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An effective psychoeducational assessment report accomplishes four things: (a) it identifies and describes the significant elements in the student's learning environment that relate to the observed academic difficulties; (b) it describes the present status of the student's functioning in those areas suspected of being problematic; (c) it offers an opinion regarding the possible reasons for the student’s learning problems; and (d) it links assessment results with specific instructional strategies and educational modifications that guide the educational decision-making process and program development.
 
In order to accomplish these goals and to provide information that is helpful in understanding the nature of and reasons for an individual’s current functioning in school, this report uses straightforward, plain English, minimizing irrelevant information and technical terms. The language and format of this report are designed to provide information in a manner that is useful to anyone involved in making educational decisions in this case. Accordingly, the results are given in summary form using functional descriptions of proficiency so that they present a coherent and easily understandable view of Maria’s functioning in all evaluated areas. In addition, test scores and other results are included at the end of this report in an appendix that provides both a table and a graphical summary, also designed to facilitate the meaning and significance of Maria’s scores.

The report uses headings with slightly different wording, such as “experiential factors” instead of “background information.” This is intended to reinforce that all information is important and central to the purpose of the evaluation, especially when there are cultural or linguistic differences. This case is a relatively typical one where an English language learner (ELL) is referred because of increasing difficulties in language arts, particularly writing. It highlights the degree to which an ELL can demonstrate apparent academic and cognitive deficits when in fact their abilities are quite normal but attenuated due to the influence of cultural and linguistic variables. The report includes descriptions of these issues and provides an explanation regarding how they have affected academic achievement. Such issues are not easy to explain, or easily understood. Nevertheless, the report is intended to serve as a model for nondiscriminatory evaluation where a learning disability was ruled out in favor of cultural/linguistic issues.
Psychoeducational Assessment-for-Intervention Report

Name: Maria Ayala



Report Date: 1/8/10
Birthdate: 08/19/2001


Chronological Age: 8.4


Grade: 3rd




School: George Washington Elementary 

Ethnicity: Spanish/Mexican


Language of Instruction: English 

Evaluation Dates: 12/1/08-1/4/09

Native Language: Spanish

Reason for and Purpose of Assessment


Maria was referred for evaluation by her teacher, Ms. Contino, who expressed concerns regarding Maria’s academic performance. Ms. Contino reported that Maria is behind academically in most subjects, especially in her writing and written language skills. Maria’s reading seems to be alright, but Ms. Contino has observed some problems at times with comprehension. Ms. Contino has begun to wonder if the underlying cause of Maria’s learning difficulties might be some kind of learning disability. Therefore, this assessment was conducted specifically to evaluate the nature of Maria’s apparent learning problems and determine whether or not they may be due to a disability. Results from this assessment will be used to guide the decision making process in developing recommendations and intervention strategies, as may be necessary and appropriate in this case, regardless of the reasons or cause of Maria’s apparent difficulties.

Description of Procedures


This assessment was conducted in a systematic manner by first collecting information from multiple sources such as a review of records, interviews, actual work samples, general health screening results, and informal testing. This information helped in finding out whether or not any environmental or experiential factors were present that could be the cause of the reported difficulties. Because there was some concern regarding schoolwork, additional procedures were also employed to evaluate Maria’s ability to learn and benefit from instruction. Formal testing, such as scales, questionnaires or standardized tests and batteries, were given in order to generate additional information with which to assess the specific nature of Maria’s learning problems. Overall, this process helps generate specific and relevant information while avoiding needless, invasive, and redundant testing.
 

Statement of Validity of Assessment Results


The ecological methods and procedures used in the course of this assessment are specifically intended to enhance patterns seen in the data as well as reduce potential bias and discrimination inherent in the “interpretation” of any single test score or combination of scores. In general, the following steps were used to increase the validity of the findings: (a) testing was conducted in English with consideration regarding exposure or experience with a second language; (b) norm-referenced measures with the most appropriate norms were selected; (c) tests that provide information on both specific cognitive constructs and general functioning were utilized; (d) whenever possible less culturally and linguistically biased assessment methods were used; (e) results were interpreted within the context of Maria’s unique cultural and linguistic background; and (f) conclusions were based on multiple sources of information and not any single score or procedure.

 In Maria’s case, the area most subject to bias involves the use of standardized, norm-referenced tests due to the concern that the norms of such assessment tools may not adequately represent Maria’s linguistic background and cultural experience. As such, the validity of interpretations made on the basis of such test results may be questionable and the obtained scores may not be reliable estimates of Maria’s true functioning. To evaluate the validity of the test results and enhance the validity of interpretations, three approaches were used: (a) information about how other children like Maria typically perform on such tests was used as one basis for comparison; (b) the extent of the difference between Maria’s unique cultural and linguistic background and experiences and those of the individuals in the norm sample was determined; and (c) the Culture-Language Interpretive Matrix (C-LIM) was used to evaluate the impact of cultural and linguistic variables on specific test performance. In this manner, the conclusions and opinions offered regarding Maria’s functioning are believed to be as valid and as nondiscriminatory as possible.  

Evaluation of Experiential Factors 


Careful examination of cultural/linguistic difference, environmental or economic disadvantage, level of acculturation, and educational experiences indicates that Maria’s reported difficulties can be at least partially attributed to one or more of the following factors: (a) neither Maria nor her parents are native English speakers, (b) they have roots in a culture different from the U.S. mainstream, and (c) Maria’s parents have limited education themselves. During an informal interview, Maria’s mother indicated that since birth Maria has learned Spanish primarily at home, as her native language. She also reported that she tries to encourage the use of more English at home, but because neither she nor her husband speak English very well, Spanish remains the most frequently spoken language in the household. Similarly, Maria’s mother reports that although the family has adopted some of the cultural customs of the U.S. mainstream (e.g., dressing up for Halloween, decorating the outside of the house at Christmas, watching English language programs on television), the majority of the experiences in the home are rooted in their native Mexican culture and heritage, including their food, religious holidays, and various values, expectations, and attitudes. Maria’s mother states that she wishes she could do more to help Maria in school but that because she and her husband both work, they do not have the time to make sure that she has the necessary materials and the ability to complete her schoolwork. Maria is often left on her own to get her work done. Maria’s father works in the local agricultural industry as a greenhouse attendant and her mother is employed as a house cleaner.  


The information from Maria’s parents indicates that Maria’s cultural and linguistic experiences are “moderately different” than that of other native English speaking students of the same age and grade. This difference is sufficient to be a primary factor in the difficulties reported by Maria’s teacher. For example, because her parents are not native English speakers and have minimal education, although Maria was born in the U.S., her language development in English is not at the level expected of children of her age. The same can be said regarding her cultural development—that is, her knowledge and familiarity with U.S. mainstream objects, concepts, and values are not comparable to average classmates who are fully acculturated to the mainstream. Because Maria entered school with minimal English language development, compared with other kindergarteners, her initial school time was spent learning to speak and comprehend English. At the same time, her peers who were competent in English were receiving instruction at a level that could not benefit Maria due to her limited English comprehension skills. Now, in third grade, Maria is able to understand classroom instruction reasonably well, but still misses many of the subtle linguistic or cultural nuances. More importantly, she lacks the solid academic skill and knowledge foundation that her classmates have built because she remains developmentally behind them—a condition due to circumstances, not disability. As such, this “developmental difference” is evident in school achievement and grades, as well as in formal academic testing. In addition, Maria is immersed in English-only instruction. Although this type of instruction promotes acquisition of conversational skills in English, it is not sufficient to foster the age- or grade-appropriate proficiency necessary to be competitive in school at any grade level. Therefore, it seems reasonable that Maria’s current difficulties in the classroom are likely due, at least to some degree, to her linguistic and cultural differences. 

Evaluation of Health and Developmental Factors


According to the information provided by Maria’s mother, the results of Maria’s vision and hearing tests at school and in her pediatrician’s office were normal. Ms. Ayala indicated that there were no problems or concerns with her pregnancy and that labor and delivery were normal. In addition, Maria met her developmental milestones (walking, talking, toilet training, feeding/bathing self) within normal limits. In general, health or developmental factors do not account for the educational problems that have been reported in this case. 

Observation of Current Behavior and Performance


Observation of Maria’s performance during informal assessment revealed no unusual or significant issues or problems. She actively engaged in all tasks, including academic ones, with relative enthusiasm and attention. In addition, Maria appeared to have a good grasp of factual knowledge regarding numbers and the alphabet. When asked to draw a picture of her family, Maria carefully drew a picture showing her family playing soccer which was developmentally appropriate for her age and grade. During conversations, Maria expressed that she was feeling a little worried about school because she was finding it harder and harder to do well in her work. Maria stated that she knows she is not doing very well in her assignments, especially writing and “a little in mathematics too.” She also stated that her inability to do better seems to disappoint her teacher so much that she feels Ms. Contino is beginning to dislike her. Maria reports that her teacher has sometimes become upset with her about her schoolwork and this makes her feel very anxious and nervous.


In general, Maria’s performance during formal testing was consistent with the academic problems noted by Ms. Contino. For example, during a test on mathematics, Maria appeared to handle computation (adding, subtracting, multiplying) reasonably well, although at times she worked too quickly and made simple errors. She had significantly more difficulty on math reasoning tests in which she had to read questions on her own or listen to spoken instructions. At times, Maria did not seem to fully comprehend what the question was asking and responded incorrectly. During a reading vocabulary subtest Maria took a considerable amount of time on several words, frequently sounding them out. She occasionally confused the sounds of letters (e.g., t/d). Maria seemed to do better on nonverbal tests—those that did not require much cultural knowledge or language skills. She struggled more on tests that required her to rely on her language skills and factual knowledge. For example, she was unable to recognize certain pictures of objects and was not able to clearly articulate her thoughts in response to some questions, although it seemed that she understood them. After testing was completed, conversation in Spanish with Maria revealed that she might have been able to respond correctly to a few items in Spanish but not many. The fact that she has not been provided native language instruction coupled with the limited education of her parents suggests that her overall academic development has been adversely influenced and that formal native language testing would not have resulted in significantly different performance.  Many of these observations are consistent with behaviors and characteristics of individuals who are in the process of acquiring English as a second language and who are culturally different, particularly those who have not been provided with formal, native-language instruction. 

Classification of Test Scores


The results obtained from evaluation of Maria’s academic and cognitive abilities using standardized, norm-referenced tests were interpreted using a classification system that describes her performance compared to peers in a functional manner. This type of classification is used to highlight Maria’s current levels of performance and identify areas of instructional need. The classification categories are as follows:

	Category—Description 
	Relative Proficiency Index
	Percentile Rank
	Standard Score

	Highly Proficient—excellent functioning, needs very little help
	95/90 or above
	76th or higher
	111 or higher

	Proficient—consistent functioning, occasionally needs help
	82/90 to 95/90
	25th to 75th
	90 to 110

	Emergent—inconsistent functioning, often needs help 
	67/90 to 82/90
	9th to 24th
	80 to 89

	Problematic—difficulty in functioning, always needs help 
	67/90 or below
	8th or less
	79 or less


Evaluation of Academic Achievement


Maria’s overall academic performance was variable. In general, her broad math and reading skills were within the proficient range, whereas her general writing skills were within the problematic range. A closer look at her performance suggests that she did more poorly on tasks that tapped into advanced language abilities, such as reading comprehension and all forms of written expression, than on tasks that relied primarily on direct instruction, such as math calculation and letter-word identification. For example, Maria did better in basic math computation than she did when solving math word problems. Similarly, she was able to decode words correctly but her comprehension of written text was low. She displayed the most significant difficulties in writing, a task in which her performance was consistently in the problematic range. 


Ordinarily, such findings might be indicative of a disability. In this case, however, they are believed to be a reflection of Maria’s linguistic and cultural differences. For example, her problems were more pronounced on the academic skills that rely most heavily on language development and experience. Language arts skills, particularly reading comprehension, basic writing skills, and written expression, frequently lag behind grade and age level expectations in English language learners because their acquisition of English begins considerably later than that of their peers whose native language is English. Consequently, they simply have not had sufficient development or experience in using English to have acquired age- or grade-expected vocabulary and concepts. In contrast, she does well on tasks that are explicitly taught in school including math computation and learning the sounds that letters of the alphabet make. Although Maria appears to have difficulties with many tasks, overall she seems to be performing at about the level that would ordinarily be expected of age- and grade-peers with the same linguistic and cultural background, especially considering that she has received all instruction in English only. Given the pattern of performance represented in the test results, the primary factor contributing to Maria’s learning difficulties is most likely limited English language development rather than a learning disability.

Evaluation of Cognitive Processes and Intellectual Functioning
Maria’s overall cognitive and intellectual functioning showed similar variability as that found in her academic performance. For example, whereas Maria’s ability to process and work with visual information was in the proficient range, her knowledge of cultural information and her language abilities were much lower, within the problematic range. The rest of Maria’s cognitive abilities and processes were within the emergent range. Ordinarily, her general intellectual ability would be reflected in the broadest available score, which in this case is within the emergent range. But before we can accept this and her other scores as good estimates of her true ability, we must be certain that the scores are valid—that is, that they measured what they were supposed to be measuring and not something else. In Maria’s case, this means ensuring that the test results were accurate estimates of her ability or knowledge and not the result of cultural or linguistic differences. To this end, the Culture-Language Interpretive Matrix (C-LIM) was used to systematically evaluate the possible effects of limited English proficiency and lack of acculturation. Within this framework, Maria’s test results reveal a pattern of decline that is typical of other individuals with similar cultural and linguistic backgrounds, suggesting that apparent weaknesses in her test performance were influenced by cultural and linguistic factors rather than lack of ability. Accordingly, these test results cannot be considered valid and are not interpretable from a strict psychometric standpoint. However, as the pattern is consistent with performance that is typical of non-disabled, culturally and linguistically diverse individuals with average ability, we can reasonably conclude that Maria’s abilities are also within the average range and do not support the presence of a learning disability.


A table of scores and a graph summarizing and comparing the results described in this section with that of other children of the same age is attached to this report. The C-LIM Matrix and Graph, also attached, demonstrate Maria’s difficulties are a reflection of her linguistic and cultural differences rather than as a disability.

Opinions and Impressions 


 This evaluation sought to answer the question of whether or not Maria’s classroom difficulties were the result of a learning disability. Within the context of Maria’s unique experiential background, including cultural and linguistic factors that demonstrate at least a “moderate” difference from the mainstream, nondiscriminatory analysis of the patterns seen across all the data collected during this assessment suggests that Maria does not have a learning disability. The areas where Maria has difficulty are those where developmentally appropriate language proficiency is necessary. The interruption in Maria’s native language development, and its replacement with English when she started school, has placed her in a situation where she does not possess the same level of English language development as her native English speaking peers. Thus, it is unreasonable to expect Maria to perform at the same level as her age and grade level peers, especially in skills that rely heavily on language development, such as writing. However, Maria’s current lack of development in language arts is not due to any disability. Rather, it is a common, albeit unfortunate result, in children who are not given the benefit of instruction in the heritage language. The data collected in the course of this evaluation including the pattern of test results demonstrate that Maria’s potential for school success is probably within the average range and that she is capable of performing academically with reasonable expectations considering her educational history, and cultural and linguistic background. 
Recommendations for Intervention and Remediation


Although Maria does not appear to have a learning disability, she is significantly below age expectations regarding her academic skills. Instructional modifications are necessary in order to increase her academic success. Her cultural and linguistic difference should be the most significant factor in designing appropriate instruction and interventions. The following suggestions may be considered in the planning of Maria’s educational program:
1. Present all types of verbal information accompanied by visual stimuli that clearly illustrate the concept being taught. Examples are pictures, charts, graphs, semantic maps, and videotapes. The visual information will help Maria understand and retain new concepts and new vocabulary.

2. Do not assume that Maria has prior knowledge or previous experience of the words or information you are using to teach new concepts.

3. Be aware of the linguistic complexity of the language you use in instructions, questions, and test items. 

4. Directly teach Maria to request repetition or rephrasing of instructions, questions, or statements when necessary. Additionally, encourage her to ask you to paraphrase test questions when needed. She may know the content but not understand the question.

5. If possible, arrange for Maria to spend time with an adult who will expose her to wide a variety of experiences, explain what is happening, name objects and actions, and answer questions. 
6. Re-teach Maria those skills and concepts that she is missing in academic areas, specifically oral vocabulary, reading comprehension strategies, spelling, English syntax, and interpreting math word problems. This might be done through classroom ability grouping, an after-school tutoring program, or the school’s Title 1 program.
7. Preview and review key concepts within tasks and assigned readings in Spanish and English whenever possible.
8. If possible, pair Maria up with a bilingual peer who is performing adequately and who canhelp her understand classroom instructions and assignments.
9. Be aware of your use of colloquialisms, metaphors, and idioms and explain their meaning. 
10. Recommend to Ms. Ayala to continue to converse with Maria in Spanish so that Maria continues to develop proficiency in her native language.
Respectfully submitted,

__________________________

____________


Samuel Ortiz, Ph.D.



Date



School Psychologist

The following Table of Scores from the Woodcock-Johnson III Tests of Cognitive Abilities and Tests of Achievement (Form A) were generated by the WJ III CompuScore and Profiles Program NU, Version 3.0


Name: Ayala, Maria 
DOB: 08/19/2000
Age: 8-4
Date of Testing: 01/04/2009


CLUSTER/Test
Raw
W
AE

EASY  to  DIFF
RPI
SS (68% Band)
PR

GIA (Ext)
  - 
480
 6-7
 5-7

 7-11
70/90
80 (78-82) 
 9
COMP-KNOWLEDGE (Gc)
  - 
469
 6-2
 5-3

 7-2
50/90
 77 (73-82) 
 7
General Information
  - 
467
 5-11
 4-10

 7-1
48/90
 77 (71-84) 
 7
Verbal Comprehension
  - 
470
 6-5
 5-7

 7-4
52/90
 80 (75-85) 
 9

L-T RETRIEVAL (Glr)
  - 
492
 6-11
 5-0

 11-4
84/90
 86 (82-90) 
 18
Retrieval Fluency
 38 
496
 7-1
 3-11

 16-2
87/90
 90 (83-97) 
 24
Visual-Auditory Learning
 26-E
489
 6-11
 5-7

 9-4
80/90
 88 (83-92) 
 20

VIS-SPATIAL THINK (Gv)
  - 
494
 7-11
 5-9

 12-8
89/90
 97 (92-102) 
 43
Spatial Relations
 60-D
497
 8-8
 6-1

 14-1
91/90
101 (97-106) 
 53
Picture Recognition
 41-D
492
 7-5
 5-6

 11-4
86/90
 95 (90-100) 
 37

AUDITORY PROCESS (Ga)
  - 
487
 6-3
 4-10

 8-5
76/90
 81 (75-88) 
 11
Auditory Attention
 31 
491
 6-9
 5-3

 10-1
81/90
 87 (79-95) 
 19
Sound Blending
 13 
483
 5-9
 4-7

 7-6
68/90
 83 (76-90) 
 13
FLUID REASONING (Gf)
  - 
480
 7-1
 6-2

 8-3
74/90
 88 (84-92) 
 21
Analysis-Synthesis
 18-E
486
 7-8
 6-8

 9-4
85/90
 95 (90-100) 
 37
Concept Formation
 11-C
474
 6-6
 5-8

 7-6
59/90
 85 (81-90) 
 16

PROCESS SPEED (Gs)
  - 
483
 7-6
 6-5

 8-10
82/90
 89 (85-93) 
 24
Decision Speed
 17 
480
 6-8
 5-5

 8-3
74/90
 81 (76-87) 
 11
Visual Matching
 30-2
486
 8-1
 7-1

 9-4
88/90
 97 (92-102) 
 42

SHORT-TERM MEM (Gsm)
  - 
473
 6-5
 5-10

 7-4
56/90
 84 (79-89) 
 14
Memory for Words
 13 
470
 5-9
 5-0

 6-8
42/90
 83 (76-89) 
 12
Numbers Reversed
 8 
476
 6-11
 6-3

 8-0
68/90
 91 (85-96) 
 27

*******************************************

BROAD READING
  - 
472
 7-9
 7-4

 8-4
75/90
 92 (90-94) 
 30
Letter-Word Identification
 44 
480
 8-8
 8-4
 
 9-2
96/90
 104 (102-107) 
 61
Reading Fluency
 10 
475
 7-1
 5-1

 8-0
70/90
 84 (79-89) 
 14
Passage Comprehension
 17 
462
 7-0
 6-9

 7-4
32/90
 82 (79-86) 
 12

BRIEF READING
  - 
471
 7-11
 7-7

 8-5
77/90
 95 (93-97) 
 37
Passage Comprehension
 17 
462
 7-0
 6-9

 7-4
32/90
 82 (79-86) 
 12
Letter-Word Identification
 44 
480
 8-8
 8-4
 
 9-2
96/90
 104 (102-107) 
 61

BROAD WRITTEN LANG
  - 
462
 6-11
 6-7

 7-3
35/90
 71 (68-75) 
 3
Writing Samples
 9-B
460
 6-10
 6-7

 7-1
26/90
 75 (71-80) 
 5
Writing Fluency
 4 
470
 6-11
 <5-4

 7-8
58/90
 79 (72-86) 
 8
Spelling
 20 
456
 7-0
 6-8

 7-4
24/90
 81 (77-85) 
 10

BRIEF WRITING
  - 
458
 6-11
 6-8

 7-2
25/90
 77 (74-80) 
 6
Writing Samples
 9-B
460
 6-10
 6-7

 7-1
26/90
 75 (71-80) 
 5
Spelling
 20 
456
 7-0
 6-8

 7-4
24/90
 81 (77-85) 
 10

WRITTEN EXPRESSION
  - 
465
 6-10
 6-6

 7-3
41/90
 75 (70-79) 
 4
Writing Samples
 9-B
460
 6-10
 6-7

 7-1
26/90
 75 (71-80) 
 5
Writing Fluency
 4 
470
 6-11
 <5-4

 7-8
58/90
 79 (72-86) 
 8

BROAD MATH
  - 
479
 7-10
 7-2

 8-8
82/90
 93 (89-96) 
 31
Calculation
 13 
486
 8-7
 7-10

 9-4
93/90
  104 (96-112) 
 60
Math Fluency
 33 
488
 7-9
 5-6

 10-1
87/90
 91 (87-95) 
 27

Applied Problems
 25 
462
 7-5
 6-11

 7-11
55/90
 88 (84-92) 
 21

BRIEF MATH
  - 
474
 7-11
 7-4

 8-6
80/90
 93 (89-97) 
 32
Calculation
 13 
486
 8-7
 7-10

 9-4
93/90
  104 (96-112) 
 60
Applied Problems
 25 
462
 7-5
 6-11

 7-11
55/90
 88 (84-92) 
 21

MATH CALC SKILLS
  - 
487
 8-4
 7-5

 9-6
90/90
100 (95-105) 
 50
Calculation
 13 
486
 8-7
 7-10

 9-4
93/90
104 (96-112) 
 60
Math Fluency
 33 
488
 7-9
 5-6

 10-1    
87/90   91 (87-95) 
 27


________________________________________
Verbal Comprehension
  - 
470
 6-5
 5-7

 7-4
52/90
 80 (75-85) 
 9
Visual-Auditory Learning
 26-E
489
 6-11
 5-7

 9-4
80/90
 88 (83-92) 
 20
Spatial Relations
 60-D
497
 8-8
 6-1

 14-1
91/90
  101 (97-106) 
 53
Sound Blending
 13 
483
 5-9
 4-7

 7-6
68/90
 83 (76-90) 
 13
Concept Formation
 11-C
474
 6-6
 5-8

 7-6
59/90
 85 (81-90) 
 16
Visual Matching
 30-2
486
 8-1
 7-1

 9-4
88/90
   97 (92-102) 
 42
Numbers Reversed
 8 
476
 6-11
 6-3

 8-0
68/90
 91 (85-96) 
 27
General Information
  - 
467
 5-11
 4-10

 7-1
48/90
 77 (71-84) 
 7
Retrieval Fluency
 38 
496
 7-1
 3-11

 16-2
87/90
 90 (83-97) 
 24
Picture Recognition
 41-D
492
 7-5
 5-6

 11-4
86/90
   95 (90-100) 
 37
Auditory Attention
 31 
491
 6-9
 5-3

 10-1
81/90
 87 (79-95) 
 19
Analysis-Synthesis
 18-E
486
 7-8
 6-8

 9-4
85/90
   95 (90-100) 
 37
Decision Speed
 17 
480
 6-8
 5-5

 8-3
74/90
 81 (76-87) 
 11
Memory for Words
 13 
470
 5-9
 5-0

 6-8
42/90
 83 (76-89) 
 12


________________________________________
Letter-Word Identification
 44 
480
 8-8
 8-4
 
 9-2
96/90
  104 (102-107) 
 61
Reading Fluency
 10 
475
 7-1
 5-1

 8-0
70/90
 84 (79-89) 
 14
Calculation
 13 
486
 8-7
 7-10

 9-4
93/90
  104 (96-112) 
 60
Math Fluency
 33 
488
 7-9
 5-6

 10-1
87/90
 91 (87-95) 
 27
Spelling
 20 
456
 7-0
 6-8

 7-4
24/90
 81 (77-85) 
 10
Writing Fluency
 4 
470
 6-11
 <5-4

 7-8
58/90
 79 (72-86) 
 8
Passage Comprehension
 18 
465
 7-1
 6-10

 7-6
41/90
 85 (81-88) 
 15
Applied Problems
 25 
462
 7-5
 6-11

 7-11
55/90
 88 (84-92) 
 21
Writing Samples
 9-B
460
 6-10
 6-7

 7-1
26/90
 75 (71-80) 
 5


________________________________________
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This graph was generated using the XBA Data Management and Interpretive Assistant v1.0 by Elizabeth O. Lichtenberger and included on the CD-ROM from Essentials of Cross-Battery Assessment, 2nd Edition by Flanagan, Ortiz & Alfonso, © 2007, John Wiley & Sons, Inc. 





The following matrix and graph were generated by the Automated Culture-Language Interpretive Matrix v1.0 by Agnieszka M. Dynda and included on the CD-ROM from Essentials of Cross-Battery Assessment, 2nd Edition, by Flanagan, Ortiz & Alfonso, © 2008, John Wiley & Sons, Inc.





The following matrix and graph were generated by the Automated Culture-Language Interpretive Matrix v1.0 by Agnieszka M. Dynda and included on the CD-ROM from Essentials of Cross-Battery Assessment, 2nd Edition, by Flanagan, Ortiz & Alfonso, © 2008, John Wiley & Sons, Inc.





Note: The gray shaded band across the graph represents the expected levels of performance for individuals who are considered to be “moderately” different than the norm group used for comparison. Performance that falls within this band is consistent with that of other individuals with similar backgrounds of average ability.








