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	Presenta>on	Overview	
•  Review	school	district	demographics	to	define,	for	the	purpose	of	

this	presenta>on,	when	the		minority	is	the	majority	
	
•  Iden>fy	historical	data	that	lead		to	a	focus	on	SLD	iden>fica>on	

eligibility	category		
	
•  Iden>fy	the	process	currently	being	used	for	SLD	iden>fica>on	with	

bilingual	/ELL	students	

•  Share	currently		how	IEP	teams	are		applying	the	methodology	

•  	Iden>fy	current	data	trends	as	a	result	of	implementa>on	
	
•  Iden>fy	and	share	the	district	next	steps	
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October 1st Count Dates 
District Enrollment History 

Oct.	1	2015	was	up	332	more	students	than	Oct.	1,	2014.	
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        Pasco		 	WA		
§ 	La;no/La;na			 	 	70%	 	22%	
§ 	White 	 		 	24%	 	57%	
§ 	Black 	 		 	<2%	 	4.5%	
§ 	Asian/Pacific	Islander 		 	2%	 	8.2%	
§ 	Na;ve	American		 		 	<1%	 	1.5%	
§ 	Other/Mul;racial 	 	2%	 	7% 		

Uniquely Pasco	
	

October	1,	2015	Enrollment	



Uniquely Pasco	
	

October	1,	2015	Enrollment	

 	 	Pasco			 			WA	 				

	

•  Free/Reduced	Meals	 	 	 	74% 	45% 		

•  Non-English	or	Bilingual	Homes	 	 	 	57%	NA	

•  English	Language	Learners 	 	 	35% 	10% 		
•  Transi;oning	English	Learners 	 	 	18%	NA	
•  Migrant	 	 	 			 	7% 	2% 		
•  Special	Educa;on	 	 	 	12% 	13.4%*	

	 	 							*	OSPI	Report	Card	Oct.	2014 	
		



Washington	State	Special	Educa>on	
Performance	Data	

•  Review	of	Special	Educa>on	Data	indicators	9	and	10	

(9):	Percent	of	district	with	dispropor>onate	representa>on	
of	racial	and	ethnic	groups	in	special	educa>on	and	related	
services	that	is	the	result	of	inappropriate	iden>fica>on	

(10):		Percent	of	district	with	dispropor>onate	
representa>on	of	racial	and	ethnic	groups	in	specific	
disability	categories	that	is	the	result	of	inappropriate	
iden>fica>on	



Indicators	9	and	10		
•  Indicator	9	(	dispropor>onate	representa>on	of	racial/ethnic	groups	in	special	educa>on)	
•  Indicator	10	(	dispropor>onate	representa>on	of	racial/ethnic	groups	in	specific	categories)	

	
Hispanic	 White	(not	Hispanic)	

Weighted	Risk	Ra;o	 11/09	Child	
Count*	

Weighted	Risk	Ra;o	 11/09	
Child	
Count*	Indicator	9: 0708 0809 0910 	 0708 0809 0910   

	 	 	 
All	Disabili>es	 1.10	 1.15	 1.21	 1104	 		 1.07	 0.88	 0.77	 340	 		

Hispanic White	(not	Hispanic) 

Weighted	Risk	Ra;o Weighted	Risk	Ra;o 
Indicator	10:	 0708	 0809	 0910	 		 0708	 0809	 0910	
	 	 	 	 

Au>sm 0.22 0.15 0.15 10 	 1.95 2.61 2.20 27   
Comm	Dis 0.74 1.00 0.94 137 	 1.76 0.96 0.71 50   

EBD 0.35 0.35 0.36 18 	 1.36 1.88 0.91 17   
Health	Imp. 0.58 0.61 0.54 137 	 1.28 1.04 1.03 93   

SLD 2.08 2.18 2.45 636 	 0.78 0.63 0.55 99   
Intellectual	Dis 0.98 0.91 1.08 49 	 0.00 0.92 1.17 19   



Observa>ons	of	Performance	Data	
•  Rate	of	SLD	iden>fica>on	began	rising	faster	than	the	popula>on	increase		for	the	

Hispanic,	as	compared	to	non	Hispanic.			

•  SLD	Iden>fica>on	for	race/ethnicity	in	our	majority/minority		popula>on	was	on	
the	rise	(2.08,	2,18,	2.45)	

	
•  The	weighted	risk	ra>o		for	overall	iden>fica>on	was	well	within	acceptable	risk	

category,	but	beginning	to	climb.	(1.10,	1.15,	1.21)	
	

•  The		weighted	risk	ra>o	is	a	measure	of	the	risk	that	a	student	from	a	specific	racial/ethnic	group	will	
be	served	in	a	specific	disability	category	compared	to	the	risk	of	all	other	students	being	served	in	
that	category.	For	example,	a	weighted	risk	ra>o	of	1.00	means	that	students	from	that	group	are	as	
likely	to	be	served	in	the	category	as	all	other	students.	A	weighted	risk	ra>o	greater	than	1.00	
indicates	the	degree	to	which	students	in	the	racial/ethnic	group	are	over-represented.	Therefore,	a	
weighted	risk	ra>o	of	4.17	in	the	EBD-Black	category	means	that	Black	students	in	the	district	are	4.17	
>mes	more	likely	to	be	iden>fied	in	the	EBD	category	than	all	other	students.	A	weighted	risk	ra>o	less	
than	1.00	indicates	the	degree	to	which	students	from	the	racial/ethnic	group	are	under-represented.	
For	example,	a	weighted	risk	ra>o	of	0.50	in	the	ID-Black	category	means	that	Black	students	in	the	
district	are	half	as	likely	to	be	iden>fied	in	the	ID	disability	category	as	all	other	students.			

•  Data	pushed	us	to	review	what	was	contribu>ng	to	the	rise	
	



Pasco	School	District:	The		Journey	of	ELL/
ELD	Assessment		

•  09-10:	Cross	Ba`ery	Assessment	first	introduc>on		Dr.	Frank	Bender	University	of	
Oregon	

•  10-11	School	year	school	psychologist	book	study	Cross	Ba`ery	Assessment	
•  2011	Spring	Lecture	series	

–  Pa`erns	of	Strengths	and	Weaknesses	
–  Dr.	Samuel	Or>z	and	the	Cultural	Linguis>c	interpre>ve	Matrix	(CLIM)	

•  Spring	2013:	NASP	in	Sea`le	Dr.	Samuel	Or>z	and	Assessment	of	ELL	
•  Fall	2013:	WSASP	annual	conference,	Dr.	Samuel	Or>z	
•  Fall	2014	WSASP	annual	conference	Cross	Ba`ery	Assessment,	CLIM	
•  Spring	2015:	Dr.	Alfonso	presenta>on	to	tri	–city	area	school	psychologists	cross	

ba`ery	assessment	
•  Spring	2016:	Dr.	Alfonso	6	hour	Cross-ba`ery	Assessment	for	Specific	Learning	

Disability	Iden>fica>on	and	Interven>on	for	School	Psychologists	and	Speech-
Language	Pathologists		

•  Spring	2016:	Pasco	workshop	with	School	Psychologists	and	SLPs	on	Cross-ba`ery	
Assessment	for	Specific	Learning	Disability	Iden>fica>on	and	Interven>on	



Case	Studies		



A	Case	of	an	ELL	student	Qualifying	as	
SLD	using	the	Severe	Discrepancy	

Model	supported	by	the	Cross-Ba`ery	
Assessment	Approach	and	the	Culture-
Language	Interpre>ve	Matrix	(C-LIM)	



Background	Informa>on	
•  “Maria”	
				-	Twelve	year	old	student	
				-	5th	grade	
				-	Difficul;es	in	all	academic	areas	
				-	Repeated	first	and	second	grade	
				-	Unremarkable	health	history	
				-	Made	some	progress	aCer	receiving	reading						
						interven;on	(i.e.,	Read	Naturally,	Read	Live,	etc.)	
				-	Developmental	Reading	Assessment	was	at	level							
						20	(first	trimester	of	2nd	grade)	
	
	



Background	Informa>on	
•  “Maria”	
					-	Lives	with	biological	parents,	uncle	and	younger	brother	
					-	Parents	speak	Spanish	and	Tzeltal	(Mayan	Language									
							spoken	in	the	Mexican	state	of	Chiapas)	
					-	Maria	speaks	and	understands	both	English	and	Spanish							
							but	academic	instruc;on	in	5th	grade	is	over	70%	in	English	
					-	In	her	Washington	Language	Proficiency	Test	(WLPT)								
							Maria	was	at	level	3	(Advanced)	
					-	Has	aZended	three	different	schools	since	1st	grade	with			
							inconsistent	aZendance	at	;mes	
					-	She	has	no	behavior	or	speech	and	language	concerns	



Tests	Ba`ery	

•  KABC-II	Standard	Ba`ery		
•  WJ-IV	COG	(Le`er-Pa`ern	Matching	and	Pair	
Cancella>on	to	obtain	Gs;	Phonological	
Processing	and	Nonword	Repe>>on	to	obtain	
Ga)	

•  Bateria	III	NU	Woodcock	Munoz	ACH	
•  WJ-III	NU	ACH	



Behavioral	Observa>ons	
•  In	her	classroom,	Maria	appeared	disengaged	
from	her	teacher’s	direct	instruc>on	

•  Seemed	shy	or	withdrawn	and	did	not	ask	any	
ques>ons	

•  Spoke	very	sojly	during	cogni>ve	assessment,	
but	was	extremely	coopera>ve	

•  Exhibited	normal	a`en>on	and	good	
concentra>on	while	comple>ng	tes>ng	

•  No	obvious	visual,	auditory	acuity	or	motor	
problems	noted	



KABC-II	Results	
Scale	Indexes Standard	Score Confidence	Interval %-ile Descriptor 

Sequen;al/Gsm 71 63	to	83 3 Below	average 

Simultaneous/Gv 88 79	to	99 21 Average 

Learning/Glr 92 84	to	100 30 Average 

Planning/Gf 90 80	to	102 25 Average 

Knowledge/Gc 75 68	to	84 5 Below	average 

FCI 78 72	to	84 7 Below	average 

MPI 80 75	to	86 9 Below	average 



WJ-IV	COG	Results	

Factor	Clusters Age	
Equivalent 

Standard	
Score 

Confidence	
Interval 

Grade	
Equivalent RPI %-ile Descriptor 

AUDITORY	
PROCESSING	
(Ga) 

6-2 55 43	to	67 21 0.13 Very	Low 

PROCESSING	
SPEED	(Gs) 9-1 79 65	to	94 20 8 Low 



Bateria-III	NU	Woodcock	Munoz	
Results	

Standard	Cluster	
Scores 

Age	
Equivalent 

Standard	
Score 

Confidence	
Interval 

Grade	
Equivalent RPI %-ile Descriptor 

DES	en	CÁLC	MAT 8-10 65 60	to	69 3.5 1 Muy	Inferior/Very	Low 
DES	en	CÁLC	MAT/
Implicación 39/90 Muy	dikcil/Very	

Difficult 
EXPRESIÓN	ESCRITA 8-6 71 67	to	75 3.2 3 Inferior/Low 
EXPRESIÓN	ESCRITA/
Implicación 43/90 Muy	dikcil/Very	

Difficult 
FLUIDEZ	ACADÉMICA 8-6 67 63	to	71 3.2 1 Muy	Inferior/Very	Low 
FLUIDEZ	
ACADÉMICA/
Implicación 

48/90 Muy	dikcil/Very	
Difficult 



Bateria-III	NU	Woodcock	Munoz	
Results	

Extended	Cluster	Scores Age	
Equivalent 

Standard	
Score 

Confidence	
Interval 

Grade	
Equivalent RPI %-ile Descriptor 

DES	BÁS	en	LECTURA 8-6 77 74	to	79 3.2 6 Inferior/Low 

DES	BÁS	en	LECTURA/
Implicación 11/90 

Extremadamente	
dikcil/Extremely	

difficult 

COMP	de	LECTURA 7-8 72 69	to	74 2.1 1 Muy	Inferior/Very	
Low 

COMP	de	LECTURA/
Implicación 20/90 

Extremadamente	
dikcil/Extremely	

difficult 

RAZON	en	MATEMÁTICAS 7-11 75 61	to	68 2.6 1 Muy	Inferior/Very	
Low 

RAZON	en	MATEMÁTICAS/
Implicación 6/90 

Extremadamente	
dikcil/Extremely	

difficult 



Bateria-III	NU	Woodcock	Munoz	
Results	

Standard	Subtests Age	
Equivalent 

Standard	
Score 

Confidence	
Interval 

Grade	
Equivalent RPI %-ile Descriptor 

Fluidez	en	la	lectura 8-9 76 70	to	82 3.4 5 Inferior/Low 
Fluidez	en	la	lectura/
Implicación 53/90 Muy	dikcil/Very	

Difficult 



WJ-III	ACH	Results	
Standard	Cluster	
Scores 

Age	
Equivalent 

Standard	
Score 

Confidence	
Interval 

Grade	
Equivalent RPI %-ile Descriptor 

MATH	CALC	SKILLS 8-4 59 55	to	64 3.1 0.31 Very	Low 
MATH	CALC	
SKILLS/Implica;on 29/90 Very	Difficult 

WRITTEN	
EXPRESSION 8-11 75 70	to	79 3.6 5 Low 

WRITTEN	
EXPRESSION/
Implica;on 

50/90 Very	Difficult 

ACADEMIC	SKILLS 8-1 59 56	to	62 2.8 0.31 Very	Low 
ACADEMIC	SKILLS/
Implica;on 4/90 Extremely	

Difficult 
ACADEMIC	
FLUENCY 8-4 66 62	to	69 3.1 1 Very	Low 

ACADEMIC	
FLUENCY/
Implica;on 

45/90 Very	Difficult 



WJ-III	ACH	Results	

Extended	Cluster	
Scores 

Age	
Equivalent 

Standard	
Score 

Confidence	
Interval 

Grade	
Equivalent RPI %-ile Descriptor 

BASIC	READING	
SKILLS 7-11 69 67	to	72 2.6 2 Very	Low 

BASIC	READING	
SKILLS/Implica;on 3/90 Extremely	Difficult 

READING	COMP 7-7 62 58	to	65 2.3 1 Very	Low 
READING	COMP/
Implica;on 14/90 Extremely	Difficult 

MATH	REASONING 7-8 61 57	to	64 2.4 0.47 Very	Low 
MATH	REASONING/
Implica;on 4/90 Extremely	Difficult 



WJ-III	ACH	Results	

Standard	Subtests Age	
Equivalent 

Standard	
Score 

Confidence	
Interval 

Grade	
Equivalent RPI %-ile Descriptor 

Reading	Fluency 8-8 75 71	to	80 3.3 5 Low 
Reading	Fluency/
Implica;on 51/90 Very	Difficult 



Maria’s	PSW	Data	



Maria’s	PSW	Data	



Maria’s	PSW	Data	



Maria’s	PSW	Data	



Maria’s	C-LIM	Data	



Maria’s	C-LIM	Data	



Maria’s	C-LIM	Data	



Maria’s	C-LIM	Data	



RESULTS	
•  It	was	determined	that	a	severe	discrepancy	between	Maria’s	

overall	intellectual	ability	and	her	academic	skills	in	the	area	of	
reading	comprehension	skills	existed.	

•  The	reading	compression	scores	were	consistently	low	in	both	
English	and	Spanish	academic	tes>ng.		

•  XBA	Pa`ern	of	Strengths	and	Weakness	data	revealed	that	all	
criteria	consistent	with	SLD	were	met;	evidence	of	domain	specific	
weakness	in	cogni>ve	func>oning	(phonological	or	auditory	
processing),	evidence	of	unexpected	underachievement	(reading	
comprehension)	and	evidence	of	a	below	average	ap>tude-
achievement	consistency.			

•  Providing	services	in	math	skills	was	considered	because	a	severe	
discrepancy	in	this	area	also	appears	to	exist.	However,	Maria’s	
deficits	in	auditory	processing	do	not	directly	correlate	or	
necessarily	impact	weakness	in	math.		



RESULTS	
•  Review	of	Maria’s	test	data	as	entered	into	the	C-LIM	did	not	

appear	to	reveal	a	pa`ern	of	decline	that	is	typical	of	or	within	the	
range	that	would	be	expected	of	other	individuals	with	similar	
cultural	and	linguis>c	backgrounds.		

•  The	overall	pa`ern	of	test	performance	did	not	decline	
systema>cally,	sugges>ng	that	her	test	performance	was	not	due	
primarily	to	the	influence	of	cultural	and	linguis>c	factors.		

•  The	observed	pa`ern	of	Maria’s	test	results	was	not	consistent	
with	performance	that	is	typical	of	non-disabled,	culturally	and	
linguis>cally	diverse	individuals	who	are	of	average	ability	or	
higher.	Therefore,	it	can	be	reasonably	concluded	that	the	data	
evaluated	with	the	C-LIM	are	likely	valid	and	that,	if	supported	by	
addi>onal	data,	Maria’s	test	performance	may	be	a`ributed	
primarily	to	the	presence	of	a	learning	disability.	



A	Case	of	an	ELL	student	Not	
Qualifying	as	SLD	using	the	Severe	

Discrepancy	Model	supported	by	the	
Cross-Ba`ery	Assessment	Approach	
and	the	Culture-Language	Interpre>ve	

Matrix	(C-LIM)	



Background	Informa>on	
•  “Juan”	
				-	Ten	year	old	student	
				-	4th	grade	
				-	Difficul;es	in	all	academic	areas	and					
						remembering	informa;on		
				-	Never	repeated	any	grade	
				-	Unremarkable	health	history	
				-	No	clear	evidence	of	receiving	consistent	interven;ons	
				-	Evaluacion	de	la	Lectura	(reading	assessment)			
						was	at	level	28	(third	trimester	of	2nd	grade)	
	
	



Background	Informa>on	
•  “Juan”	
					-	Lives	with	biological	mother	and	older	brother	
					-	Spanish	is	spoken	at	home	and	Juan	reports	that	he			
							speaks	English	with	his	brother		
					-	Academic	instruc;on	in	4th	grade	is	over	50%	in		
							English	
					-	In	his	Washington	Language	Proficiency	Test	(WLPT)								
							Juan	was	at	level	2	(Intermediate)	
					-	Has	aZended	two	different	schools	since	kindergarten		
							with	consistent	aZendance		
					-	He	has	no	behavior	or	speech	and	language	concerns	



Tests	Ba`ery	

•  WISC-IV	(Spanish)	Standard	Ba`ery		
•  Bateria-III	COG:	Aprendizaje	visual-audi>vo	
and	Fluidez	de	recuperacion	(Glr);	Integracion	
de	sonidos	and	Atencion	audi>va	(Ga)	

•  Bateria	III	NU	Woodcock	Munoz	ACH	
	



Behavioral	Observa>ons	

•  In	his	classroom,	Juan	appeared	engaged,	
par>cipa>ng	and	compliant		

•  Able	to	answer	ques>ons	about	text,	which	
was	in	English	

•  Appeared	a`en>ve,	followed	direc>ons	and	
responded	appropriately	to	praise	and	
correc>on			

•  No	obvious	visual,	auditory	acuity	or	motor	
problems	noted	



WISC-IV	Spanish	Results	



Bateria-III	COG	Results	



Bateria-III	ACH	Results	



Juan’s	PSW	Data	



Juan’s	PSW	Data	



Juan’s	PSW	Data	



Juan’s	PSW	Data	



RESULTS	
•  Although	it	appeared	a	severe	discrepancy	
between	Juan’s	overall	cogni>ve	ability	and	
academic	skills	existed	in	the	area	of	Math	
Reasoning	following	both	the	Severe	Discrepancy	
Model,	as	well	as	Flanagan,	Or>z	and	Alfonso’s	
XBA	PSW-A	approach,	there	is	no	empirical	or	
ecologically	valid	rela>onship	between	a	rela>ve	
weakness	in	Auditory	Processing	and	deficit	in	
Math	Reasoning	skills.		

•  Therefore,	the	MDT	did	not	recommend	specially	
designed	instruc>on	for	Juan.		



C-LIM	Info	
•  Since	Juan	was	assessed	using	a	Ba`ery	of	tests	in	his	

na>ve	language,	the	use	of	the	C-LIM	to	rule	out	impact	of	
cultural	and	language	was	not	necessary.	

•  However,	for	any	bilingual	student	who	is	unable	to	be	
assessed	in	his/her	na>ve	language	with	a	comprehensive	
bilingual	ba`ery	Dr.	Alfonso	recommends	the	following:	

•  Administer	a	standardized	ba`ery	of	tests	in	English	only	
with	no	modifica>ons	first.	

•  Score	tests	and	plot	them	for	analysis	via	the	C-LIM	
•  If	analysis	indicates	expected	range	and	pa`ern	of	decline,	

scores	are	invalid	due	to	cultural	and	linguis>c	factors	that	
cannot	be	excluded	as	primary	reason	for	poor	academic	
performance.	



C-LIM	Info	
•  If	analysis	does	not	indicate	expected	range	or	pa`ern	of	decline,	apply	

XBA	(or	other)	interpre>ve	methods	to	determine	specific	areas	of	
weakness	and	difficulty.	

•  For	Gc	only:	
•  a.	If	the	high/high	cell	in	C-LIM	is	within/above	expected	range,	consider	

Gc	a	strength	and	assume	it	is	at	least	average,	thus	retes>ng	is	not	
necessary	

•  b.	If	the	high/high	cell	in	C-LIM	is	below	expected	range,	retes>ng	of	Gc	in	
the	na>ve	language	is	recommended.	

•  Administer	na>ve	language	tests	or	conduct	retes>ng	using	one	of	the	
following	methods:	

•  a.	Na>ve	language	test	administered	in	the	na>ve	language	(e.g.,	WJ	III/
Bateria	III	or	WISC	IV/WISC	IV	Spanish).	

•  b.	Na>ve	language	test	administered	via	assistance	of	a	trained	interpreter	
•  c.	English	language	test	translated	and	administered	via	assistance	of	a	

trained	interpreter.	



C-LIM	Info	
•  Dr.	Alfonso	also	recommends	these	addi>onal	steps	when	administering	tests	to	

bilingual	students:	
•  Administer	tests	in	manner	necessary	to	ensure	full	comprehension	including	use	

of	any	modifica>ons	and	altera>ons	necessary	to	reduce	barriers	to	performance,	
while	documen>ng	approach	to	tasks,	errors	in	responding,	and	behavior	during	
tes>ng,	and	analyze	scores	both	quan>ta>vely	and	qualita>vely	to	confirm	and	
validate	areas	as	true	weaknesses.		

•  Except	for	Gc,	if	a	score	obtained	in	the	na>ve	language	validates/confirms	a	
weakness	score	obtained	in	English	(both	SS	<	90),	use/interpret	the	score	
obtained	in	English	as	a	weakness.	

•  If	a	score	obtained	in	the	na>ve	language	invalidates/disconfirms	a	weakness	score	
obtained	in	English	(na>ve	SS	>	90),	consider	it	as	a	strength	and	assume	that	it	is	
at	least	in	the	average	range.	

•  Scores	for	Gc	obtained	in	the	na>ve	language	and	in	English	can	only	be	
interpreted	rela>ve	to	developmental	and	educa>onal	experiences	of	the	
Examinee	in	each	language	and	only	as	compared	to	others	with	similar	
developmental	experiences.	

		



So	what	now?	



Indicator	Data	last	3	years:	
Decreasing	trend		in	SLD	Hispanic	over	representa>on	

Hispanic	 Hispanic	or	La>no	 White	(not	Hispanic)	 Caucasian	or	White	

Weighted	Risk	Ra>o	
11/09	
Child	
Count	

Weighted	Risk	
Ra>o	 Nov	

2013	
Fed	
count	

Weighted	Risk	
Ra>o	

11/09	
Child	
Count	

Weighted	Risk	
Ra>o	 Nov	

2013	
Fed	
count	Indicator	9: 0708 0809 0910 	 11-12 12-13 13-14 0708 0809 0910   11-12 12-13 13-14 

	 	 	 
All	Disabili>es	 1.10	 1.15	 1.21	 1104	 		 1.21	 1.33	 1.25	 1378	 1.07	 0.88	 0.77	 340	 		 0.82	 0.87	 0.82	 396	

Hispanic White	(not	Hispanic) 

Weighted	Risk	Ra>o 
Weighted	Risk	

Ra>o 
Indicator	10:	 0708	 0809	 0910	 		 11-12	 12-13	 13-14	 0708	 0809	 0910	 11-12	 12-13	 13-14	
	 	 	 	 

Au>sm 0.22 0.15 0.15 10 	 0.25	 0.36	 0.38	 49	 1.95 2.61 2.20 27   2.62	 2.19	 1.42	 48	
Comm	Dis 0.74 1.00 0.94 137 	 0.76	 0.70	 0.64	 109	 1.76 0.96 0.71 50   1.19	 1.36	 1.09	 61	

EBD 0.35 0.35 0.36 18 	 0.48	 0.48	 0.60	 22	 1.36 1.88 0.91 17   0.68	 0.74	 0.43	 N<10	
Health	Imp. 0.58 0.61 0.54 137 	 0.71	 0.88	 0.87	 197	 1.28 1.04 1.03 93   1.08	 1.34	 1.53	 96	

SLD 2.08 2.18 2.45 636 	 2.29	 2.30	 2.11	 814	 0.78 0.63 0.55 99   0.54	 0.56	 0.55	 133	
Intellectual	Dis 0.98 0.91 1.08 49 	 1.36	 1.37	 1.38	 73	 0.00 0.92 1.17 19   0.98	 1.42	 1.08	 22	



Thinking	Ahead	and	Iden>fying	Next	Steps	
•  Establish	district	protocols	and	procedures	for	implementa>on	of	CLIM/PSW	

assessment	

•  Con>nue	professional	development	for	school		assessment	teams	to	understand	
the	work		beyond	severe	discrepancy	and	RTI.	

•  Provide	support	for	ini>al	and	ongoing	implementa>on	

•  Iden>fy	areas	where	we	may	need	to	expand	our	assessment	inventory	in	order	to	
fully	assess	cogni>ve	processes	and	academic	skills	

•  Determine	role	of	SLP,		OT/PT	in	the	process	and	gain	their	buy	in	and	support	

•  Align	interven>ons	with	process	deficits	and	academic	needs	
	
•  Con>nue	to	review	state	performance	data		
	

	



Ques>ons?	


