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Abstract
of
ASSESSMENT OF ENGLISH LEARNERS:
GUIDELINES FOR BEST PRACTICE
by
Natalia I. Borisov
Megan I. Landreth

The authors shared a collaborative and equal partnership in the responsibility of
developing and completing all areas of this project, which reviews current research on
best practice methods and tools in the assessment and making of special education
decisions in relation to English Learners (ELs). Despite having some guidelines and
legislation at the national and state levels to inform our practice, valid and unbiased
assessment of ELs continues to present a challenge for school psychologists. This issue
also continues to be a topic of concern given that ELs as a student population are often
over-identified as requiring special education support and have overall poorer educational
outcomes than their non-EL peers. The purpose of this project is to provide school
psychologists and special education program specialists with tools and methods that can
be used to conduct fair, unbiased, and valid results that can be used in the high-stakes
decisions regarding the need for special education supports. The workshop will provide
information about the following topics and areas: current guidelines for assessing ELs,
the typical process of second language acquisition, important variables to consider in an
iv

EL assessment, and best practice methods and tools for EL assessment. Attendees will
also learn about how to use tools such as the Multidimensional Assessment Model for
Bilingual Individuals, the Culture-Language Test Classifications, the Culture-Language
Interpretive Matrix, and Alvarado’s Four-Step Process.
The project is a full-day, six-hour Power Point training workshop for school
psychologists and special education program specialists. Also provided as part of the
workshop are the following materials: A presenter’s manual with all slides and presenter
instructions for each slide, several handouts, as well as two case study examples.
Implementation of the presentation can occur by any school psychologist. The purpose
of the workshop is to inform and provide current research to attendees on the topics of
fair and valid assessment of ELs and to teach the use of several methods and tools to use
in order to achieve this purpose as well as to achieve the overall goal of improving
appropriate identification of ELs for special education.

__________________________________, Committee Chair
Catherine Christo, Ph.D.

________________________
Date
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Chapter 1
INTRODUCTION
As school psychologists, one highly important aspect of our work is ensuring that we
have a thorough understanding of the student populations we are working with. In
California, one student population we often work with is that of English Learners (ELs),
who as a group, have comprised from 17 percent to 25 percent of the overall student
population during the last 10 years (Ed-Data, 2014). Additionally, the number of
students who speak a language other than English is growing each year (Batalova &
Terrazas, 2010). As such, it is becoming increasingly important that school psychologists
understand the complexities and challenges of working with English Learners
(ELs). This is especially true given that ELs have historically been overrepresented in
special education (National Council of Teachers of English, 2008: Ochoa, 2005b),
particularly in the categories of Specific Learning Disability (SLD), Intellectual
Disability (ID), and Speech and Language Impairment (SLI) (Sullivan, 2011). Uneven
literacy performance may be a primary factor in this overrepresentation of ELs in the
aforementioned categories (Abedi & Gandara, 2006), as well as the lower overall
academic achievement often seen in ELs as a group (Brooks, Adams, & MoritaMullaney, 2010; Worthington et. al., 2011). Another area of concern seen in the EL
population is the relatively higher dropout rate (Sheng, Sheng, & Anderson, 2011; U.S.
Census Bureau, 2010). Despite all of the above-listed factors, current research and
guidelines on assessing and intervening with ELs leaves much to be further explored and
delineated.
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Background of the Problem
The laws, regulations, and mandates surrounding educational services to minority
or disabled individuals have greatly changed and grown over the last 50 years. One such
law toward the beginning of this process was the Civil Rights Act of 1964 which cleared
a path for positive changes for minority students, and was followed in May of 1970 with
a memorandum by the U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare that clarified
school districts’ responsibilities with respect to minority children.
In the same year, the case of Diana vs. State Board of Education declared that
children could not be identified as mentally retarded based on culturally biased tests or
tests given in a language other than the child’s native language (Artiles & Ortiz, 2002).
Then, when the Education for All Handicapped Children Act (Texas Council for
Developmental Disabilities, 2013) was passed in 1975, it ensured that students with
disabilities would receive school services. However, there was still a long road to fair
special education assessment. Another milestone lawsuit in education history was the
case of Larry P. vs. Riles (1979), in which the court found that Intelligence Quotient (IQ)
tests used to qualify minority students as educationally mentally retarded had been
normed on all-white populations and did not take into account the cultural experiences
and backgrounds of minority children. While the legislation up until 1979 made some
small improvements in the context of special education for culturally and linguistically
diverse students, further changes proved necessary in order to serve this group fairly.
These changes came over the next 25 years, in large part in the form of the Individuals
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with Disabilities Education Improvement Act (Individuals with Disabilities Education
Improvement Act [IDEIA], 2004).
The Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act (IDEIA) was
initially passed in 1989 and was amended in 1997 and then again in 2004. It specifies
that limited English proficient students cannot be found eligible for services if the
primary reason for their learning problems is the result of environmental, cultural, or
economic disadvantage. While the aforementioned laws and regulations were enacted in
order to ensure that children with disabilities receive proper services, their guidelines for
assessment are left intentionally vague to allow more freedom in assessment practices.
However, this lack of specificity has frequently resulted in confusion and biased testing,
which has in turn led to many due process hearings or lawsuits. In an attempt to protect
ELs from unfair assessments for special education services, the federal and state
governments issued their own regulatory laws. Again however, these more current
guidelines are still left purposely vague and today’s practicing school psychologists are
left looking for further direction and specific tools when attempting to conduct fair and
valid assessments of their English Learners.
Purpose of the Project
The primary purpose of this project is to provide school psychologists and special
education program specialists an awareness of the challenges that arise when assessing
English learners. The secondary goal is to help school psychologists conduct fair and
unbiased assessments of English learners with the goal of reducing inappropriate
placements of students within this population into special education programs. These
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goals will be met through a six hour training workshop for school psychologists and
special education program specialists. Handouts will be provided as part of the workshop
in order to facilitate discussion and also in order to actively involve participants in
learning valid and fair methods that can be used when working with English Learners. A
presentation guide and manual will also accompany the project so that the workshops can
be delivered by any trained school psychologist.
Description of the Project
Information in this project has been developed into a six-hour, full-day training
workshop for school psychologists and special education program specialists. The
project also provides a presentation manual and guide to allow the training workshop to
be delivered by any trained school psychologist. Training attendees, who will generally
be school psychologists or program specialists, will become familiar with the current best
practice methods of assessment when working with English learners. These methods will
include such tools as the Culture-Language Test Classifications and the CultureLanguage Interpretive Matrix.
Definition of Terms
Basic Interpersonal Communication Skills (BICS): The basic language skills (in English)
needed to engage in social and informational conversations and to interact with others
(Rhodes, Ochoa, & Ortiz, 2005).
Cognitive Academic Language Proficiency (CALP): The academic language skills (in
English) necessary for students to complete academic work and to make educational
progress (Rhodes et al., 2005).
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Dominant Language: The language students choose to use a majority of the time and that
they report being most comfortable speaking and comprehending. This is not necessarily
the students’ first language.
English Learner (EL): Students whose first language is a language other than English and
whose CALP skills are below the level of “fluent”. Students are still considered an
English learner if their primary language is English and even if their level of BICS has
reached “fluent”.
First Language (L1): The language students use when they are first developing their
language skills and is often the language spoken by their families during this period when
language is first emerging. This term is synonymous with the term Native Language.
Fluent: The level of language skill attained when students’ BICS and CALP skills, which
includes speaking, listening, reading, and writing skills, have reached a level within one
grade level of their same-grade peers within their classroom or school environment.
Intellectual Disability (ID): Significantly sub-average general intellectual functioning
existing concurrently with deficits in adaptive behavior and manifested during the
developmental period. These deficits also adversely affect students’ educational
performance (Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act [IDEIA], 2004).
Native Language: see the term First Language above.
Second Language (L2): A language other than students’ first language that they begins to
learn and use after developing some proficiency in their first language.
Specific Learning Disability (SLD): A disorder in one (or several) of the basic
psychological processes involved in comprehending or using either spoken or written
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language, which may manifest itself in students’ difficulty with listening, speaking,
thinking, reading, writing, spelling, or doing mathematical calculations (Individuals with
Disabilities Education Improvement Act [IDEIA], 2004).
Limitations
This project was developed in order to provide school psychologists and special
education program specialists with the knowledge and tools to appropriately interpret
assessment data when working with English learners. The majority of the research used
within this project supports the utility of the tools and methods discussed as used in the
assessment of English learners. The tools presented involve the use of English language
assessments and the appropriate interpretations of those measures when assessing English
learners due to the fact that a majority of currently practicing school psychologists is
monolingual English speakers (Rhodes et al., 2005). As such, English language tools
represent the most accessible measures to most school psychologists. However, research
on best practice when assessing ELs recommends that assessment in both a student’s
native language and in English offers the most valid and fair information when
considering the need for a student’s placement in special education (Guajardo Alvarado,
2011). This project does not address the best practice tools and measures for use when
assessing a student in his native language and these are areas that may be useful to
explore in further research. Additionally, the implementation and effectiveness of this
workshop is not included in this project and warrants additional research.
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Chapter 2
LITERATURE REVIEW
In California, one student population we often work with in the schools is that of
English Learners (ELs), a group that has comprised from 17 percent to 25 percent of the
overall student population during the last 10 years (Ed-Data, 2014) and that continues to
grow each year (Batalova & Terrazas, 2010). Given this information, it is becoming
increasingly important that school staff, and specifically school psychologists,
understands the complexities and challenges of working with English Learners (ELs).
This is particularly relevant to school psychologists given the tendency for ELs to be
overrepresented in special education (National Council of Teachers of English, 2008:
Ochoa, 2005a), particularly in the categories of Specific Learning Disability (SLD),
Intellectual Disability (ID), and Speech and Language Impairment (SLI) (Sullivan, 2011).
Some factors that may contribute to the problem of overrepresentation in these special
education designations are the generally uneven literacy performance of ELs (Abedi &
Gandara, 2006), as well as the lower overall academic achievement often seen in this
student population (Brooks, Adams, & Morita-Mullaney, 2010; Worthington et. al.,
2011). Another area of concern seen in the EL population is the relatively higher dropout
rate (Sheng, Sheng, & Anderson, 2011; U.S. Census Bureau, 2010). Despite all of the
above-listed factors, current research and guidelines on assessing and intervening with
ELs leaves much to be further explored and delineated.
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Legal History for Assessing Minority and Disabled Individuals
The legal context for providing educational services to minority or disabled
individuals has evolved over the last 50 years. The Civil Rights Act of 1964 cleared a
path for positive changes for minority students. In May of 1970, the U.S. Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare issued a memorandum that clarified school districts’
responsibilities with respect to minority children. The memo stated that school districts
must (a) take steps to “rectify the language deficiency in order to open the instructional
program to the students,” (p. 1), (b) avoid labeling students as mentally retarded based on
criteria that reflected their limited English proficiency, (c) ensure that ability grouping or
the tracking system used by the school is not a permanent track operating as an
“educational dead-end,” and (d) notify minority parents of school activities in the
appropriate language (U.S. Department of Education, 2006a; U.S. Department of
Education, 2006b).
In the same year, following the lawsuit Diana vs. State Board of Education, it was
declared that children could not be identified as mentally retarded based on culturally
biased tests or tests given in a language other than the child’s native language (Artiles &
Ortiz, 2002). When the Education for All Handicapped Children Act (Texas Council for
Developmental Disabilities, 2013) was passed in 1975, it ensured that students with
disabilities would receive school services. However, there was still a long road to fair
special education assessment. Another milestone lawsuit in education history was the
case of Larry P. vs. Riles (1979). The court found that Intelligence Quotient (IQ) tests
used to qualify minority students as educationally mentally retarded had been normed on
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all-white populations and did not take into account the cultural experiences and
backgrounds of minority children. Thus, such tests could not be used to determine
special education eligibility for minority children, and tests used must be validated for
use with the specific population with whom they are being used (Artiles & Ortiz, 2002).
While the legislation up until 1979 made some small improvements in the context of
special education for culturally and linguistically diverse students, further changes proved
necessary in order to serve this group fairly. These changes came over the next 25 years,
in large part in the form of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act
(Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act [IDEIA], 2004).
Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act
The Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act (IDEIA) was
initially passed in 1989. The law applies to those states and agencies that accept federal
funding and requires these agencies to provide early intervention, special education, and
related services to children with disabilities. The IDEA was amended in 1997 and then
again in 2004. It specifies that limited English proficient students cannot be found
eligible for services if the primary reason for their learning problems is the result of
environmental, cultural, or economic disadvantage. The IDEA also offers the following
guidelines in terms of assessment: (a) evaluation and placement procedures must be
conducted in the child’s native language, unless it is clearly not feasible to do so; (b)
assessment results must be considered by individuals who are knowledgeable about the
child, assessment, and placement alternatives; (c) parents must understand the
proceedings of Individualized Education Plan (IEP) meetings and also have the right to
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an interpreter at the cost of the district; and (d) the multidisciplinary team must consider
the language needs of students when developing, reviewing, or revising IEPs (Artiles &
Ortiz, 2002; Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act [IDEIA], 2004).
While the IDEA, and federal and state regulations ensure that children with
disabilities receive proper services, their guidelines for assessment are left intentionally
vague to allow more freedom in assessment practices. However, this lack of specificity
has frequently resulted in confusion and biased testing, which has in turn led to many due
process hearings or lawsuits. In an attempt to protect ELs from unfair assessments for
special education services, the federal and state governments issued regulatory laws. It is
stated in the Federal Code of Regulations (CFR) a 300.534:
A child may not be determined to be eligible… if the determinant factor for that
eligible determination is: 1) lack of instruction in reading or math, or, 2) limited
English proficiency… and the child does not otherwise meet the eligibility criteria
under 300.7. (Protections for Children not Determined Eligible for Special
Education and Related Services, 2006, pg. 1)
The state of California also offers a protection for ELs: “The normal process of
second language acquisition, as well as manifestation of dialect and sociolinguistic
variance shall not be diagnosed as a handicapping condition” (California Department of
Education, 2004). These parameters within the IDEA, while somewhat informative to
school psychologists in practice, are further supplemented by guidelines from the
National Association of School Psychologists (NASP). These more current guidelines
are still left purposely vague and today’s practicing school psychologists are left looking
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for further direction and specific tools when attempting to conduct fair and valid
assessments of their English Learners.
Current Assessment Guidelines and Mandates
Current NASP guidelines for assessing English Learners
The National Association of School Psychologists’ (NASP) Guidelines for the
Provision of School Psychological Services (In Thomas & Grimes, 2008) outlines many
requirements meant to help school psychologists conduct culturally competent
assessments. For example, school psychologists are encouraged to, “have the sensitivity,
knowledge, and skills to work with individuals and groups with a diverse range of
strengths and needs from a variety of racial, cultural, ethnic, experiential, and linguistic
backgrounds” (Thomas & Grimes, 2008, Vol. 1, p. xxxiii). Practitioners are also called
to conduct a valid and fair assessment while actively pursuing, “knowledge of the
student’s disabilities and developmental, cultural, linguistic, and experiential
background” (National Association of School Psychologists, 2010, p. 7) which is meant
to aid in selecting, administering, and interpreting assessment instruments and
procedures. When considering which assessment instruments and strategies to employ,
school psychologists must select the ones that are “reliable and valid for the child and the
purpose of the assessment” (National Association of School Psychologists, 2010, p. 7).
However, while the Guidelines provides a general ethical and service provision code,
they do not provide a list of specific assessments, strategies, or other instruments that
may yield a valid and fair assessment for ELs. When validity of test results is deemed
questionable, the Guidelines provides no exact steps that can or should be followed to
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reduce bias and maintain validity. As expected, the lack of clearly stated best practices in
this area leaves the interpretation of “valid and fair assessment” to the discretion of each
school psychologist.
It is no surprise that many special education team members find themselves
underprepared for working with ELs (Mueller, Singer & Carranza, 2006). The results of
a survey of current practices in psychological assessment of students with limited English
proficiency (Ochoa, Riccio, Jimenz, Garcia de Alba, & Sines, 2004) indicate that school
psychologists select, administer and interpret tests for minority and ELs in the same way
as they do with monolingual English speakers. The fact that such unadvisable practices
are still so prevalent in the field today makes it no surprise that ELs continue to be overrepresented within the population of special education students.
Overrepresentation of English Learners with Specific Learning Disability or
Intellectual Disability
One study conducted in the southwestern U.S. from 1999 to 2006 showed ELs to
be twice as likely to be identified as having a Learning Disability, Mild Mental
Retardation (also known as an Intellectual Disability), or a Speech/Language Impairment
as compared to their White peers (Sullivan, 2011). As school psychologists our focus is
on identifying students in the first two of the aforementioned categories; however, we
should be aware of the disproportionality of ELs seen in the category of Speech and
Language Impairment (SLI) as well. Even so, further discussion of concerns around
disproportionality in SLI is beyond the scope of this project.
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Specific Learning Disability
The IDEA defines Specific Learning Disability (SLD) as
…a disorder in one or more of the basic psychological processes involved in
understanding or in using language, spoken or written, which disorder may
manifest itself in the imperfect ability to listen, think, speak, read, write, spell, or
do mathematical calculations. (Individuals with Disabilities Education
Improvement Act [IDEIA], 2004, pg.1)
In California, ELs who have lower first language( L1) and second language (L2)
proficiency have the highest rates of overrepresentation in special education programs,
with SLD and SLI (speech and language impaired) as the most frequent eligibility
categories (Artiles, Rueda, Salazar, & Higareda, 2005).
There exist several fundamental difficulties with assessing ELs with learning
disabilities. The first issue is the lack of appropriately standardized tests for the EL
population (Huang, Clarke, Milczarski, & Raby, 2011). Most psychometric tests are
normed on U.S. native monolingual English speaking students. For this reason, test items
are culturally loaded and results cannot be taken at face value and frequently do not
provide valid or meaningful information (Huang et al., 2011; Ortiz, Ochoa, & Dynda,
2012). The second issue lies in the difficulty of discerning between ELs’ language
deficiencies and their learning disability (Huang et al., 2011). This may be attributed to
the fact that ELs with learning disabilities share many characteristics with ELs who do
not have learning disabilities, including poor comprehension, difficulty following
directions, syntactical and grammatical errors, and difficulty completing tasks (Ortiz &
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Maldonado-Colon, 1986; Ortiz & Yates, 2001). Misidentification of ELs creates a
significant problem because research shows that inappropriate placement into special
education programs results in academic regression over time (Garcia & Ortiz, 2004).
Intellectual Disability
Intellectual Disability, formerly known as Mental Retardation, is defined as,
“significantly sub-average general intellectual functioning, existing concurrently with
deficits in adaptive behavior and manifested during the developmental period, that
adversely affects a child's educational performance” (Individuals with Disabilities
Education Improvement Act [IDEIA], 2004, p.1). One study conducted in 2002 in a very
large district of between 85,000 and 87,000 students in the Southwestern U.S. found that,
in particular, ELs were overrepresented in the category of ID (De Valenzuela, Copeland,
& Qi, 2006). ELs may tend to be over-identified as falling into this particular category of
special education eligibility due to factors such as a lack of understanding by the IEP
team of the typical timeline of language acquisition for ELs, lack of instruction that has
research-based evidence showing its effectiveness for ELs, and use of assessment
methods that lack reliability and validity for ELs as a population (Abedi, 2006). If these
factors are not taken into account, students may indeed appear as though they have
subaverage general intellectual functioning. As for the deficits in adaptive behavior,
students’ cultural and familial expectations should be taken into account when assessing
this particular area. It is possible that what is expected of students in the “majority”
culture in terms of their adaptive skills is not the same as what is expected of them in
their household or their culture. Thus, areas that may appear to be lacking for some
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students may not be a personal deficit, but rather an area in which they do not need or are
not expected to have skills in their culture or family. Such factors present an important
reason to look into students’ individual circumstances as part of a thorough assessment.
Also part of a thorough assessment is the consideration of the difference in expected
learning trajectory for ELs as compared to native English-speaking students.
English Learner Learning Trajectory
When tackling the complicated issue of discerning whether an EL’s academic
problems are due to limited English proficiency or are the result of a disability, it is
crucial that school psychologists understand the expected trajectory of learning a second
language. A matter of first importance is the distinction between basic interpersonal
communication skills (BICS) and cognitive academic language proficiency (CALP).
BICS include basic vocabulary and pronunciation which students develop over the course
of the first two years. CALP includes the language skills that allow an individual to
understand meaning without situational clues and that are required for understanding
most academic tasks. It may take between five and seven years for students to develop
CALP (Bylund, 2011; Collier & Thomas, 1989; Cummins, 1981).
Ochoa (2005a) proposes that there are four stages of second language acquisition.
Stage one is the preproduction phase that begins when the student first arrives to the U.S.
and usually spans the first three months of residency. This stage is considered the “silent
period” when the student focuses on comprehension rather than production of language.
Stage two is the early production phase and lasts from three to six months after the
student’s arrival to the U.S. During stage two, the student is still focusing on
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comprehension but is now attempting to use one-to-three word phrases. Stage three is the
speech emergence phase, beginning at around six months and lasting up to two years
after the student’s immigration to the U.S. During this phase, we see increased
comprehension, usage of simple sentences, and expanded vocabulary, but with continued
grammatical errors. The final stage begins two to three years after the student’s
immigration to the U.S. This is the intermediate fluency phase (or the emergence of
BICS) during which we can expect to see improved comprehension, adequate face-toface conversational proficiency, more extensive vocabulary, and fewer grammatical
errors. As Collier (1995) points out, second language acquisition is a lifelong process
and in the context of second language use in school, “a very deep level of proficiency is
required” (p. 3).
Collier and Thomas (1989) propose a four-component model for acquiring a
second language for school that includes sociocultural, linguistic, academic, and
cognitive processes. The sociocultural processes are the surrounding everyday social and
cultural processes in all contexts, such as home, school, and community. Some examples
of these social patterns include discrimination and prejudice towards certain groups. The
linguistic processes consist of acquisition of oral and written language across all domains,
such as phonology, vocabulary, morphology, etc. The academic development includes
all academic school work and takes into account that with each succeeding grade level,
academic work becomes more complex, thus requiring ever-increasing academic
language skills. The final component of cognitive development requires that direct
teaching of language skills be done alongside cognitively complex tasks and academics.
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Collier and Thomas posit this method as a more effective approach than the one used in
the past when educators initially focused on helping a student develop second language
proficiency, watering down academic and cognitive tasks, before introducing more
rigorous academics. The researchers see these four components as interdependent,
stating that if one is developed to the neglect of another, it may prove to be detrimental to
the student’s overall growth and success. In light of this model, educators and school
psychologists are encouraged to examine each of these components when considering the
reasons for a student’s low academic performance. In addition to these components, there
are many other factors, such as the native language development of an EL, that are
central to understanding a student’s current level of functioning at school.
Importance of Native Language Development and Academics
Upon further study, Collier and Thomas (1989) found that ELs with no schooling
in their first language can take 7 to 10 years or more to reach age and grade-level norms
of their native English-speaking peers. As school psychologists, understanding this
challenge for ELs, as well as understanding the difference between BICS and CALP, may
help explain why an EL who appears to have mastered conversational English may still
struggle in academic subjects. While a detailed discussion on the complexities of oral
language acquisition is beyond the scope of this paper, it is important to understand some
basic concepts. Regardless of the dialect, given no physical disabilities and no isolation
from people in the first five years of life, all humans begin developing a complex oral
language system (Berko Gleason, 1993). According to Collier (1995), “Even the most
gifted five-year-old entering kindergarten is not yet half-way through the process of first-
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language development” (p. 3). Between ages six and twelve, children continue acquiring
increasingly complex vocabulary: pragmatics, semantics, syntax, etc. (Berko Gleason,
1993). Through formal education, reading and writing is added to the language system in
addition to listening and speaking. It is argued that first language acquisition is an ongoing, lifetime process (Berko Gleason, 1993; Collier, 1995).
When children (or adults) are required to learn a second language, they use the
same innate process they used to acquire their first language (Ellis, 1985). Researchers
found that certain language skills cross over, or have cross-linguistic transfer, from the
first language (L1) to the second language (L2) (Pettito, 2009). These cross-linguistic
domains include phonological awareness, syntactic awareness, functional awareness,
decoding, and use of formal definitions and decontextualized language (Pettito, 2009;
Dixon, Chuang, & Quiroz, 2012). Therefore, if a student has certain skills in his or her
L1, and those skills are known to transfer across languages, then we can expect that the
student will develop those proficiencies in L2. Research indicates that the strongest
predictor of L2 achievement is the amount of L1 schooling (Thomas & Collier, 2002).
Given the evidence that higher levels of L1 are associated with better L2
acquisition, it is suggested that ELs and their families should be encouraged to continue
L1 development. A research study focusing on immigrant Chinese youth found that
Chinese mothers who were English- or native-language proficient tended to have children
with higher academic achievement and fewer depressive symptoms. Additionally,
foreign-born youths’ higher proficiency in the native language was also associated with
fewer depressive symptoms (Liu, Benner, Lau, & Kim, 2009). Additionally, Cummins
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(1981) proposed that the best way for students to develop CALP in L2 was to first
develop CALP in L1. The argument is that common underlying features across
languages, such as the ability to generate meaning from dis-embedded words and phrases,
will transfer from L1 to L2. Thus, higher proficiency in L1 will help ELs in gaining
higher proficiency in L2 (Bylund, 2011).
Knowing how ELs differ in their learning and development of language skills is a
central part of a school psychologist’s foundational knowledge when conducting a fair
and valid assessment of an EL student. This knowledge can also inform the examination
and evaluation of current practices in EL assessment, which will be further discussed in
the following section.
Current Assessment Methods
The assessment of English Learners has long been a complex and challenging
process for school psychologists. Many approaches to assessment of ELs are currently
being used, including assessing these students’ skills in English, in their native language,
and using nonverbal measures. The utility, validity, and fairness of these various
methods are discussed below.
Assessment in English
When assessing ELs, one current method being used is to test students in English.
While this may provide information to the assessor about the student’s current level of
functioning in an English-only school environment, interpretation of the results of tests
given in English must be made with caution. One reason for careful interpretation is that
assessment in English of an EL student with limited English proficiency is that these
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students are likely to have difficulty understanding task instructions and may not be able
to fully understand and participate in such an assessment. Such difficulty is likely to
increase measurement error, thereby decreasing the assessment tool’s reliability (Abedi,
2006). A review of the research by Ortiz et al. (2012) supports taking caution with such
interpretations given that the results of the review show that non-native English speakers
consistently perform about one full standard deviation below native speakers of English
on tasks that rely on English language skills.
When testing in English, some research suggests that making accommodations by
“simplifying the language” of test items can give a more accurate picture of the students’
abilities without affecting the test (Abedi, 2006). However, it can be argued that
breaking test standardization in this way negates the usefulness of the obtained results for
use in making a determination of the student’s need for special education services.
Additionally, others may note the difficulty in determining at what level of English
proficiency these types of accommodations are appropriate and/or necessary for ELs
(Butler & Stevens, 2001).
There are other tools that have been developed over the years for the specific
purpose of making the results of English language testing with ELs interpretable and,
therefore, usable in special education placement decisions. These tools include the
Multidimensional Assessment Model for Bilingual Individuals (MAMBI) (Ochoa &
Ortiz, 2005) and the Culture-Language Interpretive Matrix (C-LIM) (Flanagan & Ortiz,
2001). These tools and their use will be further discussed in a later section.
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Assessment in native language
Testing students in their native language is a relatively new practice and there is
little research available on how bilingual students perform on tests administered in their
primary language (Ortiz et al., 2012). Native language assessments come with a
prerequisite: it is necessary that the school psychologist speak the language of the test
because it is important for the examiner to be able to communicate with the examinee in a
direct manner (Ortiz et al., 2012). Another difficulty is that many native-language tests
are normed on monolingual speakers from other countries. This is problematic in that
immigrant students in the U.S. cannot be viewed as monolingual speakers of their native
language, nor can they be considered as coming from a mono-cultural background. This
results in test scores that are difficult to interpret and have unclear validity (Ortiz et al.,
2012). It is recommended that native language testing not be the sole way of assessing
ELs but be one part of a comprehensive assessment effort.
Nonverbal assessment
According to a recent survey, 88 percent of school psychologists choose
nonverbal tests when working with culturally and linguistically diverse students (SoteloDynega, Cuskley, Geddes, McSwiggan, & Soldano, 2011). In so doing, practitioners
assume that because the test is nonverbal, the language barrier is removed and thus the
test results are an accurate representation of a student’s ability. Ortiz et al. (2012)
disagree; they argue that “no matter the test, its use in any evaluation requires that the
examiner and examinee be able to communicate with each other… thus, nonverbal
testing may well reduce the language barrier, but it clearly does not eliminate it” (p. 533).
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Another issue with nonverbal assessment is cultural fairness; that is, the
embedded cultural content is still present in the test items. Furthermore, nonverbal
measures inherently ignore one of the main reasons ELs are referred for special education
assessment, which is difficulties in language arts, particularly reading. These abilities
cannot be easily measured – or measured at all – with nonverbal tests (Ortiz et al., 2012).
While nonverbal measures can provide useful information, it should not be assumed that
they provide valid results. Nonverbal tests should be “part of a broader, comprehensive
evaluation” (Ortiz et al., 2012, p. 534). As noted above, there are positives and negatives
to each of the assessment methods currently being used in the field when working with
ELs. Recommendations for best practice, including the use of the above methods as well
as alternative methods, will be covered in the following section.
Suggestions for Best Practices Assessment
Assess in both native language and English
As discussed earlier in this review, there exists both law and ethical standards
outlining clearly that assessment of ELs cannot rely entirely on English-only tests and
measures (Rhodes, 2005a; National Association of School Psychologists, 2012). Rather,
assessment measures in English must comprise part of a more comprehensive assessment
when working with ELs. Although there are many challenges involved in testing ELs in
both English and their native languages, doing so with a bilingual psychologist is the
most highly recommended method in a hierarchy of evaluation methods used with
culturally and linguistically diverse students suggested by Guajardo Alvarado (2011).
Doing so allows a more comprehensive view of the student’s full range of abilities, both
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language-related as well as other ability areas, rather than limiting our perspective to how
the student functions in an English-only environment. However, testing in a student’s
native language comes with its own complications, such as requiring that a psychologist
either be fluent in both English and the student’s native language or that the psychologist
enlist the help of a translator. The latter circumstance is more common in the field today
given the small percentage of bilingual psychologists currently practicing. Using an
interpreter also presents many more challenges in addition to those discussed above when
assessing ELs using English language tests. The most common of these challenges
include the issues of training, both of psychologists and interpreters, and the fidelity of
interpretation (Ochoa, Gonzalez, Galarza & Guillemard, 1996). In regard to training, a
survey by Ochoa et al. (1996) revealed that most psychologists reported receiving little or
no training in the use of interpreters to facilitate assessment. Additionally, less than half
of the psychologists reported using interpreters who had received formal training in
providing interpretative services. Such a lack of training of the psychologist or the
interpreter can lead to validity problems with the assessment results, especially when
assessment procedures and the idea of standardization are unfamiliar to the interpreter
(Rhodes, 2005b).
In order to address these challenges, Rhodes (2005b) recommends the use of
interpreters who are equally fluent in English and the student’s native language, have a
minimum of a high school diploma, and who will be available throughout the assessment
process. Rhodes (2005b) also recommends that when interpreters are not familiar with
assessment procedures it is best practice for a psychologist to spend time prior to
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conducting the assessment familiarizing the interpreter with these procedures. Helping
the interpreter to understand the importance of standardization of assessment procedures
will also help to address the issue of fidelity when translating test items and instructions
while working directly with students.
In addition to using interpreters to administer tests written in English, other tools
have been developed to aid monolingual English-speaking school psychologists when
conducting a fair and valid EL assessment. These tools include the Multidimensional
Assessment Model for Bilingual Individuals and the Cultural-Language Interpretive
Matrix, with will be discussed below.
Multidimensional Assessment Model for Bilingual Individuals
Ochoa and Ortiz (2005) developed the Multidimensional Assessment Model for
Bilingual Individuals (MAMBI) to help practitioners choose the best assessment
approach and tools when testing bilingual individuals. MAMBI is a grid that helps the
practitioner select the best approach by considering four major areas: the individual’s
proficiency in both native language and second language, grade level, type of educational
program, and the length of student’s instruction in the program. The grid provides nine
profiles for a practitioner to choose from, offering “a systematic method for selecting an
assessment approach that can be defended as much more likely to produce valid results
than any other method” (Ortiz et al., 2012, p. 544).
The first step is to assess the student’s proficiency in L1 and L2. This is done by
considering multiple sources of data, such as the CALP score obtained from the
Woodcock-Munoz Language Survey, teacher and parent questionnaires, observations,
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and formal or informal interviews with parents, teachers, and student. Table 1 provides a
summary of the nine possible language profiles for L2 learners (Ochoa & Ortiz, 2005).
Once a language profile is selected, the second step is to find out what kind of
program the student has been a part of in the past and is in currently. The first educational
Table 1
Language Profiles of English Learners (Ochoa, 2005a)
Language
Profile

L1 Proficiency
Level

L2 Proficiency
Level

Profile 1

Minimal

Minimal

Profile 2

Emergent

Minimal

Profile 3

Fluent

Minimal

Profile 4

Minimal

Emergent

Profile 5

Emergent

Emergent

Profile 6

Fluent

Emergent

Description

CALP level in L1 and L2 are both
in the 1-2 range – individual has
no significant dominant language,
and proficiency and skills in both
languages are extremely limited.
CALP level in L1 is in the 3 range
and English is in the 1-2 range –
individual is relatively more
dominant in L1, and proficiency
and skills are developing but
limited; L2 proficiency and skills
remain extremely limited.
CALP level in L1 is in the 4-5
range and L2 is in the 1-2 range –
individual is highly dominant and
very proficient in L1; L2
proficiency and skills remain
extremely limited.
CALP level in L1 is in the 1-2
range and L2 is in the 3 range –
individual is relatively more
dominant in L2, with developing
but limited proficiency and skills;
L1 proficiency and skills are
extremely limited.
CALP level in L1 is in the 3 range
and L2 is in the 3 range –
individual has no significant
language dominance and is
developing proficiency and skills
in both but is still limited in both.
CALP level in L1 is in the 4-5
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Profile 7

Minimal

Fluent

Profile 8

Emergent

Fluent

Profile 9

Fluent

Fluent

range and L2 is in the 3 range –
individual is relative more
dominant in L1, with high
proficiency and skills; L2
proficiency and skills are
developing but still limited.
CALP level in L1 is in the 1-2
range and L2 is in the 4-5 range –
individual is highly dominant and
very proficient in L2; L1
proficiency and skills are
extremely limited.
CALP level in L1 is in the 3 range
and L2 is in the 4-5 range –
individual is dominant and very
proficient in L2; L1 language
proficiency and skills are
developing but limited.
CALP level in L1 and L2 are both
in the 4-5 range – individual has
no significant dominant language
and is very fluent and very
proficient in both.

Reprinted with permission of The Guilford Press.
circumstance includes students who are “currently in a bilingual education in lieu of, or
in addition to, receiving ESL services” (Ortiz et. al, 2012, p. 545). The second
educational circumstance is characterized by students who have “previously been in
bilingual education but who are now receiving English-only instruction or ESL services”
(Ortiz et. al, 2012, p.545). The final education circumstance encompasses students who
fall in the following category: “all instruction has occurred in an English-only program
with or without ESL services” (Ortiz et. al, 2012, p.545). The third step is to know the
student’s current grade level and select between kindergarten through fourth grade or
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Figure 1

Ochoa and Ortiz (2005) Multidimensional Assessment Model for Bilingual Individuals

Reprinted with permission of The Guilford Press.
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fifth through seventh grade options. The final step is to select the appropriate testing
modality from the MAMBI grid, which includes four options: nonverbal assessment,
assessment in L1, assessment in L2, or assessment in both L1 and L2.
Figure 1 on the previous page depicts the Ochoa and Ortiz Multidimensional
Assessment Model for Bilingual Individuals (Ochoa & Ortiz, 2005).
Culture-Language Interpretive Matrix
Another method that has been developed to help practitioners interpret test scores
of ELs when those scores are potentially not valid due to the limited English proficiency
of the student is the Culture-Language Interpretive Matrix (C-LIM; Flanagan & Ortiz,
2001). Interpretations made using the C-LIM are meant to help weigh the influence of
cultural and linguistic differences and parcel out the “difference versus disorder” when
considering the obtained test scores of ELs (Ortiz et al., 2012). Development of this tool
came out of a need to address the “difference versus disorder” question by using the large
amount of available research about the performance of bilingual individuals on English
test measures. The C-LIM was first developed in the context of the CHC cross-battery
approach to assessment, but can be used with any assessment procedure. It is intended
for use in determining whether test results from a particular measure are valid or invalid
for ELs.
The C-LIM classifies tests according to levels of cultural loading and linguistic
demands in order to help practitioners choose tests that might give the most valid as well
as fairest estimates of true ability for ELs. According to Ortiz et al. (2012), when looking
at the cultural loading and linguistic demand of a test, it is best to look at the combined
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effect of both rather than looking at either factor individually. Using the C-LIM in
conjunction with consideration of a student’s cultural and linguistic experience enables
practitioners to make a defensible interpretation of test results. This is possible because
of the research and evidence-based classification categories and predictable patterns of
performance by ELs seen when using the C-LIM. There is data from numerous studies
that support the classification categories of the C-LIM as well as the patterns of
performance by ELs. These patterns reveal that bilingual individuals test performance
show linear and continuous decline as the cultural loading and linguistic demands of test
measures increase (Ortiz et al., 2012).
Figure 2

The Cultural-Language Interpretive Matrix (Flanagan, Ortiz, & Alfonso,
2013)
DEGREE OF LINGUISTIC

PERFORMANCE
LEAST AFFECTED

MODERATE

HIGH

INCREASING EFFECT OF
LANGUAGE DIFFERENCE

MODERAT
HIGH

DEGREE OF CULTURAL
LOADING

LOW

LOW

INCREASING EFFECT OF
CULTURAL DIFFERENCE

PERFORMANCE
MOST AFFECTED
(COMBINED EFFECT OF
CULTURAL & LANGUAGE
DIFFERENCES)

Flanagan, D. P., Ortiz, S. O., & Alfonso, V. C., Essentials of cross-battery assessment (Vol. 84). Copyright
John Wiley & Sons, Inc. [2013, John Wiley & Sons, Inc.]. This material is reproduced with permission of
John Wiley & Sons, Inc..
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The C-LIM has several advantages as an aid in interpreting assessment results.
One is that in allowing the use of testing in English it makes assessment of ELs a
possibility for all practitioners. Another advantage is that it permits the use of any
interpretive method, framework, or schema and thus only requires practitioners to learn
how to use and apply it. In other words, they need not learn any alternative assessment
procedure in order to use it. Despite its advantages, the C-LIM cannot be used
exclusively to help interpret test results for ELs. This is due to the fact that other factors
may interfere with test results outside of language or other disorders. As such, an
atypical result pattern on the C-LIM does not necessarily indicate that a student has a
disability. Factors such as motivation, emotional disturbance and examiner errors may
also account for such patterns. For this reason, as in any other assessment, multiple
sources of data and information should always be utilized in conjunction with the C-LIM
to determine a student’s ability levels (Ortiz et al., 2012).
Alvarado's Four Steps to Bilingual Assessment
Another method for use when assessing ELs is Alvarado’s four steps to bilingual
assessment. Alvarado (n.d.) proposed four specific steps to follow when assessing
culturally and linguistically diverse students. The first step is to gather pertinent student
information, including information from the Home Language Survey, history of language
exposure and use of each language, results from previous language proficiency testing,
complete foreign and domestic school history, family background, and any other relevant
information. The second step is to determine oral language proficiency and complete
language dominance testing. Alvarado suggests that the best manner to obtain this
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information is by using parallel oral language tests, such as the Extended Oral Language
Cluster from the Woodcock Johnson-III Achievement Test and the Bateria III APROV.
For students whose first language is something other than Spanish, parallel tests may not
be available and informal language dominance assessment may be necessary. The third
step includes academic testing and the fourth step includes cognitive testing. The
academic and cognitive tests are selected based on the student’s indicated dominant
language.
Alternative Assessment for English Learners
Another method of both intervention and assessment of ELs is the use of
curriculum-based measures (CBM) in the context of a response to intervention (RTI)
approach. This method has the advantage of providing information about a student’s
performance over time rather than at one particular instance. In so doing, this method
may help to mitigate some of the environmental factors that can sometimes affect
assessment results, such as the motivation, mood, or health of the student at the particular
moment of testing. It further offers the advantages of being linked to the school
curriculum and thus of being more instructionally relevant (Gonzalez, Brusca-Vega, &
Yawkey, 1997). However, despite the large amount of research done on the use of CBM
with monolingual English speakers, only limited research has been done on the
effectiveness of CBM methods with ELs.
One of these few available studies by Richards-Tutor et al. (2012) found that
DIBELS benchmarks were appropriate markers of progress for ELs. However, the study
had a small sample size and its generalizability was limited. This same study also noted a
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point that has been stated by many others in the field: much more research on the use of
CBM with ELs is needed before we can definitively say that this method of assessment
and its many tools are not biased measures of EL student’s abilities. Another challenge
arising from this lack of research is how to determine if an EL student is making adequate
progress due to a lack of a well-established appropriate rate-of-improvement and
benchmark data specifically for the EL population (Bentz & Pavri, 2000).
Another study by Baker and Good (1995) found that when assessing the reading
progress of second grade bilingual Hispanic students, CBM English reading measures
were a sensitive measure. These same students showed positive gains in their academic
achievement when their reading progress was measured by using CBM, suggesting the
use of this method may be helpful not only in the assessment process, but also as an
intervention for ELs struggling with reading. Additionally, given that it has become
permissible to use a lack of response to intervention as a part of the criteria for eligibility
for special education services under the category of Specific Learning Disability, use of
CBM will likely prove to be increasingly helpful to the assessment process in the future
when making decisions about the most appropriate and least restrictive educational
placement for ELs who are experiencing learning difficulties.
Summary
As the EL population continues to grow, research indicates that many special
education team members feel unprepared to work with and provide services to these
students. Studies also indicate that school psychologists tend to select, administer, and
interpret psychological assessment data for EL students much in the same manner as they
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do for native-English speakers. This may be partially attributed to the vague guidelines
provided by federal and state agencies on special education assessment of ELs.
Likewise, NASP’s suggested procedures on conducting assessments with this population
are also inexplicit, with the bottom line being that testing should be “fair and valid”
(Blatchley & Lau, 2010). This ambiguity has understandably resulted in confusion,
biased testing and interpretation, inappropriate placement decisions, and
overrepresentation of ELs in special education programs, especially under the eligibility
categories of Specific Learning Disability, Intellectual Disability, and Speech and
Language Impairment.
School psychologists as well as other special education team members who are
part of the decision-making process should be familiar with the expected learning
trajectory for ELs. This includes understanding the distinction between BICS and CALP
and the role that students’ native language development and schooling play in their future
academic success. School psychologists currently employ several different methods
when assessing EL students, including assessment in English, assessment in the native
language, and nonverbal assessment. Each of these approaches has inherent flaws (e.g.,
lack of appropriate norms on tests, embedded cultural content, breaking standardization,
etc.) and continues to perpetuate biased assessments and inappropriate special education
placements for this student population. To address these concerns, current research
suggests several best practices methods. Those include: assessing in both native and
English languages; using tools such as the MAMBI, C-LIM, and the C-LTC to choose
and interpret tests; utilizing Dr. Alvarado’s four-step process for bilingual assessment;
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and using CBM to monitor progress in the context of RTI. Learning these methods and
techniques is an important step in helping school psychologists to conduct fair and valid
assessments of ELs as well as to become aware of the need for more careful
interpretation of assessment measures when it comes to EL assessment.
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Chapter 3
METHODS
Research
The information for this project was gathered using several different sources,
including electronic databases, books, and websites. Both qualitative and quantitative
journal articles were researched on two databases: the Elton B. Stephens CO. (EBSCO)
host and the Education Resources Information Center (ERIC). Keywords used for the
search included “English Learner” in combination with other terms such as “current
assessment practices,” “learning trajectory,” “overrepresentation in special education,”
“best practices,” and others. Several websites were also searched for pertinent
information on best practices, state and federal mandates, current terminology, and other
requirements on assessing ELs. The websites included the National Association of
School Psychologists (NASP), the California Department of Education (CDE), the U.S.
Department of Education, and the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA).
Books that focused on relevant EL topics were also examined. The process of
learning a second language was explored in The Development of Language (Berko
Gleason, 1993) and in Understanding Second Language Acquisition (Ellis, 1985). Books
with suggestions for best EL assessment practices were also used, including
Contemporary Intellectual Assessment: Theories, Tests, and Issues (Flanagan &
Harrison, 2012), Assessment and Instruction of Culturally and Linguistically Diverse
Students with or At-Risk of Learning Problems: From Research to Practice (Gonzalez,
Brusca-Vega, & Yawkey, 1997), and Assessing Culturally and Linguistically Diverse
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Individuals: A Practical Guide (Rhodes, Ochoa, & Ortiz, 2005). Another book used was
Bilingualism and Learning Disabilities (Ortiz & Maldonado-Colon, 1986), which
provided information on reducing inappropriate referrals of ELs to special education.
Finally, the Best Practices in School Psychology V (Thomas & Grimes, 2008) was also
utilized in developing suggestions for best practices when assessing ELs.
Development of the Presentation
The training workshop presentation was developed with two goals in mind: (a) to
raise awareness among school psychologists and other special educators about the
challenges that arise when assessing English Learners; and (b) to reduce inappropriate
placements of ELs into special education programs by providing school psychologists
with training on conducting fair, unbiased assessments. The presentation begins with a
summary of the literature review that provides the audience with a brief legal history of
minority students in special education, current issues of overrepresentation of ELs in
specific special education eligibility categories, typical learning trajectory that can be
expected of ELs, common current practices of school psychologists in conducting EL
assessments, and a discussion on the inherent problems with using current practices.
Next, the presentation focuses on best practices for assessment and provides training on
using specific tools to help select appropriate assessment measures (e.g., MAMBI) as
well as making correct interpretations of the test scores (e.g., C-LIM and C-LTC).
Finally, a case study is used to help the attendees practice using their newly acquired
skills.

38

This workshop training was developed to be presented in six hours through the
methods of direct instruction and group discussion. The PowerPoint presentation,
handouts, and notes for presenters are located in the appendices section of this project.
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Chapter 4
FINDINGS AND INTERPRETATION
The project, Assessment of English Learners: Guidelines for Best Practice,
resulted in the creation of one PowerPoint presentation intended to be presented as a
workshop which will inform and educate school psychologists and special education
program specialists on the challenges associated with conducting fair and valid
assessments of English Learners (ELs) for special education eligibility. This included an
overview of the current research and current suggested best practice methods of
assessment, along with specific tools which can be used to ensure valid and unbiased test
results and interpretations, which may help to ensure more appropriate special education
placements for ELs while reducing this group’s tendency to be overrepresented in special
education.
Workshop Objectives
The primary purpose of this project is to provide school psychologists and special
education program specialists an awareness of the challenges that arise when assessing
English learners. The secondary goal is to help school psychologists conduct fair and
unbiased assessments of English learners with the goal of reducing inappropriate
placements of students within this population into special education programs. These
goals will be met through a six-hour training workshop for school psychologists and
special education program specialists. Handouts will be provided as part of the workshop
in order to facilitate discussion and also in order to actively involve participants in
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learning valid and fair methods that can be used when working with and assessing
English Learners.
The presenter’s manual and workshop are contained in Appendix A and Appendix
B, respectively. The remaining documents include the handouts for the workshop, and
can be found in Appendix C.
Interpretation
English Learners (ELs) have comprised from 17 percent to 25 percent of the
overall student population during the last 10 years (Ed-Data, 2014). Additionally, the
number of students who speak a language other than English is growing each year
(Batalova & Terrazas, 2010). ELs have also historically been overrepresented in special
education (National Council of Teachers of English, 2008: Ochoa, 2005a), particularly in
the categories of Specific Learning Disability (SLD), Intellectual Disability (ID), and
Speech and Language Impairment (SLI) (Sullivan, 2011). Uneven literacy performance
may be a primary factor in this overrepresentation of ELs in the aforementioned
categories (Abedi & Gandara, 2006), as well as the lower overall academic achievement
often seen in ELs as a group (Brooks, Adams, & Morita-Mullaney, 2010; Worthington,
et. al., 2011). Another area of concern seen in the EL population is the relatively higher
dropout rate (Sheng, Sheng, & Anderson, 2011; U.S. Census Bureau, 2010). Despite all
of the above-listed factors, the issue of how to conduct valid and fair assessments of ELs
in order to make appropriate special education placements continues to be a problem for
many school psychologists due to a lack of knowledge, training, and specific guidelines.
While some guidance as to the appropriate assessment of ELs is provided at the federal

41

and state levels, the lack of specificity in these guides and mandates leads many school
psychologists to choose, administer, and interpret tests given to ELs in much the same
way as they would for non-EL students (Ochoa, Riccio, Jimenz, Garcia de Alba, & Sines,
2004). Such practice undoubtedly contributes to the aforementioned overrepresentation
of ELs in special education and results in invalid and indefensible assessments and
placement decisions of these students.
This review of the research supports the use of tools such as the Multidimensional
Assessment Model for Bilingual Individuals (Ochoa & Ortiz, 2005), the CultureLanguage Test Classifications, the Culture-Language Interpretive Matrix (Ortiz, Ochoa,
& Dynda, 2012), and Alvarado’s Four-Step Process (Alvarado, n.d.) by school
psychologists when assessing ELs as methods which can be used to obtain data which is
valid and unbiased and on the basis of which special education eligibility decisions can
be made. These tools and methods help practitioners to choose the most appropriate tests
to use when assessing ELs as well as to consider all of the necessary factors and
information in order to complete an overall valid assessment with fair and unbiased
interpretations of the collected data.
Recommendations
The following recommendations are offered as a result of the findings within this
project. It is recommended that school psychologists and special education program
specialists attend the workshop in order to become aware of the issues related to the
assessment of ELs as well as of current research and information related to best practice
methods and tools for such assessments. As a result of attending this training workshop,
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it is hoped that schools psychologists will make use of the tools and methods taught in
order to better conduct valid and unbiased assessments of ELs and in turn to be able to
avoid inappropriate special education placements. Additionally, it is recommended that
the research community continue to evaluate the efficacy of the use of the tools and
methods presented within the workshop, such as the MAMBI, C-LTC, and C-LIM, for
use with future cognitive tests, such as the newly-developed Wechsler Intelligence Scale
for Children-V, as well as with less-researched tests, such as the Woodcock-Munoz
Bateria. It would also continue to be helpful to collect data on current percentages of EL
students placed into special education programs and the academic outcomes for EL
students, both those in special education and those in general education. Furthermore,
future research is recommended to look into the continuity, or lack-thereof, in the
eligibility designations of Intellectual Disability, Specific Learning Disability, and
Speech and Language Impairment of ELs, as well as to investigate the rates of students
being exited from special education placement. Doing so may begin to provide some
information regarding the number of students who may have initially been
inappropriately placed in special education due to language-related issues rather than true
disabilities. Lastly, school psychologists and special education program specialists
should keep up to date on current research relating to this topic in order to align their own
practice with the most current recommendations of best practice methods and tools for
use in EL assessments.
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APPENDIX A
Presenter’s Manual
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Presenter’s Manual
Created by Natalia Borisov and Megan Landreth
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Introduction
As school psychologists, one highly important aspect of our work is ensuring that
we have a thorough understanding of the student populations we are working with. In
California, one student population we often work with is that of English Learners (ELs),
who as a group, have comprised from 17 percent to 25 percent of the overall student
population during the last 10 years (Ed-Data, 2014). Additionally, the number of
students who speak a language other than English is growing each year (Batalova &
Terrazas, 2010). As such, it is becoming increasingly important that school psychologists
understand the complexities and challenges of working with English Learners
(ELs). This is especially true given that ELs have historically been overrepresented in
special education (National Council of Teachers of English, 2008: Ochoa, 2005a),
particularly in the categories of Specific Learning Disability (SLD), Intellectual
Disability (ID), and Speech and Language Impairment (SLI) (Sullivan, 2011). Uneven
literacy performance may be a primary factor in this overrepresentation of ELs in the
aforementioned categories (Abedi & Gandara, 2006), as well as the lower overall
academic achievement often seen in ELs as a group (Brooks, Adams, & MoritaMullaney, 2010; Worthington et. al., 2011). Another area of concern seen in the EL
population is the relatively higher dropout rate (Sheng, Sheng, & Anderson, 2011; U.S.
Census Bureau, 2010). Despite all of the above-listed factors, current research and
guidelines on assessing and intervening with ELs leaves much to be further explored and
delineated.
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Therefore, this manual and accompanying PowerPoint presentation is designed to
help school psychologists and special education program specialists to become more
familiar with the research surrounding best practice when assessing EL students, and in
turn, be better able to make appropriate special education eligibility and placement
decisions for these students using valid and unbiased data. Additionally, school
psychologists and special education program specialists need to be provided with
appropriate methods and tools in order to be able to conduct fair assessments of ELs.
The information provided in the presentations is based on a literature review performed
between September 2013 and February 2014.
Nature of the Presentation
This project includes one PowerPoint presentation for school psychologists and
special education program specialists. Information in this project has been developed
into a workshop that is calculated to last six hours with one 40 minute lunch break and
two ten minute bathroom breaks. The project also provides a presentation manual and
guide to allow the training workshop to be delivered by any trained school psychologist.
Training attendees, who will generally be school psychologists or program specialists,
will become familiar with the current best practice methods of assessment when working
with English learners. These methods will include such tools as the Culture-Language
Test Classifications and the Culture-Language Interpretive Matrix.
In order to maximize the utility of this presentation to school psychologists and
special education program specialists who are in attendance, audience participation is a
necessary aspect of this workshop. Audience participation should be targeted through the

47

use of quality presentation techniques such as pausing for questions, demonstrating active
listening, and validating audience input. To encourage participation, it is recommended
that presenters and participants wear name tags which can be read from a distance Also,
in order for participants to become comfortable participating, earlier on in the
presentation it is recommended to allow participants to discuss questions in small groups
before asking for input aloud to the entire group. Before beginning the workshop, the
presenter will need to make copies of the PowerPoint slide handouts. Materials provided
to participants should include a copy of the PowerPoint presentation as well as any
supplementary handouts. The handouts can be found at the end of this manual. The
PowerPoint presentation is also available on a CD provided with this manual.
In preparation for giving this workshop, presenters should thoroughly read over
the slides and the presenter notes included with each slide. Presenters may include their
own names and contact information to the initial slide. Additionally, it is recommended
that presenters become familiar with the information cited and referenced at the end of
the presentation.
Guidance for Presenters
Each workshop is presented as a series of Microsoft PowerPoint slides. The slides
are prepared with all of the information necessary for presenting the workshops.
Presenters may use their own language when presenting; however, sample language has
been provided on the notes section of each slide. Throughout the presentation, the notes
sections include the notations “sample presentation language”, “read”, “do”, “ask”, and
“listen for.” The workshop is designed to include, and encourage, audience participation.
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Questions and activities are included at certain points throughout the slide notes. To
highlight these activities, questions the presenter should ask of the audience are prefaced
with the word “ask” in the notes section of the slides. Directions for activities are
provided. To provide feedback to the audience following the presenters’ questions, the
words “listen for” provide the content that answers the question. The presenter should
place additional emphasis on words typed in all capital letters.
The presentation can be performed with one to three presenters. If there are
multiple presenters, a natural place to transition is at each section break, denoted at each
section by a slide with the section title on it and a prompt to introduce the new section.
There are no strict guidelines regarding presenter transitions. However, it is
recommended that each presenter introduce himself/herself at the beginning of the
presentation and after any transition or change in primary presenter. A recommended
timeline for the training workshop follows:
Slides

Topic

Duration

#1-5
#6-14
#15-23
#24-32

Introductions to Topic and Purpose
Legal History and Current Guideline
Learning Trajectory for ELs
Importance of Native Language Development
Break
Overrepresentation of ELs in Special Education
Current Methods of Assessment
Best Practices
Lunch Break
Alternative Assessment
Case Study 1
Break
Case Study 2
Final Questions and Comments

10 minutes
20 minutes
30 minutes
25 minutes
10 minutes
15 minutes
20 minutes
80 minutes
40 minutes
15 minutes
35 minutes
10 minutes
35 minutes
15 minutes

#33-39
#40-45
#46-67
#68-74
#75-79
#80-83
#84
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About the Authors
Natalia Borisov and Megan Landreth are school psychologist interns. Both
Natalia and Megan completed their Masters degrees at California State University,
Sacramento. This workshop was completed to satisfy part of the requirements of their
Specialist in Education (Ed.S.) degrees.
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APPENDIX B
Presentation Slides: School Psychologists and Special Education Program Specialists
Workshop

51
Slide 1

Presenters should insert their own names into the slide above and introduce themselves
and the presentation topic to the audience.

52
Slide 2

Sample Presentation Language: I/We hope that from this workshop will provide school
psychologists and special education program specialists with important information and
tools for use in special education-related decisions relating to English learners as a
population.

53
Slide 3

Sample Presentation Language: Here is my/our workshop outline. I/We will be
referring back to this throughout the training to keep you aware of what I/we have, and
will be, covering. Please feel free to stop me/us at any point during the presentation
should questions arise.

54
Slide 4

Sample Presentation Language: There are many reasons that English learners as a
population are an important group for us as school psychologists to focus on and be
informed about. ELs as a group are a growing population in our schools and there is a
tendency for these particular students to have less favorable literacy outcomes than nonEL students.

55
Slide 5

Sample Presentation Language: Additionally, there is a higher dropout rate seen in the
EL population, as well as overrepresentation in special education and overall lower
academic achievement. Even more challenging for those of us in education is the lack of
research to guide best practice when working with EL students.

56
Slide 6

Sample Presentation Language: There is a long legal history regarding EL students,
and all culturally and linguistically diverse students, and their educational rights. These
include the Civil Rights Act of 1964, which began the positive changes for minority
students. This was followed by a memorandum in 1970 from the U.S. Department of
Health, Education, & Welfare that more directly pertained to EL students.
Read: All bulleted points under “School districts must:”

57
Slide 7

.
Sample Presentation Language: The law began to mandate further protections of
students with disabilities, which included both EL and non-EL students alike, in 1975
with the Education for All Handicapped Children.

58
Slide 8

Sample Presentation Language: Much larger strides related to special education
decisions for EL’s were made with the cases of Diana vs. State Board of Education in
1970 and with the Larry P. vs. Riles several years thereafter.
Read: Bulleted points below each case name.
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Slide 9

Sample Presentation Language: The next landmark case to direct special education
eligibility decisions for EL students came in 1989.
Paraphrase all bulleted points.

60
Slide 10

Sample Presentation Language: In addition to mandates related to eligibility, IDEA
went further and provided a few guidelines for the assessment of and the assessment
process for EL students.
Read: All bulleted points.
Ask: Does anyone have an idea or interpretation of what IDEA meant when they said
“clearly not feasible” in the first bullet point above?
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Slide 11

Sample Presentation Language: While IDEA provides these guidelines for us, the
language used leaves room for interpretation in some areas. This has the advantage of
allowing us some freedom in our assessment practices. However, often the lack of
specificity leads to practices that are biased or invalid results in our assessments of EL
students.
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Slide 12

Sample Presentation Language: Additional regulations for the assessment of ELs are
provided at the federal level and, in California, at the state level.
Paraphrase bullet points.
This slide will need to be adapted in regard to the state-level regulations if being
presented in a state other than California.
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Slide 13

Sample Presentation Language: The National Association of School Psychologists also
offers guidelines for best practice when assessing EL students, but as with other laws and
guidelines, those offered by NASP lack specificity as to procedures and useful tools to use
when assessing ELs.
Paraphrase bullet points.

64
Slide 14

Sample Presentation Language: The overall vagueness in regard to assessment
practices with ELs has left many school psychologists practicing in the field feeling lessthan-prepared and capable when conducting assessments of their EL students. A lack of
training in this particular area can lead to problematic assessment practices, such as was
pointed out in a survey by Ochoa, Riccio, Jimenez, Garcia de Alba, & Sines (2004. They
found that many psychologists were choosing, administering, and interpreting assessment
results in the same way for EL students as they were doing so for non-EL students.
Ask: What, if any problems do you see with the practice noted in Ochoa, et al.’s survey?
What steps might we take to improve how we choose, administer, and/or interpret our
tests when assessing EL students? Take a few minutes to discuss this with the person next
to you.
Listen for: Problems relating to validity and unfair or biased assessment ; assessments
of ELs not being legally defensible.
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Slide 15

Do: Distribute Language Acquisition handout
Sample Presentation Language: One of the first steps we can take in order to improve
out practice in regards to serving ELs is to better understand how this group’s learning
trajectory differs from that of monolingual students.

66
Slide 16

Ask: Who here has heard the terms BICS or CALP? Who here already considers the
factors of BICS and CALP in their assessments of ELs?
Sample Presentation Language: For those who are not familiar with these terms, BICS
stands for Basic Interpersonal Communication Skills, and these language skills are
typically developed during the first year or two in which a person is learning a language.
BICS skills are more conversational in nature and include developing one’s vocabulary
and pronunciation. CALP, or Cognitive Academic Language Proficiency, skills are
higher-level language skills necessary for most academic tasks and which allow a person
to understand meaning without situational cues. CALP skills generally take from two to
seven years to develop when learning a language (Bylund, 2011; Collier & Thomas,
1989; Cummins, 1981).
Ask: So if an individual came to us in kindergarten with no exposure to English, in what
grade could we expect that student to access the general education curriculum and
produce work with proficiency comparable to his monolingual, English-speaking peers?
Listen for: No sooner than 2nd grade, but probably closer to 6th grade.
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Slide 17

Refer the attendees to the previously-distributed Language Acquisition handout.
Sample Presentation Language: Additionally to BICS and CALP skills, there are many
language acquisition stages that a person goes through when learning a language.
Understanding these stages and where your student many be in the process of acquiring
English is an important factor to consider during your EL assessment.
Ask: Has anyone experienced any of these stages while learning a second language?
What was your experience like?

68
Slide 18

Sample Presentation Language: When learning a second language, there are many
factors that could potentially contribute to a student’s delay in acquiring that second
language, such as those listed here. More often than not, it is one of these factors, rather
than a true disability, which contributes to a student’s delay. However, sometimes a true
disability is present.
Ask: Just by looking at the factors listed here, does anyone have any ideas how we might
consider this information in an assessment situation?
Listen for: Language use survey, family/developmental history survey, family
interviews.
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Slide 19

Sample Presentation Language: Attempting to differentiate a true disability from
language-acquisition, personal, and cultural factors, such as those listed here, can be a
very challenging process. Considering these factors, however, can help us in the overall
process of determining if a child’s learning problems are more related to such factors
rather than an actual deficit. We have developed a handout listing many of these
important factors that we may need to consider when assessing EL students.
Do: Distribute the Variables to Consider handout.

70
Slide 20

Sample Presentation Language: One factor that can make a notable positive difference
in a student’s level and speed of language acquisition is the level of home support
received.
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Slide 21

Sample Presentation Language: At times, a student may experience challenges in both
their first and second languages, which is often indicative of a true disability rather than
of some other factor interfering. Additionally, the timing of a student’s first exposure to a
second language is another important element to consider in an assessment as it may
give information as to the likelihood of a student developing strong skills in particular
areas, such as reading, in his second language.
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Slide 22

Sample Presentation Language: Other student factors to consider may be in how many
ways and modalities the student is being exposed to his second language.
Ask: For those who have learned a second language, did you learn it solely in one
modality (only by reading, only by hearing it spoken by others, only by listening to music
in that language, etc.)? Or did you experience the language in many forms?
Listen for: Multiple modalities more helpful than a single modality in isolation.
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Slide 23

Sample Presentation Language: Another model of language acquisition which has four
interdependent components was proposed by Collier and Thomas (1989). In their model,
all four components, being linguistic processes, academic processes, cognitive processes,
and sociocultural processes, must be developed in order for a student’s overall language
success in the second language.
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Slide 24

Introduce the next presentation topic, Importance of Native Language Development.

75
Slide 25

Sample Presentation Language: As the previous section elaborated on, language
acquisition in a complex process with many stages, which occasionally becomes
entangled with the additional complexity of a learning disability.
Read: All bulleted points.
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Slide 26

Read: All bulleted points.

77
Slide 27

Sample Presentation Language: Research has shown us that when learning a second
language, our level of language development in our first language becomes an important
factor.
Read: All information on the slide.

78
Slide 28

Sample Presentation Language: According to research by Collier (1995), a lack of any
instruction in one’s first language can have some fairly heavy consequences in terms of
the length of the acquisition process when attempting to learn a second language. Even
several years of instruction in one’s first language does not speed up the language
acquisition process enough to allow most EL students to catch up to their monolingual
English-speaking peers before reaching at least middle school.
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Slide 29

Read: All information in slide.
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Slide 30

Read: All information on slide.
Sample Presentation Language: So, depending on the language a student first learned,
the speed at which they acquire English may be affected.
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Slide 31

Read: All bullets on slide.

82
Slide 32

Read: All bullets on slide.
Sample Presentation Language: When brining up these topics with the families of EL
students, be sure to do your best to be sensitive to cultural differences as well as the
family’s level of education and capability of helping their child to develop his primary
language skills.
Ask: Under what circumstances may it be inappropriate to bring up the topic of further
primary language development with an EL student’s family?
Listen for: When a family does not have the educational resources to help their child
further academically develop their primary language and bringing up the topic may cause
the family to feel ashamed.
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Slide 33

Introduce the next presentation topic, Overrepresentation of ELs in Special Education.

84
Slide 34

Read: All bullets on slide.
Sample Presentation Language: The tendency for ELs to be overrepresented in special
education leads to the question of the appropriateness of placement as well as the
question of the presence of a true disability for many of these students.
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Slide 35

Read: All bullets on slide.
Ask: What reasons can you think of that these two categories in particular are the most
frequently seen for EL students?
Listen for: Lack of exposure to English prior to entering school, discrepancies between
ability and performance due to language acquisition process being slow, confusing BICS
with CALP, invalid test measures.

86
Slide 36

Read: All bullets on slide.

87
Slide 37

Sample Presentation Language: Further challenges with assessing ELs and
determining the difference between normal language challenges due to the language
acquisition process and a true learning disability is the fact that many of the factors listed
here (poor comprehension, difficulty following directions, etc.) can be present in both
typical EL students and EL students with a learning disability. Being knowledgeable
about these characteristics and the fact that they do not necessarily indicate a learning
disability may help us in the process of differentiating a student’s differences from his
deficits in terms of his academic performance.

88
Slide 38

Sample Presentation Language: So, you may ask, why should we be so concerned with
placing EL students with a difference in their abilities rather than a deficit into special
education? Aren’t they getting extra help with special education supports? In fact,
research shows that when students are inappropriately placed into special education
programs the result is often regression over time. Additionally, as we have all seen, very
few students make the progress and growth necessary to ever exit special education once
placed in a special education program.

89
Slide 39

Read: All bullets in the slide.
Sample Presentation Language: So, similarly to the case of considering SLD, we see
that many of the same problems arise when considering ID as a category of eligibility for
ELs.
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Slide 40

Introduce the next presentation topic, current methods of assessment

91
Slide 41

Sample Presentation Language: Currently, school psychologists use several
assessment methods when working with EL’s. The first method is assessment in English.
There are pro’s and con’s to this approach.
Read: List of Pro’s and Con’s from the slide.
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Slide 42

Sample Presentation Language: Our assessments can be confusing for EL students!
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Slide 43

Read: All the bullets on the slide.

94
Slide 44

.

Sample Presentation Language: The next common assessment method is testing in the
native language.
Read: The pro’s and con’s list on the slide.
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Slide 45

Sample Presentation Language: Testing EL’s using nonverbal assessments is one of the
most commonly used practices among practitioners.
Read: The pro’s and con’s list on the slide.
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Slide 46

Introduce the next presentation topic, best practices.

97
Slide 47

Sample Presentation Language: We will discuss four, research-based best practices for
assessing ELs.
Read: All bullet points (1 through 4) for best practices.
Say: We will also go over alternative assessment for ELs and provide you with a few
evidence-based interventions.
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Slide 48

Sample Presentation Language: The first best practice method is to assess students in
both their native and in English languages.
Read: All bulleted points.
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Slide 49

Sample Presentation Language: The next best practices tool we will introduce is the
Multidimensional Assessment Model for Bilingual Individuals developed by Ochoa and
Ortiz.
Read: All bulleted points on the slide.
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Slide 50

Sample Presentation Language: The first step of MAMBI is to assess the EL student’s
proficiency both in L1 and L2.
Read: All bulleted points.
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Slide 51

Sample Presentation Language: This table provides the nine profiles that the
practitioner can choose from based on the student’s L1 and L2 proficiency levels.
Ask: Can anyone foresee any difficulties in trying to establish an EL’s L1 and L2
proficiency levels?
Listen For: Limited feedback from parents, conflicting reports from different sources of
information (home, school, student), lack of academic records from native country,
difficulty obtaining appropriate language tests, etc.

102
Slide 52

Sample Presentation Language: The second step in using MAMBI is figuring out what
kind of program – or educational circumstances – the EL student has been a part of in
the past and/or currently.
Read: All bulleted points.
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Slide 53

Sample Presentation Language: Step three of the MAMBI is knowing the student’s
current grade level.
Read: First bullet point and two sub-bullet points.
Sample Presentation Language: The final step in using MAMBI is to select the
appropriate testing modality form the grid, which include four options.
Read: Second bullet point and the sub-bullet point.

104
Slide 54

Sample Presentation Language: To use the MAMBI grid, you will need to have the
information you gathered in steps one through three. First, locate the appropriate
instructional program/history of the EL student. Then, choose the appropriate grade level
(k-4th or 5th-7th). And finally, select the appropriate language profile. The circled
checkmark is the most optimal assessment modality for this specific student.
Ask: What is the most optimal assessment method for a first grade student who has been
in an English-only program (with pull-out ESL services), and whose L1 is minimal and
L2 is emergent?
Listen For: Nonverbal assessment.

105
Slide 55

Sample Presentation Language: Another set of useful tools we can use to help make
more defensible choices as to which assessments to use when testing EL students is the
Culture-Language Test Classifications and the Culture-Language Interpretive Matrix.
These are data driven classification systems available for the subtests of many of the
cognitive assessments we commonly use in the field today, including the WISC-IV, DASII, WNV, and many others. These tools rate the subtests on their degree of cultural
loading and the degree of linguistic demand on a scale of Low, Moderate, or High.

106
Slide 56

Sample Presentation Language: Research has shown that the dimensions used by these
tools to rate the subtests of cognitive assessments are factors that significantly relate to
the test performance of EL students and are factors that may invalidate test results.
Ask: Does anyone have any idea how one or both of these dimensions, Degree of
Cultural Loading or Degree of Linguistic Demand, might relate to the validity of a
cognitive measure for an EL student?
Listen for: EL students are still developing their English language skills so it is unfair
and invalid to compare their language skills to those of monolingual English-speakers;
EL students may have less exposure to “mainstream” U.S. culture and as such may not be
as familiar with the cultural concepts embedded within test items as monolingual
English-speakers who have grown up in the U.S.
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Slide 57

Read: Slide title and first two bulleted points.
Sample Presentation Language: While the C-LIM and C-LTC are very useful tools for
helping us to choose valid measures to administer, they are not diagnostic tools in and of
themselves. They will not give us valid scores to use and interpret; rather they will help
us to maximize the likelihood of obtaining valid scores by choosing measures that will
most fairly and accurately assess an EL student’s skills.
Also important to note is the fact that in order to be able to use the C-LIM to assess the
validity of your subtest score, the subtest MUST have been administered according to
standardized procedures.
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Slide 58

Sample Presentation Language: This sample diagram of the C-LIM shows us that
subtests whose scores are likely to be least affected by the degrees of linguistic demand
and cultural loading can be found in the upper left-hand corner of the diagram. This
box shows subtests with both a low degree of linguistic demand and a low degree of
cultural loading.
Ask: In which box would you find listed subtests whose scores are most likely to be
affected by language and cultural factors?
The presenter may want to ask more example questions of the audience which
demonstrate how to use the C-LIM matrix if the attendees seem not to grasp how to use
the matrix.
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Slide 59

Sample Presentation Language: The C-LIM uses three designations to categorize the
language proficiency level of the student being assessed. These designations are Slightly
Different, Different, and Markedly Different.
Read: All bullet points.
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Slide 60

Sample Presentation Language: This sample C-LIM grid shows us how the
designations described on the last slide are considered in terms of the typical difference
between a monolingual English-speaker’s performance and an EL student’s performance
in on subtests falling in each of the 9 boxes. These expected differences are generated by
research data on the typical difference seen between a monolingual English-speaker’s
performance and an EL student’s performance on subtests within each designation. So,
for example, a student who falls under the designation of “Different”, which is where
most EL students are likely to fall, is expected to perform 10-15 points below his typical,
monolingual, English-speaking peers on a subtest that falls in the Moderate category of
both degree of linguistic demand and degree of cultural loading.
Ask: What would be the expected difference in the score of an EL student who falls in the
Slightly Different designation on a subtest falling in the high degree of cultural loading
and the Low degree of linguistic demand?
The presenter may want to ask more example questions about expected score differences
if the attendees seem not to grasp how to use the chart.
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Slide 61

Do: Hand out blank C-LIM sheet.
Sample Presentation Language: Listed here are the subtests of the WISC-IV. On the
blank C-LIM sheet you have just been handed, take the next few minutes to have a guess
at where each subtest might fall in terms of its degree of cultural loading and degree of
linguistic demand. Feel free to discuss your choices and why you made them with your
neighbor.
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Slide 62

Sample Presentation Language: This matrix shows the research-based ratings of the
levels of linguistic demand and cultural loading of the WISC-IV.
Ask: How do your ratings compare to those listed here? Do any of the ratings surprise
you? Which ones?
Listen for: Surprise at the rating of some of the Perceptual Reasoning tests not falling in
the Low/Low designation (i.e. Block Design, Picture Concepts), surprise at LetterNumber Sequencing having been rated as having High Linguistic Demand.
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Slide 63

Sample Presentation Language: Here is another example of C-LIM ratings using the
Woodcock-Munoz Bateria. As you may note from the diagram, half of the subtests from
the Bateria have either a high degree of linguistic demand, or a high degree of cultural
loading. Also of note for this particular example is that only limited research has been
completed to support these particular subtest ratings and more research is recommended
by C-LIM developers in order to more solidly support these particular subtest ratings.
One important point to notice in this matrix is that while we may assume that by testing a
Spanish-speaking student in his primary language that we have averted any issues of
validity. AS we can see here, though, many of the subtest of the Bateria still have a high
level of cultural loading, and may still be culturally biased measures for a student with
limited exposure to U.S. culture. Having this fact pointed out in the matrix is a great
reason to use the C-LIM as a tool to assess the validity of our assessments.
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Slide 64

Read: All information on the slide.
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Slide 65

Sample Presentation Language: Dr. Alvarado developed a four-step approach for
bilingual assessment. The first step is simply gathering student information. This may
include formal and informal interviews with parents, teachers, and other caregivers,
cumulative file review, obtaining and possibly translating academic records from the
student’s native country, understanding the student’s medical history, etc. The second step
is assessing the student’s oral language proficiency and performing dominance testing.
We will revisit this step in detail on the next slide. The third step is to complete academic
testing. The final step is completing cognitive testing.
Read: Last bulleted point on the slide.
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Slide 66

Read: All bulleted points on the slide.
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Slide 67

Sample Presentation Language: Formal assessment of language dominance may not
always be possible so informal assessment is sometimes the only available option.
Read: All bulleted points on the slide.
Ask: Does anyone have any other suggestions to informally assessing language
dominance?
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Slide 68

Introduce the next presentation topic, alternative assessment methods.

119
Slide 69

Sample Presentation Language: Curriculum-Based Measurement is a method teachers
use in the context of response to intervention (RTI) approach to find out how students are
progressing in basic academic areas such as math, reading, writing, and spelling. The
constant progress measurement (can be as frequent as weekly) helps instructors
determine if the students are responding to the teaching instructions being implemented.
So how can CBM be helpful with EL students?
Read: All bulleted points on the slide.
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Slide 70

Read: All text on slide.
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Slide 71

Sample Presentation Language: Current research indicates that DIBELS benchmarks
were appropriate markers of progress for ELs. However, the study had a small sample
size and its generalizability was limited. This same study also noted a point that has been
stated by many others in the field: much more research on the use of CBM with ELs is
needed before we can definitively say that this method of assessment and its many tools
are not biased measures of EL student’s abilities.
Read: All text on slide.
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Slide 72

Sample Presentation Language: There are some inherent challenges with using CBM
with this population. For example, it is difficult to determine if an EL student is making
adequate progress because there are no well-established appropriate rate-ofimprovement and benchmark data specifically for the EL population.

Read: All text on slide.
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Slide 73

Read: All text on slide.
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Slide 74

Read: All text on slide.

125
Slide 75

Sample Presentation Language: Let’s practice using some of the tools and skills we
have been learning. Here is a real-life case study of a 5th grade student, Jorge.
Do: Pass out the case study #1 handout.
Read: Case study #1 handout.

126
Slide 76

Read: Case study #1 handout.
Wait: Allow 2-3 minutes for audience to read through the case and study the assessment
results.
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Slide 77

Read: Questions from the slide.
Wait: Allow audience time (3-5 minutes) to determine the best assessment method for
Jorge.
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Slide 78

Sample Presentation Language: Jorge’s subsequent evaluations yielded higher and
higher scores.
Wait: Allow 2 minutes for the audience to study the scores.
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Slide 79

Sample Presentation Language: Jorge’s subsequent evaluations yielded higher and
higher scores.
Wait: Allow 2 minutes for the audience to study the scores.
Ask: What scores have changed for Jorge since his initial evaluation?
Listen for: Cognitive, phonological awareness, memory.
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Slide 80

Sample Presentation Language: If time permits, let’s look at another real-life case
study.
Do: Pass out the case study #2 handout.
Read: Case study #2 handout.
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Slide 81

Read: Case study #2 handout. Go over scores on slide 81 and 82.
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Slide 82

Read: Case study #2 handout. Go over information on slide.
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Slide 83

Read: Questions on the slide.
Wait: Give audience 2-5 minutes to discuss the most appropriate assessment method for
Miguel.
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Slide 84

Sample Presentation Language: The primary purpose of this project was to provide
school psychologists and special education program specialists an awareness of the
challenges that arise when assessing English learners. The secondary goal was to help
school psychologists conduct fair and unbiased assessments of ELs with the goal of
reducing inappropriate placements of students within this population into special
education programs. We learned about four current, research-based approaches for EL
assessments, including: assessment in both L1 and L2, MAMBI, C-LIM and C-LTC, and
Alvarado’s four steps to bilingual assessment. We also provided an alternative method of
assessment (CBM in the context of RTI). Finally, we went over some evidence-based
interventions for EL students.
Ask: Are there any questions about any of the topics that were covered in today’s
presentation?
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Slide 85

136
Slide 86
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Slide 87
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Slide 88
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Slide 89
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Slide 90
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APPENDIX C
Handouts
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Language Acquisition Stages

The

Case of Manuel
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Variables to Consider in Delayed L2 Acquisition:
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Culture-Language Interpretive Matrix (C-LIM)

Degree of Linguistic Demand

Moderate
Low

Degree of Cultural Loading

High

Low

Moderate

High
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Case Study #1: Jorge Vasquez
The Facts







Age: 10 years old
Grade: 5th
Native language: Spanish
Program: SDC
Initial Eligibility Category: Significant Adaptive and Intellectual Disability
Current Eligibility Category: Specific Learning Disability

Background Information
Health and Development:
Jorge was the product of a typical pregnancy and delivered prematurely at 6
months. He met all developmental milestones within normal limits, except for
speech which was delayed. His parents moved to the U.S. from Mexico when Jorge
was 3 years old. Neither of his parents speak any English.
School History:
At age 4 years, Jorge attended a preschool program where he was exposed to the
English language for the first time. He began receiving speech and language services
through a county program. In kindergarten Jorge was referred for full
psychoeducational assessment due to concerns with his lack of progress in all
academics as well as with behavioral issues, such as biting, hitting, and frequent
tantrums. The following is a summary of his initial assessment. The parents were
not interviewed and the background information collected was minimal.
2005
Differential Ability Scales (DAS Preschool
Version)
(Average scores between 90-110)

General Conceptual Ability: 59
Verbal: 55
Performance Standard Score: 62

Vineland Adaptive Behavior Scales – Survey
Edition
(Average scores between 85-115)

Communication: 63
Daily Living Skills: 65
Socialization: 70
Adaptive Behavior: 54

Eligibility: Jorge was found to be eligible for special education services under the category
of:
“Significant Adaptive and Intellectual Disability”
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Questions for Discussion:
1. What mistakes, if any, did the examiner make when assessing Jorge?
2. Using the tools discussed in this training, come up with the best assessment
method for Jorge.

Subsequent Evaluations of Jorge:
2008

Kaufman Assessment Battery for Children, 2nd
Edition (KABC-II)
(Average scores between 85-115)

Sequential: 66
Simultaneous: 84
Learning: 86
Planning: 72
Knowledge: 72
Nonverbal Index: 76

The Adaptive Behavior Assessment System
(ABAS-II)

Parent/Teacher Ratings:
GAC: 41 / 57
Conceptual: 50 / 61
Social: 55 / 75
Practical: 42 / 51

Behavior Assessment System for Children,
Edition (BASC-2)

2nd

Clinically Significant Areas:
Parent – social skills, activities of daily
living, functional communication
Teacher – aggression

Test of Auditory Processing Skills (TAPS-3)
(Average scores between 85-115)

Phonological: 73
Memory: 64
Cohesion: 73
Overall: 70

Test of Word Reading Efficiency (TOWRE)
(Average scores between 85-115)

Sight Words: 75
Phonemic Decoding: 85
2011

Kaufman Assessment Battery for Children, 2nd
Edition (KABC-II)
(Average scores between 85-115)

Sequential: 74
Simultaneous: 105
Learning: 100
Planning: 93
Knowledge: 102
MPI: 90

Naglieri Nonverbal Ability Test- Individual

General Ability: 91
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Administration (NNAT-I)
(Average scores between 85-115)

Comprehensive Test of Phonological Processing
(CTOPP)
(Average scores between 90-110)

Phonological Awareness: 91
Phonological Memory: 64
Rapid Naming: 79
Alternate Phonological Awareness: 76
Alternate Rapid Naming: 79

Wide Range Assessment of Memory and
Learning (WRAML)
(Average scores between 85-115)

Verbal Memory: 80
Visual Memory: 106
Attention-Concentration: 57
General Memory: 74
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Case Study #2: Miguel
The Facts







Age: 10 years old
Grade: 5th
Native language: Spanish
Program: SDC
Initial Eligibility Category: Speech and Language Impairment
Current Eligibility Category: Intellectual Disability

Background Information
Health and Development:
Miguel was the product of a typical, full term pregnancy. His mother reported that
he met all developmental milestones within normal limits, but he was assessed in
preschool due to speech and fine and gross motor delays. His parents moved to the
U.S. from Mexico prior to Miguel’s birth. His parents speak only limited English and
his two older sisters speak English with moderate proficiency. Miguel has an uncle
who is described as a “slow learner”, but no other family history of learning
disabilities or challenges was reported by Miguel’s mother.
School History:
At age 4 years, Miguel attended a preschool program where he was exposed to
academic English for the first time. Prior to preschool he had some exposure to
English at home via his two older sisters. He began receiving speech and language
services as well as occupational therapy services in preschool. Miguel continued to
receive these services in kindergarten and first grade while attending general
education classrooms. Resource classroom support was added to his IEP in first
grade due to his slow academic progress. Miguel was given a full psychoeducational
assessment in second grade as part of his triennial IEP. Additionally, concerns had
been noted in first and second grade with his lack of progress in all academics as
well as with behavioral issues, such as hitting other students when he became
frustrated and often talking back to or interrupting staff. The following is a summary
of his first full psychoeducational assessment. Information obtained from his
parents was restricted to health-related topics and the background information
collected was minimal.
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2011
Full Scale IQ (Standard Score): 67
Wechsler Nonverbal Scale of Abiltiy
(Average standard scores between 90-110, TScores between 40-60)

The Adaptive Behavior Assessment System
(ABAS-II) (Average standard scores between
90-109)

Beery-Buktenica Developmental Test of
Visual-Motor Integration (Average standard
scores between 90-110)

Subtest Scores (T-Scores)
Matrices: 31
Object Assembly: 30
Coding: 39
Recognition: 35
Teacher Ratings
Global Adaptive Composite score: 42
(Very Low)
Conceptual Domain: 52
Practical Domain: 43
Social Domain: 55
Integration skills: 82 (Below Average)
Bilingual Verbal Ability: 70

Bilingual Verbal Ability Test (Average
standard scores between 90-109)

English Language Proficiency: 63
CALP Level: 2 (Very Limited)

Language Use Inventory

Miguel was asked questions in both
Spanish and English about what language
he used in various environments (home,
school, playground, etc.). He reportedly
had a hard time understanding most of
these questions but was able to
communicate to the examiner that he
used both English and Spanish at home.
He also shared that he only spoke Spanish
with his mother and that he preferred to
speak in Spanish.
Speaking – Early Intermediate

California English Language Development
Test

Listening – Beginning
Reading – Early Intermediate
Writing – Beginning

Eligibility: Miguel was found to be eligible for special education services under the
category of:
Intellectual Disability
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Questions for Discussion:
3. What, if any, mistakes did the examiner make when assessing Miguel?
4. Using the tools discussed in this training, come up with the best assessment
method for Miguel.

Subsequent Evaluation of Miguel:
2014
The Differential Ability Test (DAS-II)
(Average scores between 90-109)

The Adaptive Behavior Assessment System
(ABAS-II)

General Ability Composite (GAC): 72
Verbal Ability: 83
Nonverbal Reasoning: 77
Spatial Ability: 66
Parent/Teacher Ratings:
GAC:
101 / 40
Conceptual:
99 / 50
Social:
101 / 55
Practical: 101 / 43

Behavior Assessment System for Children,
2nd Edition (BASC-2)

Clinically Significant Areas:
Parent – None
Teacher – Atypicality

Test of Auditory Processing Skills (TAPS-3)
(Average scores between 85-115)

Phonological: 97
Memory: 70
Cohesion: 60
Overall: Not Reportable (due to large
variation in composite and subtest scores)
Bilingual Verbal Ability: 75

Bilingual Verbal Ability Test (Average
standard scores between 90-109)

English Language Proficiency: 72
CALP Level: 3 (Limited)

Beery-Buktenica Developmental Test of
Visual-Motor Integration (Average standard
scores between 90-110)

Integration skills: 73 (Below Average)
Visual Perception: 85
Motor Coordination: 69
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