.  In an effort to obtain structured 
feedback, I polled staff in order to understand the efficacy 
of the groups. As per the winter of 2013,
---  69% of respondents reported that time spent with the PLC 
with focused goals has been productive and valuable.  
---- 62% of respondents reported that time spent with the PLC 
that is unstructured has been productive and valuable.  

Clearly, results indicated that the PLC was effectively 
allowing for a focused consultation in an area of 
personally identified weakness among one’s peers.

3.  Portfolio:  Thanks to NASP there is a plethora of 
information on what to gather as evidence for goals. When 
I polled staff in the winter of 2013, 48% of respondents 
reported that discussion of portfolio evidence was 

productive and valuable.  Moreover, feedback indicates 
that it is more productive to talk about real examples than 
abstractions.  As we continue to explore this, we find that 
some areas, e.g., assessment, lend themselves to evidence, 
while others, e.g., systemic level mental health, are less so.

4.  Keeping productive:  I attempt to facilitate ongoing 
momentum between our monthly meetings.  Reminding 
the PLC groups of their goals, encouraging ongoing 
focused review to improve professional practice is helpful.  
Regular polls of staff have been instrumental in identifying 
needs and coordinating focused efforts.  Per a 2013 poll: 
--- the majority of staff agreed on the value of the PLC,  with 31% 
reporting “neutral” concerns
--- 54% of respondents reported that the PLC time has been good, 
but they want more guidance on how to use the time
--- 85% of respondents reported that their PLC members are 
participating, with 15% “neutral”
--- 85% of respondents reported that they are participating with 
their PLC, with 15% “neutral”

Another factor encouraging staff momentum is the basic 
fact that change is coming; we will HAVE to do this and  
this is our time to make it practically relevant to us. 
Notably, poll data reflected that  31% of respondents 
reported that their supervisor was aware of our process and 
46% reported that they or their supervisor intends to use 
the products of our PLC in their current evaluation.  

When staff were polled in 2013, a few questions pertained 
to feelings about existing personnel evaluations; this data 
will be compared with perceptions once all evaluations 
and the PLC are concluded.  While not everyone actively 
participates in the polls/feedback, obtained data 
demonstrates excitement and gratitude to our 
administrators who have supported our collegial efforts/
time. Feelings of professional camaraderie have had a 
powerful positive impact on the functioning of each 
individual. 

As this process continues to move forward, I continue to 
monitor perceptions and productivity with informal polls.    
We currently have domain specific PLCs functioning as  
support and sounding boards, working on goals that are 
personally relevant to members. We are becoming more 
skilled at talking to other colleagues about what we do in 
effort to come up with evidence and feedback indicates 
value across practitioners. It will be exciting to see how it 
all turns out…
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News from our NASP Delegate
By Pam Hamilton

Greetings,

Sheri Bentley (your WSASP President-Elect) and I 
recently returned from the NASP Conference in 
Washington, DC. It was a wonderful week, full of 
excellent trainings, great speakers, and the opportunity 
to meet school psychs from across the country! 

We went early to do some sightseeing – Took in three of 
the Smithsonian Museums that Sunday and then saw the 
Washington National Cathedral and toured the 
Holocaust Museum on Monday. The latter was 
especially moving, and heart-rending. It’s really hard to 
fathom “man’s inhumanity to man.” The purpose of the 
museum was to remember…..so we don’t forget.  All the 
more reason to be in the profession we are in: to 
hopefully help young people develop to be kind, caring, 
loving human beings.

That Tuesday we had the privilege to participate in 
Capitol Hill Day, and visit with assistants to Senators 
Murray and Cantwell. (I also visited with the assistant to 
my representative.) Our legislators were actually back 
here in Washington State that week, but their assistants 
were very kind to meet with us, so we could extend our 
thanks to them for supporting education and NASP’s 
positions.

Wednesday night, we had dinner with other school 
psychs from Washington state. If we missed you, I am 
so sorry that we weren’t able to connect with you.

Thursday night was the Children’s Fund Auction. It was 
great to see Fred Provenzano there. As always, he did a 
great job as auctioneer!  Fred did such an excellent job 
as our WA State NASP Delegate for so many years. I am 
so glad that he is staying involved with NASP with the 
Children’s Fund. It was wonderful to see him.

I hope you are taking advantage of all the great NASP 
resources available on the website. Please keep your 
profiles up to date. There have been many 
“undeliverable” email addresses when I send out my 
monthly newsletters.  And if you aren’t a NASP 
member, please consider joining, so you don’t miss out 
on all of the news and benefits. Now is a great time to 
join, as your membership will extend to June 2015! Just 
go to www.nasponline.org  and click on membership!

Have a wonderful spring!
Pam Hamilton
The January/February issue of Communiqué is available 
online at www.nasponline.org/publications/cq/index.aspx?
vol=42&issue=5. This issue includes articles on the relevance 
of callous–unemotional traits to working with youth with 
conduct problems, changes to DSM-5 anxiety disorders 
diagnosis, and more. 

February marked the 25th anniversary of the formation of the 
Nationally Certified School Psychologist credential. Please 
join me in extending our congratulations to all NCSPs on this 
special anniversary. You can read more about the history of 
the NCSP, as well as get details on the future of the 
credential, at www.nasponline.org/publications/cq/41/7/life-
and-times.aspx. 

http://www.nasponline.org
http://www.nasponline.org
http://www.nasponline.org/publications/cq/index.aspx?vol=42&issue=5
http://www.nasponline.org/publications/cq/index.aspx?vol=42&issue=5
http://www.nasponline.org/publications/cq/index.aspx?vol=42&issue=5
http://www.nasponline.org/publications/cq/index.aspx?vol=42&issue=5
http://www.nasponline.org/publications/cq/41/7/life-and-times.aspx
http://www.nasponline.org/publications/cq/41/7/life-and-times.aspx
http://www.nasponline.org/publications/cq/41/7/life-and-times.aspx
http://www.nasponline.org/publications/cq/41/7/life-and-times.aspx
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Somewhere, and no doubt in many places by many very 
bright people, we are being told that when it comes to the 
evaluation, use of an RTI framework and PSW logic  
should only accompany the SLD evaluation.  I heard it 
again recently in one of our Spring Lecture Series talks, 
where the speaker reiterated that RTI and PSW are not to 
be used in cases other than SLD.   The RTI framework 
(data-based decision making within a framework 
embracing universal screening for identifying At-Risk, 
implementation of a multi-tiered evidence-based 
intervention pathway, progress monitoring on a regular 
basis-all with fidelity) really precedes assessment and 
typically represents the building’s efforts to intervene and 
hopefully avoid a special education assessment. We are 
just going to incorporate that progress monitoring data into 
our evaluation.  We often think of RTI as a General 
Education initiative-not Special Education.

The PSW approach to cognitive/academic assessment (in 
hopes of finding consistency, characteristic of disability) 
will typically occur before you are ready to make the 
decision regarding category (SLD or whatever).  Looking 
for a pattern of cognitive strengths and weaknesses makes 
so much sense, regardless of your suspicions of HC.  
Bottom line: “Assessment precedes handicapping 
category determination.”

The comprehensive evaluation, that we are desperately 
trying to encourage of WA psychologists, is appropriate 
with all referred and re-evaluated students, not just ones 
we suspect have a Specific Learning Disability.   All 
evaluations should be open to the possibility that the 
student may qualify for services in any one of the 13 
Handicapping categories.  It is only AFTER the evaluation 
that the category of qualification is determined, if for no 
other reason, students often do not fit into one category or 
another but rather have symptoms characteristic of more 
than one category.  We don’t do different assessments 
based the student’s handicapping category. We follow-
through and might gather additional data based on 
suspected disability.

 
All this was brought home to myself and my intern, Laura, 
when we engaged in our first PSW-type evaluation.  We 
really didn't know what we were doing, and it ended up 
absolutely magnificent in terms of being able to better 
communicate with our team (including parent and 
student).  We discussed patterns of strengths and 
weaknesses as if it all made sense; we discussed 
reasonable interventions for the IEP (this was a re-
evaluation of a high school student) given our assessment; 
and we were even able to discuss how the limitations 
based on disability should be incorporated into grading 
policies.  Only after we were done did we realize that we 
weren't supposed to take this approach because the student 
was 'autistic' and not SLD.  Ignorance is bliss they say.

(Editorial note) Steve and Laura will be presenting the case, step by 
step, decision by decision, subtest by subtest, at the April edition of 
the Spring Lecture Series. 

A Letter to the Editor 
               Is RTI and PSW just for SLD identification? 

by Steve Hirsch

Response from the Editor:
Steve highlights on an important point: comprehensive 
assessments should focus on areas of strengths and 
weakness, regardless of the referral rationale. The exact 
nature of what constitutes a “comprehensive” evaluation 
remains elusive because despite some stringencies of 
SPED law, eligibility still includes shades of grey, e.g., 
professional judgement and sensitivity to various data 
sources as reference points. As our roles evolve into 
inclusion of more systemic frameworks like RTI and 
PBIS, this becomes even more apparent and why models 
like severe discrepancy become increasingly obtuse to our 
daily practice. 
Jumping into a PSW approach for all evaluations may be 
daunting indeed. Let’s not kid ourselves, many of us 
already feel stretched to max capacity with meeting 
current district standards. However, we can easily dip our 
toes into the PSW waters by committing to include more 
strength-based analysis into our reports. I don’t know 
about you, but I’m all for flexibility and doing what feels 
right. If you have good data and a decently crafted 
rationale, you will be leaps ahead, regardless!
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	   Over the past decade, a surge of children being 
exposed to more than one language has occurred. 
According to the US Census (2009), a reported 25% of all 
children are growing up in homes where the primary 
language was one other than English. With this ever-
changing multilingual world, educators have realized the 
importance of promoting biliteracy and positive attitudes 
across cultures. One strategy showing promising benefits 
are dual language programs, in which students are taught 
social and academic content, parallel to the ones taught in 
general education classrooms, in English and a partner 
language (Center for Applied Linguistics, 2014). Students 
aim to develop high levels of language proficiency and 
language in both English and the partner language, are 
held at high standards of academic achievement, and are 
provided opportunities to develop an appreciation for and 
understanding of diverse cultures (Center for Applied 
Linguistics, 2014).  A secondary component of these 
programs is the identification and access to appropriately-
designed and validated assessment tools for dual language 
learners. School psychologists play a vital role in the 
support for this population; our expertise with assessment 
and intervention techniques means we are frequently at the 
front lines of decision-making around identification and 
programmatic supports.

Early research documents that dual language programs 
offer valuable benefits to students. Students are provided 
supportive classroom environments that expose them to 
another language and culture. When implemented with 
fidelity, dual language learners also excel in executive 
function tasks (i.e. following directions, inhibiting 
impulses, and learning new ways to do familiar tasks). In 
addition, dual language learners will also continue to 
develop skills in their native language if parents are 
consistent in their use of it outside of school (Yoshida, 
2008; Cryer & Harms, 2000). 

As evidence supports their efficacy for cross-cultural 
learners, dual language programs have been increasing in 
popularity.  In the year 2000, about 260 dual language 
programs were present (McKay-Wilson, 2011). In 2010, 

that number grew over tenfold with 2,000 dual language 
programs identified (Mckay-Wilson, 2011). Data indicates 
that the highest number of dual language programs 
currently instruct in Spanish: in 2011, Spanish was the 
partner language in 45% of dual language programs 
(Center for Applied Linguistics, 2011). French (22%), 
Mandarin (13%), Hawaiian (6%), Japanese (5%), German 
(3%), and other languages not listed (6%) make up the rest 
of the instructional languages (Center for Applied 
Linguistics, 2011).

Despite noticeable gains, a flaw within the system remains 
evident: when dual language learners are suspected to be 
of concern, educators must be able to appropriately assess 
their skills. However, most standardized assessment tools 
have not been designed or validated with the dual 
language learner in mind (Espinosa & Garcia, in press). 
Notably, the unique characteristics of many dual language 
learners are not considered when assessment creators 
develop a normative sample (Snow & Van Hemel, 2008). 
Use of the tools may lead to erroneous conclusions about 
the child’s language development and academic skills 
when the assessment norms are based on a different 
normative sample. 

Consider the following: 

George is a first grader at a local elementary school. Born in 
the United States, George speaks Spanish at home with his 
parents and at school in his dual language classroom. 
Although George is exposed to some English at school and 
outside of his home, Spanish is most prevalent in his everyday 
life. His teacher has expressed concerns with his academic 
progress and a team meeting is convened. At the meeting, the 
team reviews current data, response to instruction and 
intervention, and determines that additional assessment is 
warranted. However, the standardized assessment tools that 
the school district frequently uses do not consider the 
culturally and linguistically diverse background, social 
contexts, and home culture that George (and other dual 
language learners) possesses. What does the school 
psychologist do?

Barrueco, Lopez, Ong, & Lozano (2012) recognized the 
need for assessments that include normative samples 
appropriate to dual language learners and developed a 

Finding Appropriate Assessment Tools for Dual Language Learners
by Stacey Cha

(Second year student at Seattle University) 
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resource that evaluates 37 early childhood bilingual 
measures for Spanish-English bilingual learners, titled 
Assessing Spanish-English Bilingual Preschoolers: A 
Guide to Best Approaches and Measures (Barrueco et al., 
2012).  For each measure, they evaluate the key 
characteristics, compare properties between the English 
and Spanish versions (if available), the technical data, and 
the adaptations and accommodations it recommends for 
children with disabilities (Barrueco et al., 2012). Another 
resources is the Center for Early Care and Education 
Research website, which has also researched assessment 
tools for dual language learners and compiled a list for 
consideration that can be found on their website 
(cecerdll.fpg.unc.edu). Limitations, however, are found in 
the aforementioned resources: they are only specific to 
students between the ages of birth to five years old. Dual 
language programs in the U.S. have expanded past this age 
range, making many of the resources unsuitable for their 
needs.  Educators continue to struggle to find assessments 
that include dual language learners in their normative 
sample, as well as take their cultural and linguistic 
characteristics into account (NAEYC, 2005). 

As school psychologists, we are tasked with identifying, 
assessing, and supporting all students who are struggling. 
Dual language learners are especially vulnerable to un-
balanced identification due to their unique background and 
nature of their needs. As their numbers increase, 
researchers will continue to explore both the identification 
and assessment needs and develop appropriate 
assessments.  In the meantime, school psychologists must 
work within the context of what is available. School 
psychologists should choose assessment tools with care to 
ensure their soundness, high quality, and to determine if 
they are culturally and linguistically appropriate. Multiple 
methods and measures should also be used that consist of 
both verbal and nonverbal procedures (Gonzales, Bauerle, 
& Felix-Holt, 1996). Those conducting the assessments 
should also have cultural and linguistic competence, 
knowledge of the students they are assessing, and be 
proficient in the assessment tools they are giving. Lastly, it 
is recommended that school districts establish research 
teams consisting of educators in different roles that 
actively search for assessment tools that may be beneficial 
to them. 
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Hello!  I am Carrie Suchy, NCSP, school psychologist in 
the Olympia School District, and your Area 5 Co-
Representative.  I was appointed by Susan Ruby to be the 
SPAN representative for the state of Washington.  SPAN 
stands for School Psychology Action Network and is a 
project of the NASP Government and Professional 
Relations (GPR) Committee which facilitates 
communication between NASP and state association 
members on important state and federal policy issues as 
relevant to school psychologists.  It operates through State 
SPAN Coordinators, who help mobilize members to 
participate in coordinated advocacy efforts on behalf of the 
profession and those it serves.  Among the important 
components of the network are the Legislative 
Updates and Legislative Alerts, the Advocacy Action 
Center, and the SPAN Listserv.

I am so excited to be serving in this capacity, and look 
forward to advocating for our profession!   I was honored 
to represent the association on Capitol Hill in 2013 
regarding the proposed retention bill --  it was a thrilling 
experience!  The knowledge that I was participating in 
large-scale professional advocacy was affirming on many 
levels and I highly recommend any practitioner to 
participate in events at Capitol Hill!

I chair the WSASP Governmental Affairs committee, 
which is working on advocating for school psychologists 
to be service providers for mental health in the schools  
(WA State Medicaid billing). This is covered under the 
ADA and many states get a significant amount of revenue 
in this way; however, we in WA state are not listed as 
potential billers.  The committee is working with NASP on 
how to best advocate for this effectively.  Please let me 
know if you are interested in being part of this process.

Another initiative includes tracking Washington House 
Bill 1735, a newly proposed law regarding transition 
services for students on 504 and IEP’s. With the support of 
NASP, we are tracking the bill’s progress and will update 
you re: action needed or recommended.

SPAN updates will be communicated via email as new 
information arises, thus keeping practitioners informed on 
pertinent advocacy matters. Please check out NASP’s 
advocacy page for information on national level initiatives.  

Please email me at csuchy@osd.wednet.edu if you have 
any questions or want to be a part of Washington State 
Advocacy!

     School Psychology Action Network (SPAN)
          An update from your representative: Carrie Suchy

FACEBOOK membership is on the rise!  Facebook is a great place for you to go to ask those ethical or 
even technical questions that nag at us, particularly for those who are more isolated in their schools or districts.  
Recently, a fellow school psychologist prosed the following question:

“What are your thoughts on opting out of updated cognitive testing for reevaluations? 
I have seen evaluations where, say, a student was qualified in elementary school 
(2nd-3rd grade) and a cognitive assessment was not completed during the next two 
re-evals. I've also seen opting out of cognitive assessments in other cases as well, where 
the student is in high school and there is a history of cognitive testing. That scenario 
makes sense to me. The first one does not.”

Respondents included field practitioners as well as university professors, how often do we get to check in with 
professors after grad school?  Log into Facebook to see the answers!

COMING SOON: WSASP SWAG GIVEAWAY!
Sometime soon there will be a give-away for some sweet WSASP swag on Facebook, be sure to check in with the 
group and participate with some great discussions.

mailto:csuchy@osd.wednet.edu
mailto:csuchy@osd.wednet.edu


W S A S P

Winter 35(1) 15

Change is an interesting thing. As I dug through ancient 
files in the Special Education office a little ways back, I 
found an old Slosson IQ finder – a printed sheet of 
cardstock with a spinning wheel. Just line up the 
chronological age with the mental age, and hey, presto, 
there’s the IQ score! I chuckled when I recognized what I 
was looking at. This was the pride of a great deal of work, 
a sanity-sparing time-saver for many psychologists at the 
time, but has been completely surpassed in accuracy, ease, 
and efficiency. Pearson’s Q-interactive is the first of an 
entirely new method of psychological assessment that will 
take assessment as far beyond traditional test kits as we 
have moved beyond an IQ finder.

Let me first say that I am not a salesman for Pearson, no 
matter how much the rest of this article may sound like a 
pitch. I have no doubt that any company that successfully 
interfaces with school psychologists has to carry a high 
level of professionalism. But just one quick shameless 
plug: from where I stand, Pearson was best positioned, 
first to development, and definitely most connected 
specifically to school psychologists in the development of 

Q-interactive, their version of the next generation of 
psychological assessment. More on that later. [Disclosure: 
Pearson supplied me with 2 iPads and related accessories 
for the purpose of beta testing unrelated to this product 
review].

Here’s what you need to know: it is no longer a wise long-
term investment to buy standalone test kits. Sure, it may be 
necessary a few more times while digital assessment 
development really fills in all the gaps, but psychological 
assessment has taken an irreversible step forward. State of 
the art has, until this point, been comprised of 
administration instructions, stimulus materials, and 
manipulables that are as well organized and easy to use as 
possible. I speak here of reducing basal and ceiling 
requirements, simplifying reversals, including instructions 
on protocols, doubling the stimulus book as a 
viewblocking easel, or including a scoring profile on the 
protocol. Each of these incremental steps made test 
administration a little easier, and gave us just a little more 
freedom to pay attention to the child, not the test.

An Article re-published with permission from School Psychology in Illinois 
(Illinois School Psychology Association) (www.ilispa.org)

Type to enter textQ-Interactive 
and Digital 
Assessment
By Kurt Wagner, SSP, NCSP
Technology Committee Co-chair

Followed by:
* An update by Kurt Wagner,
* Practical experience by 
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But change was slow, and there were clear limits to how 
easily navigated an easel could become while minimizing 
material cost. (My case in point is my frustration with 
trying to locate some stimulus pages in the WIAT-III,
with some subtests on one side, others on the reverse). 
Enter the new technological mindset: don’t try to make a 
standalone product – instead, grant users access to an 
ongoing process.

The best example of this mindset to date is AIMSweb. A 
district brand new to using AIMSweb can use normative 
comparison data from across the country and make fairly 
effective decisions using a method that seems very similar 
to assessment using a published test. But the true 
advantage of AIMSweb is that a district’s participation 
makes it possible to generate local norms to supplement 
national norms. Furthermore, AIMSweb’s materials,
norms, and interface can all be updated on a much more 
regular basis than many other forms of assessment.

Q-interactive goes a step further than products like 
AIMSweb in that it is a model for a completely self-
contained assessment system. Instead of a kit for each test, 
as well as protocols and manipulables, an entire library
of assessments will be available on just two digital tablets. 
For now, due to technical requirements, Q-interactive is 
available on the Apple(R) full-size iPad(R). As digital 
tablet technology advances, Q-interactive will be available
on other digital devices. Set one iPad as your easel, the 
other as the stimulus, and all of your training in delivering 
quality assessments transfers directly into a far superior 
method for test administration. In the process of planning
the assessment, specific details such as start points, basals, 
reversals, and ceilings are programmed into the 
administration workflow. You as the administrator need to 
be familiar with scoring decisions for any given item,
but once you master the look and feel of administration 
with Q-interactive,you will have very little difficulty 
learning how to use the system for a different test.

For this first step forward, Pearson has gone through 
intensive equivalency studies. These equivalency studies 
report “digital effects” effect sizes generally less than +/- 
0.2, suggesting the Q-interactive version of translated 
tests closely replicates the paper protocol version both in 
appearance and psychometrics (Cayton, Wahlstrom & 

Daniel, 2012). There is, of course, an impact on scores; 
FSIQ scores on the WAIS-IV are 0.1 points lower and
1.5 points higher on the WISC-IV). As a practitioner no 
longer bound by a discrepancy model, I can very 
comfortably live with this level of variance while
digital assessment is in this intermediate stage of 
development.

As the Q-interactive platform and competitors’ products 
(like PAR’s iConnect) come to dominate the market for 
assessments, assessments will eventually be designed 
specifically for the digital medium. These second-
generation digital assessments will likely include very few 
consumable materials (protocols, examinee materials, or 
manipulables), which will make you, as the
administrator, able to give more assessments with fewer 
materials. These assessments will also be normed 
exclusively for the digital environment, eliminating just 
about any remaining argument against their adoption.

Another major benefit of a shift like this is that we as 
practitioners have a vastly expanded ability to provide 
feedback on the usability of testing materials. I want to 
talk briefly of my experience in working with Pearson, not
to brag, but to illustrate what I regard as the single greatest  
feature of a new technology like this – the people behind 
it.

Several years ago, chance had it that I started writing this 
column. The first iPad had just come out, and it didn’t take 
long before the notion occurred to me: wouldn’t it be cool 
if I could use this in testing? I only had a vague idea
of how it would work, but it made sense. When offering 
choices (such as in Matrix Reasoning), why not have a 
touch screen that automatically captures a student’s 
response and scores it? When soliciting verbal definitions 
(like in Vocabulary), why not have a voice recorder 
automatically click on?

I began asking about this idea with vendors at the ISPA 
Fall Conference. When I came around to Mike Suess, 
Regional Manager for Pearson, he gave me that trademark 
Mike Suess “I know something you’d love to learn about”
look and took my card. A short time later I was asked to 
participate in a focus group about digital assessment, and 
for three hours had a grin stuck on my face. Pearson had 
already anticipated and begun development on the use
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of touch screen tablets in assessment.

About a year later, Mike connected me with official beta 
testing of what was then called “eClick,” now Q-
interactive. I came to find out that between myself and 
Patrick Abraham (ISPA Region 2 Director, colleague, and
friend), we were 2 of possibly 60 people in the United 
States with access to this technology. For development of a 
brand new way of administering psychological 
assessments. With a global titan of test development and
publication. I’m still not sure if my ego has returned to 
baseline. By the end of beta testing, Patrick and I were 2 of 
10. Again, I say this not to brag, but to brag about Mike 
Suess and Pearson. Patrick and I were brought in as a
couple of school psychologists with little to set us apart 
from the outstanding practitioners in our field and in our 
state, other than we had the good luck to have had some 
basic interest and some passing conversations with the 
right people at the right time.

I remind the reader of my disclaimer that this is not a sales 
pitch for Pearson. However, here’s what impressed me: a 
passing conversation in 2008 led directly to participation 
in cutting edge research and development. In short,
Pearson listens. They have people like Mike who not only 
are masters of the field, but who draw on the experience of 
what I’ll humbly call “typical” practitioners. Not only did 
Mike listen and take some feedback, but he also
connected us to the core of Pearson’s research and 
development for this project. We were given all the 
equipment we needed to put Q-interactive to the test in the 
school setting and essentially try to “break” the 
programming by identifying flaws. On a regular basis, the 
development team would fly in from as far as New York, 
California, and Texas just to meet with a couple of school 

psychs who practice out in Crystal Lake, IL (which, for as 
proud as I am of my district, isn’t exactly on the map). 
That’s how valuable our feedback was to Pearson.

I say all this to point out what “hidden” features you will 
access in a tool like Q-interactive. Yes, it’s intuitive; yes, it  
will increase your efficiency (Patrick and I figure you will 
shave up to about 30% of your set-up, scoring, and 
collating time); and yes, it is majorly awesome to have a 
pair of iPads instead of a dusty set of stimulus books. The 
main point, however, is that administering tests via digital 
assessment will begin a shift toward continuous 
improvement of administration, of the frustrations of tests, 
and normative data. And unlike the tech support behind 
things like online IEP systems (shudder the thought), 
Pearson is intensely aware of the need for accuracy and 
precision, as opposed to just technical functionality. They 
understand the clinical and ethical impact of, for instance, 
a programming glitch that calculates the wrong Standard 
Score. They understand the ethical need for highly secure
personal and confidential data (local iPad data is 
encrypted, Bluetooth communication between the iPads is 
encrypted and uses only filename tags, all network 
communication is through SSL, and data stored in Q-
interactive Central is secured in encrypted databases).

Here’s what you’ll see with Q-interactive: on your laptop, 
desktop, or tablet, you’ll set up your assessments through 
Q-central – an online portal that will help you enter 
demographic information, choose test batteries, and 
preselect test administration order (if conducting a non-
standard administration). Synchronizing this assessment 
battery to your iPad is as easy as clicking a button. When 
you open Q-interactive on your examiner iPad, it will pull 
the assessment and be ready to go. During administration, 
you do not need to be connected to the internet. Tests are 
administered identically to traditional formats, with the 
exception of your navigation. You won’t need to focus on
start points, basals, reversals, or ceilings, although you 
may override these in order to test limits. Swiping the 
screen advances to the next item or subtest. Scoring is 
often as easy as tapping a point-value button (i.e., 0, 1, or 
2 point response). The only exceptions are those subtests 
that require you to use paper (e.g., Coding, Symbol 
Search, Cancellation). The Q-interactive workflow is 
designed to allow you to review the entire administration, 
portions, or items as you choose. All verbal response

“In addition to freeing the practitioner from 
transporting administration and technical 
manuals and maintaining inventories of 
record forms, the digital version eliminates 
the need to memorize start points, reversal 
rules, basal rules, and discontinue rules. It 
also eminates the need to calculate raw 
scores to scaled scores or index scores.”
 (Clayton, Wahlstrom & Daniel, 2012)
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subtests automatically capture audio for your review, and 
these subtests also include verbatim recording areas on the 
examiner screen (an area for notes is accessible during any
subtest as well). One note on reviewing scores: audio 
recordings are not uploaded to Q-central, so you will need 
to be sure to review these on the iPad itself. Once finished 
with your review, synchronize the assessment and
through Q-central you will have access to all the same 
score charts as on the profile page of your paper protocol.

Overall, I’m not an advocate for quickly adopting new 
technologies. If the iPad were an unpopular device, if 
psychological testing was completely passé, and if test 
publishers weren’t going to move in the direction of
digital assessment, I would suggest you pass on Q-
interactive and similar technology. As it stands right now, 
the technology has passed a certain threshold of usability 
and forward compatibility to ensure that it will be in use
in some format for a fair amount of time to come. 
Particularly for practitioners who already have access to 
iPads, the next month or two are going to be an excellent 
time to start learning how digital assessment works (look 
for more information at NASP or contact Mike Suess to 
attend the Q-interactive workshop hosted at The Chicago 
School of Professional Psychology on March 22). Even if 
you do not already have iPads for your work, the cost of a
school buying iPads is ultimately recaptured in the 
efficiency gained.

Digital assessment is very likely to be the majority, if not 
sole, method of test administration within the next few 
generations of test development. Aside from the concerns 
about cost – which we have about test kits as it is – and 
technical stability, which is continuously improving and 
far outweighed by other gains, the advantages of digital 
assessment far outweigh possible downsides. And,
having seen development of Q-interactive from the inside, 
I can personally and professionally recommend early 
adoption quite comfortably.

To attend the TCS workshop on Q-interactive on March 
22, contact Mike Suess at Michael.Suess@pearson.com.

DIGITAL ASSESSMENTDIGITAL ASSESSMENT

PROS CONS

Initial cost of accessing a 
test is much less than 
purchasing kit

Requires higher front-end 
cost (purchase of 2-iPADS)

Uses technology many 
districts are likely to have 
or consider

Currently intended to 
parallel printed tests, so 
measurement varies slightly

Fewer test administration 
materials (test kits, 
protocols, etc. stopwatch, 
voice recorder, etc)

Possible networking 
difficulties - connecting 
iPADS to school networks

Common interface across 
tests - minimizes learning 
curve

Handwriting on iPADS 
(verbatim responses, 
observation notes) can be 
difficult to master

Integrated process of 
administration, scoring, and 
interpretation

Less emphasis on 
memorizing start points, 
basals, reversal rules, 
ceilings

Greater ability to attend to 
test session observations

Easier to record examinee 
input

Check out NASP for more information on 
current advances with technology and 
assessment. 

Other publishers with on-line/technology applications 
include Pearson, whose assessments do not require 
IPADS and require internet access only.

mailto:Michael.Suess@pearson.com
mailto:Michael.Suess@pearson.com
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An UPDATE FROM KURT WAGNER, 
(February 2014): 
“Since its publishing I've been using Q-interactive 
professionally (not just for the beta-testing) - 
predominantly the WISC-IV, WIAT-III, and WAIS-IV. 
There are still weak points in the workflow, but Pearson 
has continued to direct a lot of attention toward correcting 
these. Additionally, they continue to seek user feedback 
about the functionality. My biggest adjustment is in 
adapting the "no-look-pass" of flipping stimulus pages 
while checking to see if the student is still ready to put in 
full effort. 

However, I still find the balance weighs in favor of the 
iPad administration (I still regularly use traditional 
materials as well). In the high school setting, I'm 
passionate about teaching the student about the purpose of 
assessment as an avenue to instruct self-advocacy. Several 
times in the past couple weeks alone, I've been working 
with students who have taken an active interest in the 
assessment itself, and wanted to know how it could help 
them. Rather than having to ask them to maintain that 
curiosity until I could finish a formal report, I could give 
preliminary results with charts. And what we know of
learning is that immediate feedback makes a difference. I 
didn't see this benefit until I'd crossed some threshold of 
comfort with Q-i, but it has been significant in my own 
motivation to use assessment as a part of psycho-
education, not just diagnosis.”

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS

Eastern Washington University offers a fully online program in
school psychology that is built with adult learners in mind.

Application Deadline: May 1, 2014
 New students will have a summer quarter start. 

To learn more about the program, contact:
  Dr. Jamie Chaffin at jchaffin@ewu.edu

Do you know someone who is interested in becoming a 
school psychologist?

Looking for a job, internship site, or know someone who
is looking for additional FTE???

Check out the WSASP site (www.wsasp.org) & click on EMPLOYMENT

• Lists positions by date, district, FTE, details.
• Posting remain on the site for two months unless employer requests a longer 

posting or informs us that it has not been filled. 
 

mailto:jchaffin@ewu.edu
mailto:jchaffin@ewu.edu
http://www.wsasp.org
http://www.wsasp.org
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Educational Background
University of Puget Sound, B.A. in Psychology (2002); 
Lewis and Clark College, Ed.S., (2006)

Employment History
Federal Way Public Schools (High School, FWHS) 
since the 2006-2007 school year.; Portland Public 
Schools: internship from 2005-2006;  David Douglas 
SD: practicum from 2004-2005; David Douglas SD and 
Portland Public from 2002-2003 as an AmeriCorps 
volunteer , SMART (Start Making A Reader Today).

Current Role & Responsibilities
Colleen’s current responsibilities include counseling, 
consultation, and evaluation work. Counseling occupies 
the majority of her day -- she is the school counselor for 
200 students with IEPs and supports them with 
scheduling, credits, graduation, college, etc.  In 
addition, she frequently engages in consultation with 
building and district colleagues and administrators 
about student and program needs. Finally, Colleen 
conducts re-evaluations and initials with the support of 
a 0.5 FTE school psychologist who is at the building 2 
days per week.

Outside of her main job responsibilities, Colleen also 
participates in several other ongoing initiatives and 
committees, e.g., leadership team at FWHS (monthly 
meetings with department heads), PBIS-coach at 
FWHS, FWHS coordinator for Dynamic Home Visit 

program, a member of a focus group conducting 
Specific Learning Disability investigation (monthly 
meetings), district and building special education team 
membership, school psychology and counseling 
department membership, committee member of 
Transgender Task force, a member of district crisis 
team, senior class advisor (weekly meetings), advisor 
for the HOPE Club (Helping Other People Everyday, an 
anti-bullying club, weekly meetings), and sophomore 
class advisor. 

Moreover, in the summer, Colleen tutors students and 
serves as a senior counselor at the Mt. Baker Leadership  
Camp at Cispus. For the past six summers, she and the 
ASB advisor for FWHS take 16 students to camp to 
develop their leadership skills. 

Perceived Personal Strengths
Colleen believes that she most excels in her counseling 
skills, however, she is always seeking to grow in all 
areas of her professional career. She enjoys empowering 
students and staff to cope with and overcome academic 
and emotional challenges. Colleen also perceives her 
problem-solving skills (helping individuals and teams 
analyze situations and create a plan to move forward), 
advocacy (“I come to work each day with the goal of 
striving to be the best advocate possible for my students 
and others with whom I work”) and leadership skills are 
equally efficacious to her practice.

The best part of my job...
Colleen loves being a part of the day-to-day school 
environment, which affords her the ability to know the 
dynamics of the students, staff, classroom and building 

Colleen Allen, Ed.S., NCSP
School Psychologist in Federal Way School District

Practitioner Spotlight

Type to enter text
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culture. As a full time employee, students can readily 
access her for support. Moreover, Colleen especially 
enjoys working with high school students – watching their 
evolution from 9th-12th grade and subsequent graduation.

The hardest thing about my job....
Colleen reports that time is a significant challenge, most 
notably in relation to completing paperwork. Another 
difficulty can be working with adults who are resistant, 
especially with students who experience emotional/
behavioral challenges. However, this is not a common 
issue, as she feels supported by her dedicated teachers and 
administrators.

Advice to someone preparing to enter the field...
Colleen encourages individuals to find volunteer or paid 
work experience in both the mental health and education 
fields; she perceives these two fields provide the best 
understanding for what the profession demands. Talking to 
school psychologists as well as others in counseling, 
teaching, and special education roles are also 
recommended. Seeking out resources from NASP would 
also be helpful.

For those who are preparing to enter the field from their 
internship year, Colleen especially recommends being an 
active observer and information gatherer.  Colleen herself 
found value in connecting with members of  her graduate 
school cohort as well as more experienced school 
psychologists in the district and her mentor.  Comfort with 
asking questions is a valuable component to learning. 
Moreover, Colleen’s underscores patience, e.g., “taking it

all in” before trying to insert your own views or changes 
on existing processes. Colleen acknowledges that she had 
some struggles with this in the early days of her career --  
opportunities will naturally arise once you have 
established yourself and become knowledgable about the 
building's culture.  Colleen also advises individuals to 
embrace teamwork, which is an integral component of 
success. The education field includes confronting many 
individual, classroom, building, district, family and 
community needs and challenges; you cannot solve any of 
these alone! Sustainable, systemic change requires 
teamwork.

Perceptions of the changing role of school psychologists
When she first started, Colleen felt that she initially had to 
advocate to be able to utilize all her training and expertise 
to the fullest extent possible. Staff, especially those who 
had been there a long time, were skeptical as to why she 
wanted to expand her role beyond assessment and 
evaluation. As a district group, however, the professional 
development work has ultimately resulted in many growth 
opportunities, generating cutting-edge practice for school 
psychologists. When Colleen talks with colleagues in other 
districts, attends WSASP or NASP conferences, she knows 
that she works with the most dedicated group of school 
psychologists! 

Personal Information
Colleen was born in Portland and currently resides in 
Seattle. Her hobbies/interests include social justice work, 
reading, being in nature, playing with her rescue German
shepherd, going to Sounders games, (she’s a season
ticket-holder) and spending time with friends and family. 

ANNOUNCEMENT:
Interested in being editor of the SCOPE? The current editor is relocating 
out of state and needs to relinquish her editorial duties to a WA state 
member. Editorial duties include managing advertisement, facilitating 
articles, editing submissions, and designing/managing the newsletter 
platform.
-- The current editor is open to acting as a support for initial editions to facilitate the transition 
between editors.
-- Interested individuals should contact the editor directly as caroline@jwallace.org

mailto:caroline@jwallace.org
mailto:caroline@jwallace.org
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Officers Non-Voting Members Liaisons

President: Susan Ruby Committee Chairs University Reps: UW: vacant

President Elect: Sherri Bentley SCOPE Editor: Caroline Wallace University Reps - EWU: Shanna Davis

Past President: Pam Hamilton Clock Hours: Ginger Alonzo University Reps - SU: Ashli Tyre

Secretary: Sandra Mathews Conference/Workshop: Steve Hirsch University Reps - CWU: Suzanne Little

Treasurer: Arick Branen NASP Delegate: Pam Hamilton University Reps - EWU Post Masters: 
Jamie Chaffin

Ethics & Professional Practices: Phil 
Koester

Student Reps - EWU Post Masters: Laura 
Ploudre

Area Representatives Office Manager: Sandy Henry Student Reps - EWU: Sandy Henry

 Area IA: Julia Rudin Gorelik Gov’t & Professional Relations: Carrie 
Suchy & Megan Fry

Student Reps - SU: Jessica Vargas

Area 1B: Anne Manhaus Awards: Susan Ruby Student Reps - CWU: Rachel Liudahl

Area 1C: Diane Sidari Assessment & Review: Suzi Stephan Student Reps - UW: Ameet Bosmia

Area 1D: Laura Boyer & Aaron Meyers Retention & Recruitment: Diane Sidari

Area 2: Caprice Logan & Pat Byrne Minority Scholarship: Diane Sidari

Area 3: Annelise Spragg Communications: Caroline Wallace, 
Jamie Chaffin & Carrie Suchy

Area 4: Donna Rogers NASP Futures Liaison: vacant

Area 5: Carrie Suchy & Gahlya Auel NASP SPAN Rep: Carrie Suchy

Area 6: Cristobel Santoyo & Justin Smith NASP State Health Care Rep: Vacant

Area 7: Bill Link & Chris Miller NWPBIS Liaison: Bob Howard 

Area 8: Jamie Chaffin

Area 9: Chris Smead & Tracy 
Pennington

Area 10: Jenny Marsh & Lore’K Garofola

We value your contributions and suggestions!  
Please contact Caroline Wallace, the SCOPE 
Editor, at caroline@jwallace.org 
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W S A S PVolume 35, Issue 1	 Winter 2014

Interested in Advertising in the SCOPE?
1)  The services or products offered (advertised) shall provide potential direct and/or indirect benefit for school psychologists; children; 

and/or families.  Benefits are not to be limited to the field of education.  For example, a USBank solicitation might be of potential 
benefit for our subscribers.

2)  The advertisements must be in good taste, meaning suitable for viewing by children and otherwise non-offensive i.e. non-sexist,non-
racist, etc.

3)  The company purchasing the advertisement space must be an established company in business for over five years and with known 
products.  If the company's status does not meet this criteria, WSASP may require a catalog of products or services offered; a 
sample of products offered to preview; and/or references of prior service recipients.  If the product/services are judged to be of 
likely benefit, the account will be accepted.  

4)  Product and service accounts are to be encouraged.  Paid political advertisements and paid public policy statements will not be accepted 
unless approved by the executive board.

5)  The Scope Editor will use the above guidelines to accept or decline advertising accounts.  
6)  The Scope Editor will refer questionable accounts to the WSASP executive board when the guidelines above aren't sufficient to make 

judgment.  

7)  The WSASP executive board reserves the right to reject any accounts deemed below our standards of professionalism or of possible 
detriment to our Scope readers or association.

Approximately 600 School Psychologists and other educators currently subscribe to the SCOPE!

WSASP
PO Box 525
Cheney, WA 99004

The WSASP Board has approved these guidelines for organizations or individuals interested in advertising in 
our newsletter. 
 * For rates and conditions, email Caroline Wallace at caroline@jwallace.org 
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