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Primary Referral Concerns

According to information contained in his school records and from interview with his teacher and parents, Carsam has had difficulty in learning to read and write since entering school. Initially the problems were only slight and it was believed that he might be slow in his maturation and that with time, his skills might improve.  However, as he progressed through the grades, Carsam’s development of literacy skills has steadily fallen further and further that of his age and grade level peers.  Consequently, Carsam was brought the to the pre-referral assistance team at the beginning of his fifth grade year by his teacher who was concerned about his apparent lack of appropriate academic progress, in particular language arts.  At that time, the team developed and implemented a range of interventions and modification strategies designed to help Carsam perform better.  The strategies included extra peer and adult tutoring, remedial reading assistance before and after school, modification of assignments, a change of seat closer to the teacher, increased one-to-one attention, and more involvement with small group instruction. Carsam’s progress was carefully monitored for about two months but displayed only minor improvement in his ability to acquire better reading and writing skills.  Consequently, the pre-referral team referred Carsam for special education evaluation in order to assess the possibility of the presence of a learning disability. 

Background Information
Educational and Family History

Carsam was born within the incorporated limits of Everytown here in the U.S. where his family has resided for several generations.  Carsam’s ethnic heritage is Anglo-American and he and his family reside in home located in an older, well established local community.  The socioeconomic status of Carsam's family was noted to be adequate and there were no indications of economic hardship being significant factors in his educational development.  Carsam attended a local preschool at age 3 and 4 prior to beginning his education at Everytown Elementary at the age of five where he has remained continuously enrolled since that time.  Carsam’s parents indicate that the only language spoken in the home is English and that he has had no consequential exposure to a second language in the home or the community.  Accordingly, Carsam’s instructional language in Everytown Elementary upon entering Kindergarten and remains the present language of instruction. A review of his records also indicates that there was some consideration of retention in third grade, primarily due to his reported difficulties in language arts development and an extended absence of about 20 days from a chronic respiratory infection that required hospitalization and subsequent rest at home.  Despite the concerns, he was subsequently promoted to the fourth grade and his attendance, apart from his third grade year has been consistent, with absences ranging from only about 6 to 10 days in any given year.  Carsam’s father is a local real estate agent and his mother teaches junior high classes at a neighboring school district.  He has two older siblings, a brother in 7th grade and a sister in 10th who are reported to be doing well and not experiencing any significant academic problems.     

Health and Developmental History

According to the information provided by Carsam's mother, as well as the nurse's screening results, Carsam has vision and hearing that are within the normal limits for successful learning in school.  Carsam was a full-term birth, delivered by a physician at Tri-City Medical Center in his family’s hometown of Oceanside.  His mother reports that he did not experience any complications during pregnancy and that labor and delivery were normal with Carsam being healthy upon presentation.  Carsam’s mother reports that he met all of his developmental milestones (walking, talking, toilet training, etc.) normally and without any noticeable delays.  However, he did comment that Carsam had a significant history of otitis media and underwent repeated courses of antibitotic treatment between the ages of 2 and 4.  Just prior to kindergarten, Carsam’s physician had considered surgical implantation of eustachian tubes but the frequency of infection dropped off markedly and the procedure was never carried out.  Apart from this particular finding, there appear to be no other physical factors present that might be related Carsam’s observed educational difficulties.   

Procedures of Evaluation
Procedures: Informative


10-10
Review of school records


10-12
Interview: Current teacher 



Interview: Parent(s)


10-15
Observation: Classroom 



Observation: Playground


10-17
Interview: Last year’s teacher



Interview: Student


10-21
Observation: Home


10-22
Review of student’s Health and Developmental History Report

Procedures: Evaluative


10-18
Wechsler Individual Achievement Test (reading and writing tests only*)


10-19
Wechsler Abbreviated Scales of Intelligence 



Woodcock Johnson III: Tests of Cognitive Abilities (selected tests*)

* - because the focus of this evaluation is solely on functioning related to reading and writing difficulties and any corresponding underlying cognitive deficits, only those tests from each battery relevant to the these concerns were administered in accordance with the principles that guide Selective CHC Cross-Battery (S-CB) assessment.   

Observations

Natural Settings

Carsam was observed in a variety of settings and during a variety of different classroom tasks, with particular attention paid to reading and writing.  On the playground and during recess he was observed to engage in many activities and had little difficulty relating to his peers.  In classroom situations, although he displayed adequate focus and effort in completing his work, Carsam was clearly not as successful as many of his classmates.  The mechanical quality of his written work (e.g., legibility) was not problematic but he did display problems with spelling and being able to express his thoughts on paper.  Carsam tended to use simple, familiar words and  still often resorted to invented spelling or just guessing when trying to formulate sentences and paragraphs.  Carsam had obivious difficulties when reading aloud particularly with regard to proper tone, rhythm, and fluency but seemed to have less difficulty with comprehension.  In addition, there were problems evident in his ability to successfully decode grade level words.  Despite his desire to complete his assigned tasks, Carsam would occasionally display signs of frustration especially on those involving significant amounts of reading and writing.  Naturally, Carsam displayed a tendency to withdraw from activities which he appeared to find difficult and was much more enthusiastic in other activities that did not rely as much on language arts skills. Carsam seems well aware of the fact that he is unable to keep up with his classmates in most subjects and it appears as if it is just beginning to undermine his self confidence and self esteem.  Compared to other students in the class, the quality and level of Carsam’s work is not up to the level as that seen in the vast majority of his classroom peers.  Without some of the current modifications being made by his teacher, Carsam would very likely have even greater difficulty meeting the expectations of his current curriculum. Overall, his motivation to succeed appears good and despite his problems, has a positive and enthusiastic attitude toward learning and school. 





Experimental Settings

Carsam was very cooperative in his interactions with this evaluator and during testing he appeared to put forth his best effort on all tasks.  Rapport was easily established and maintained throughout the testing session.  Although Carsam indicated that some items were “hard to do,” he persisted in his attempts to resolve the more difficult items and was very focused while completing the requested tasks.  Carsam seemed to have no trouble comprehending the test instructions, even where they tended to be rather lengthy.  On reading comprehension items, Carsam often paused during the course of reading the passages, and seemed to take extra time before responding with a fair amount of confidence.  It was evident again, that tests that required some aspect of language arts ability were clearly the most problematic for him.  Overall, the current test results appear to represent a reliable and valid estimate of Carsam’s cognitive and academic abilities.  

Inter-academic Analysis

Written Expression

Carsam’s overall performance in the area of Written Expression, as reflected by the combination of spelling and written expression tasks, can not be appropriately classified because of the significant difference between the scores that would comprise this composite.  The fact that this difference exists in these two measures precludes the formation of a reliable cluster and calculation of an average score could be (i.e., between the Spelling and Written Expression subtests of the WIAT) a misleading estimate of Carsam’s true performance.  As such, the subtests are more correctly interpreted individually without the use of a composite.  Carsam’s performance on the spelling subtest ranged from Low to Low Average for Spelling (SS=77; 6th percentile; range = 70 - 84) whereas his performance on the written expression subtest fell within the Very Low range (SS=61; 1st percentile; range = 54 - 68).  This indicates better functioning in spelling skills versus written expression skills.  Normative analysis, however, does provide an estimate of overall performance in this domain because both SS ranges for spelling and written expression actually fall entirely within the Normative Deficit range.  This type of pattern is called a non-convergent ability description and therefore, despite the relative discrepancy between the two SS bands, Carsam’s performance with regard to the Written Expression domain can be reliably interpreted as falling outside normal limits (i.e, normative deficit).  

Basic Reading Skills

Carsam’s overall performance in the area of Basic Reading Skills, as reflected by the combination of basic reading and reading vocabulary tasks, can be classified as Low (SS=75; 5th percentile; range = 70 – 80).  In this case, there is no significant discrepancy between the separate scores obtained on the basic reading and reading vocabulary tasks.  Hence, the composite score reported above represents a valid and reliable estimate of his functioning in this domain.  With respect to normative analysis, comparison of Carsam’s performance to other individuals of the same age and grade indicates that his functioning in this area falls greater than 1 SD below the mean, suggesting a Normative Deficit.  

Reading Comprehension

And finally, Carsam’s performance in the area of Reading Comprehension, as reflected by the combination of reading and passage comprehension tasks that were administered, can be classified as being Low to Low Average (SS=79; 8th percentile; range = 74 – 84).  As in the previous case, there is no significant discrepancy between the separate scores obtained on the reading and passage comprehension tasks given to Carsam.  Therefore, the composite score reported above also represents a valid and reliable estimate of his functioning in this domain. However, although performance on these two measures is not statistically significant, it is likely that the nature of the task demands on the WJ III Passage Comprehension test (which uses a cloze type procedure to evaluate comprehension), may have resulted in a lower score than when comprehension was measured by a task requiring only recall of facts and information as is the case in the WIAT Reading Comprehension.  This finding is supported by observational and interview data that previously suggested that reading comprehension was more adversely affected depending on the manner in which it was required to be demonstrated. With respect to normative analysis, comparison of Carsam’s overall performance to other individuals of the same age and grade indicates that his functioning in this area also falls greater than 1 SD below the mean, suggesting a Normative Deficit.  

In sum, Carsam displays normative-based deficits in each of the three areas that were evaluated. When evaluated together, it is clear that five of the six standard score bands for the tests administered to Carsam fall below normal limits (i.e., greater than 1SD below the mean) with the sixth extending only slightly into the average range.  It is believed that these deficits can not be attributed to extraneous or confounding variables that may have occurred during testing and that the results provide a valid and reliable estimate of Carsam’s current academic functioning.  

Inter-cognitive Analysis

The following discussion is based on data collected during the course of assessment with Carsam.  The relevant and central patterns of the test data in particular are noted and discussed herein and were derived primarily from review of the data summary sheets and normative analysis graphs that are provided at the end of this report.  

Gc-Crystallized Intelligence

Carsam’s overall performance with respect to Gc, Crystallized Intelligence, as reflected by the combination of the two WASI tests (Similarities and Information), can be classified as falling within the Low to Low Average range (SS =83; 13th percentile; range = 78 – 88).  The SS bands for the two tests overlap considerably indicating no significant discrepancy between his language development and general information skills.  Accordingly, the composite score reported above represents a valid and reliable estimate of his functioning in this domain.  With respect to normative analysis, however, Gc should be construed as only a probable deficit because the SS band for the Gc cluster and the individual bands for Gc-LD and Gc-K0 (Similarities and Information, respectively) all extend slightly into the range of Normal Limits (i.e., between 85 and 115 inclusive).  Although it is conceivable that Carsam’s true performance relative to Gc could fall within the normal range, the fact that his measured performance in both narrow abilities falls predominantly outside of normal limits and entirely within the Low to Low Average classifications, it is the professional opinion of this evaluator that Gc is indeed an area in which Carsam has significant difficulty.  And finally, marginal functioning in this area is seen to be logically consistent with the academic deficits identified earlier suggesting that this is unlikely to be a spurious or anomalous finding.     

Gsm-Short Term Memory

Carsam’s overall performance with respect to Gsm, Short Term Memory, as reflected by the combination of the two WJ III tests (Memory for Words and Auditory Working Memory), can be classified as falling within the Low Average to Average range (SS =92; 29th percentile; range = 87 – 97).  His performance on Memory for Words, a measure of memory span (MS) is slightly higher but not significantly different than his performance on Auditory Working Memory, a measure of working memory (MW) and the composite score reported above is believed to represent a valid and reliable estimate of his functioning in this domain.  With respect to normative analysis, Gsm represents functioning well within Normal Limits and in no way constitutes any type of deficit.  The SS band for MS falls entirely within this normative range and the band for MW dips only slightly into the normative deficit range.  Overall, given the existing pattern of scores, the most prudent interpretation remains that of functioning that is within Normal Limits.  Moreover, because the link between Gsm and reading and writing difficulties is not as strong as it is for other factors, failure to uncover a clear deficit in this area does not contraindicate the presence of a learning disability, but neither does it support it.

Ga-Auditory Processing

Carsam’s overall performance with respect to Ga, Auditory Processing, as reflected by the combination of the two WJ III tests (Incomplete Words and Sound Blending), can be classified as falling within the Very Low to Low range (SS =72; 3rd percentile; range = 67 – 77). His performance on Incomplete Words, a measure of phonetic coding—analysis (PC:A), is slightly lower but not significantly different than his performance on Sound Blending, a measure of phonetic coding—synthesis (PC:S) and the composite score reported above is believed to represent a valid and reliable estimate of his functioning in this domain. With respect to normative analysis, Ga is seen as a clear deficit because the SS band for the Ga cluster and the individual bands for Ga-PC:A and Ga-PC:S are all greater than one SD below the mean and do not extend into the Normal Limits range at all (i.e., between 85 and 115 inclusive). The well established connection between phonological processing abilities and language arts development provide evidence that Carsam’s difficulties in developing grade appropriate reading and writing skills may well be due to impairments in this domain.  

Other Abilities

Results from the administration of the WASI, revealed a FSIQ-4 scaled score of 44 which, when converted to a common metric using a mean of 100 and standard deviation of 15, yields a SS = 91, 27th percentile, range = 85 – 97.  Descriptive classification of Carsam’s performance on the WASI can thus be characterized as ranging from the Low Average to Average range and evaluated normatively as being within normal limits.  In addition, because the WASI is constructed from two tests which form the core of one of Carsam’s observed cognitive deficits (i.e., in Gc), his broad ability is likely to be underestimated by the attenuating effect of the inclusion of tests of Gc.  Nevertheless, even with the inhibiting presence of these tests, Carsam’s measured global ability is still within the average range and his true ability is probably higher.

Use of the WASI also produced two additional scores, one a measure of Gf (Fluid Reasoning) and the other a measure of Gv (Visual Processing) which were by products of the need to derive a global ability score.  Interpretation of these individual tests is rather precarious and the most substantive statement that can be made is that Carsam’s functioning in the area of Gf-I (Induction) and Gv-SR (Spatial Relations) is most likely within normal limits.  This conclusion is supported by the fact that the SS bands for each narrow ability (102 – 112 and 95 – 109, respectively) span the Average to High Average ranges.  However, without additional corroborating test data for each narrow ability, interpretations of performance in these areas can not be made definitively.   

Intra-individual Analysis

Evaluation of Underachievement

The results of inter-academic and inter-cognitive analysis have thus far established the presence of both academic and cognitive impairments in Carsam’s functioning.  The validity of these impairments is supported by convergence with other data that assists in ruling out other reasonable causes for Carsam’s poor performance.  These data include the fact that Carsam’s cultural heritage is entirely mainstream, he and his parents are native English speakers, the school nurse has found his vision and hearing to be within normal limits, he has received sufficient school instruction and opportunity to learn, he is properly motivated, and has no apparent organic condition or psychological disturbance.  Taken together, these data point strongly toward intrinsic factors as the primary cause of Carsam’s reading and writing problems.

The presence of LD is also supported via examination of the collected test data in an integrated fashion.  For example, if the cause of Carsam’s reading and writing difficulties is truly intrinsic, then the data should reveal a pattern that provides evidence of dysfunction in those cognitive abilities most logically and empirically related to the development and acquisition of literacy skills (i.e, Ga and Gc).  A review of the obtained results demonstrates just such a pattern in that Ga has been identified as a clear deficit and Gc has been identified as a probable deficit.  Additionally, mental retardation has been reasonably excluded as the primary cause of Carsam’s learning difficulties because performance in the area of Gsm was identified as being within normal limits, performance on narrow ability measures of Gf-I and Gv-SR were identified as being within normal limits, and development in other adaptive areas (e.g., communication, self care skills, fine and gross motor abilities) have never been observed as anything other than normal. Carsam’s cognitive deficits are evident but rather circumscribed in an otherwise normal ability profile thereby effectively ruling out the possibility of mental retardation or some other substantial cognitive impairment.  

Discrepancy Analysis

With respect to the state requirement of an ability-achievement discrepancy, the data also provide evidence to support the identification of LD in Carsam’s case.  Calculation of the discrepancy between Carsam’s global ability (SS=91) as measured by the WASI and his written expression (avg. SS=69) and basic reading skills (avg. SS=75) with correction for regression toward the mean and conversion to standard score units, yielded a difference of 1.78 and 1.53 standard deviations respectively.  Both of these values exceed the state requirement that specifies a significant difference of at least 1.5 standard deviations for the identification of LD.  The difference between Carsam’s global ability and performance in reading comprehension (avg. SS=79) did not meet the state requirement (1.31 SD).   

Summary

Conclusions

When all of the data collected in the course of Carsam’s assessment are examined and evaluated together and within the context of his educational, physical, social, and cultural histories and experiences, there appears to be sufficient data to conclude that he is indeed learning disabled in the areas of Written Expression and Basic Reading Skills.  Moreover, the patterns seen in the data support the conclusion that his difficulties in these areas are likely the direct result of deficiencies in his basic psychological processes, including Gc-crystallized intelligence and Ga-auditory processing.  It is the opinion of this evaluator that there are no significant external factors or other types of dysfunction present in Carsam’s case to which his educational difficulties could be primarily attributed.  In addition, the data provide support in accordance with state regulations for the identification of learning disability.  The data also support the conclusion that Carsam is currently unable to meet the demands of the curriculum even with existing support strategies in place.  It seems clear that without some type of substantial instructional intervention, Carsam will likely to continue to have significant problems in developing grade level reading and writing skills and would fall further and further behind the level of his peers.    

Recommendations

The primary purpose of psychoeducational assessment is not so much diagnostic, as it is to generate data that may be used to develop effective interventions to resolve the issues that led to referral in the first place.  While there are many options available for providing Carsam with the level of intervention services he requires, the following recommendations are presented as suggestions and starting points of discussion in the development of an appropriate instructional program.  Irrespective of the type of interventions that are developed, ongoing evaluation of their effectiveness should continue in order to monitor their success or failure in ameliorating Carsam’s academic difficulties.  The integration of collaborative information from records review, direct observation, teacher and parent interviews, analysis of actual work samples, standardized tests, and pre-referral data all provided the basis for the following recommendations:  

1) Because Carsam’s auditory processing deficit causes his difficulty in decoding unfamiliar words, it is recommended that he receive training in phoneme segmentation and sound blending.  Examples of these activities include identifying words beginning with the same sound (word matching), isolating individual sounds (e.g., recognizing the first sound n a word), identifying the numbers of phonemes in a word (phoneme counting), and identifying how the removal of a sound would change a given word (phoneme deletion).  Teaching Carsam how to organize sounds in order to assemble or put a word together (i.e., sound blending) and instruction that focuses on development of a greater sight word vocabulary is also recommended. 

2) Carsam’s deficit in crystallized intelligence seems more to poor language development and lack of grade level lexical knowledge.  Thus, it may be helpful to focus on advancing Carsam’s semantic and grammatical language ability.  This can be accomplished by reviewing the basic rules of correct grammatical structure and reinforcing Carsam’s learning of them and his ability to apply them in written assignments.  It may also be helpful to set “limits” on his expressive writing vocabulary so that he is forced to seek out and use words that will expand his repertoire beyond those he commonly uses (e.g., not allowing use of adjectives such as “cool,” “good,” “great,” etc.).  Carsam should also be encouraged and guided in his oral expressive language as a way of enhancing the related ability to express himself on paper.  Instruction that emphasizes oral language, such as debates, impromptu speaking, guided discussion, etc., would both advance his vocabulary and oral language abilities while at the same time providing a framework for development of specific lexical knowledge useful in writing.  

Respectfully submitted,

___________________________________

Examiner A

School Psychologist
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Battery
	Subtest Name
	CHC Ability Measured
	Standard Score
	Confidence Interval
	%ile Rank
	Classification

	OE – Oral Expression  Reasoning)
	
	
	OE Area Average = 
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	LC – Listening Comprehension
	
	
	LC Area average = 
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	WE – Written Expression
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	Spelling
	Grw-SG
	77
	70-84
	6
	Low

	
	WIAT
	Written Expression
	Grw-WA
	61
	54-68
	1
	V. Low

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	BR – Basic Reading Skills
	
	
	 BR Area Average = 
	75
	70-80
	5
	Low

	
	WIAT
	Basic Reading
	Grw-RD
	78
	71-85
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	Low
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	Reading Vocabulary
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	Low

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	RC – Reading Comprehension
	
	
	RC Area Average = 
	79
	74-84
	8
	Low

	
	WIAT
	Reading Comprehension
	Grw-RC
	85
	78-92
	16
	L. Average

	
	WJ III
	Passage Comprehension
	Grw-CZ
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	66-80
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	Low

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	MC – Mathematics Calculation
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	MR – Mathematics Reasoning
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	GK – General Knowledge Calculation
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	Cluster
	Test

Battery
	Subtest Name + (CHC ability code)
	Standard Score
	Standard Score Confidence Interval
	Percentile Rank
	Classification

	Gf (Fluid Reasoning)
	
	Gf Cluster Average = 
	
	
	
	

	
	WASI
	Matrix Reasoning (I)
	109
	102-116
	73
	Average

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Gc (Crystallized Intelligence)
	
	Gc Cluster Average = 
	83
	78-88
	13
	L. Average

	
	WASI
	Similarities (LD,VL)
	80
	73-87
	9
	L. Average

	
	WASI
	Information (K0)
	85
	78-92
	16
	L. Average

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Gv (Visual Processing)
	
	Gv Cluster Average = 
	
	
	
	

	
	WASI
	Block Design (SR,Vz)
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	95-109
	55
	Average

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Gsm (Short-term Memory)
	
	Gsm Cluster Average = 
	92
	87-97
	29
	Average

	
	WJ III
	Memory for Words (MS)
	95
	88-102
	38
	Average

	
	WJ III
	Auditory Working Memory (MW)
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	21
	L. Average
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	Ga (Auditory Processing)
	
	Ga Cluster Average = 
	72
	67-77
	3
	Low

	
	WJ III
	Incomplete Words (PC:A)
	68
	61-75
	2
	V. Low

	
	WJ III
	Sound Blending (PC:S)
	75
	68-82
	5
	Low
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	Cluster
	Test

Battery
	Subtest Name + (CHC ability code)
	Standard Score
	Standard Score Confidence Interval
	Percentile Rank
	Classification

	Gq (Quantitative Knowledge)
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	Grw (Reading/Writing Ability)
	
	Grw Cluster Average = 
	75
	70-80
	5
	Low

	
	WIAT
	Spelling
	71
	64-78
	3
	Low

	
	WIAT
	Written Expression
	67
	60-74
	1
	V. Low

	
	WIAT
	Basic Reading
	72
	65-79
	3
	Low

	
	WJ III
	Reading Vocabulary
	78
	71-85
	8
	Low

	
	WIAT
	Reading Comprehension
	81
	74-88
	11
	L. Average

	
	WJ III
	Passage Comprehension
	83
	76-90
	13
	L. Average

	Gf (Fluid Reasoning)
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	Gc Cluster Average = 
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	L. Average
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	L. Average
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	Information (K0)
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	Gsm (Short-term Memory)
	
	Gsm Cluster Average = 
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	Average

	
	WJ III
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	Average

	
	WJ III
	Auditory Working Memory (MW)
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	V. Low

	
	WJ III
	Sound Blending (PC:S)
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LD Specific Academic Skill Summary Sheet


Part 1: Data Summary (Level I)





Subtests = + 7





Confidence Bands:





Clusters = + 5





Performance Classification�
Very Low�
Low�
L Avg.�
Average�
H.Avg.�
Sup.�
Very Superior�
�
Percentile Ranks�
< 2�
3 - 8�
9 - 24�
25 - 75�
76-97�
92 - 97�
98 - 99+�
�






Subtests = + 7





Confidence Bands:





Clusters = + 5





NORMATIVE RANGE�
Normative Deficit�
Normal Limits�
Normative Strength�
�
CLASSIFICATION�
Greater than 1 SD below mean�
+ 1 SD from mean�
Greater than 1 SD above mean�
�






 -1 SEM 





        68 %


                      





 +1 SEM





Name:___Carsam_______________________________


Age:_____10_________ Grade: _______5___________                      


Examiner:___A_____________ Date: ___10/24______








LD Specific Academic Skill Summary Sheet


Part 2: Normative Analysis Graph (Level I)
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_______________________


______________________








MC  – Mathematics Calc.


_______________________


_______________________


______________________





RC  – Reading Compr.


_WIAT Reading Compr.___


_WJ III Passage Compr.___


______________________








Name:____Carsam___________________________


Age:______10________ Grade: ______5________                      


Examiner:___A___________ Date: ___10/24_____








CHC Cross-Battery Summary Sheet


Part 1: Data Summary (Level III)





Subtests = + 7





Confidence Bands:





Clusters = + 5





 -1 SEM 





        68 %


                      





 +1 SEM





Subtests = + 7





Confidence Bands:





Clusters = + 5





Name:_____Carsam__________________________


Age:____10__________ Grade: _____5_____________                      


Examiner:__A_____________ Date: ___10/24______








CHC Cross-Battery Summary Sheet


Part 2: Normative Analysis Graph (Level III)





Performance Classification�
Very Low�
Low�
L Avg.�
Average�
H.Avg.�
Sup.�
Very Superior�
�
Percentile Ranks�
< 2�
3 - 8�
9 - 24�
25 - 75�
76-97�
92 - 97�
98 - 99+�
�






(CHC Code)





 40         50         	60          70          80          90      	100       	110       	120       	130       	140        150      	160





 40         50         	60          70          80          90      	100       	110       	120       	130       	140        150      	160





NORMATIVE RANGE�
Normative Deficit�
Normal Limits�
Normative Strength�
�
CLASSIFICATION�
Greater than 1 SD below mean�
+ 1 SD from mean�
Greater than 1 SD above mean�
�






Broad/Narrow  (Gf) Cluster


_Matrix Reasoning___  ( I )


__________________	(      ) 


__________________	(___)


__________________	(___) 





Broad/Narrow (Gc) Cluster


_Similarities________	(LD)


_Information________	(K0) 


__________________	(___)


__________________	(___)	





Broad/Narrow (Gv) Cluster


_Block Design______	(SR)


__________________	(      ) 


__________________	(___)


__________________	(___) 








Broad/Narrow (Gsm) Cluster


_Memory for Words__	(MS)


_Aud. Working Mem._	(MW) 


__________________	(___)


__________________	(___) 








Broad/Narrow (Glr) Cluster


__________________	(      )


__________________	(      ) 


__________________	(___)


__________________	(___) 








Broad/Narrow (Ga) Cluster


_Incomplete Words     (PCA)


_Sound Blending____ (PCS) 


__________________	(___)


__________________	(___) 








Broad/Narrow (Gs) Cluster


_________________	(     )


_________________	(     ) 


__________________	(___)


__________________	(___) 








Broad/Narrow (___) Cluster


__________________	(___)


__________________	(___) 


__________________	(___)


__________________	(___) 








Broad/Narrow (___) Cluster


__________________	(___)


__________________	(___) 


__________________	(___)


__________________	(___) 








Name:____Carsam__________________________


Age:____10__________ Grade: ____5__________                      


Examiner:__A____________ Date: ___10/24_____








CHC Cross-Battery Summary Sheet


Part 1: Data Summary (Level IV)





Subtests = + 7





Confidence Bands:





Clusters = + 5





 -1 SEM 





        68 %


                      





 +1 SEM





Subtests = + 7





Confidence Bands:





Clusters = + 5





Name:____Carsam______________________________


Age:_____10_________ Grade: ______5____________                      


Examiner:___A_____________ Date: ___10/24______








CHC Cross-Battery Summary Sheet


Part 2: Normative Analysis Graph (Level IV)





Broad/Narrow (Gs) Cluster


__________________ (___)


__________________	(___)


__________________ (___)


__________________	(___)








Broad/Narrow (Ga) Cluster


_Incomplete Words     (PCA)


_Sound Blending____ (PCS) 


__________________	(___)


__________________	(___)





Broad/Narrow (Glr) Cluster


__________________ (___)


__________________	(___)


__________________ (___)


__________________	(___)








Broad/Narrow (Gsm) Cluster


_Memory for Words__	(MS)


_Aud. Working Mem._	(MW) 


__________________	(___)


__________________	(___)








Broad/Narrow (Gv) Cluster


_Block Design______	(SR)


__________________ (___)


__________________	(___)


__________________	(___)








Broad/Narrow (Gc) Cluster


_Similarities________	(LD)


_Information________	(K0)


__________________ (___)


__________________	(___)





Broad/Narrow  (Gf) Cluster


_Matrix Reasoning_  	(I)


______________________


______________________


______________________








Broad/Narrow (Grw) Cluster


_Spelling______________


_Written Expression_____


_Basic Reading________


_Reading Vocabulary___


_Reading Comprehension


_Passage Comprehension








Broad/Narrow (Gq) Cluster


______________________


______________________


______________________


______________________








 40         50         	60          70          80          90      	100       	110       	120       	130       	140        150      	160





NORMATIVE RANGE�
Normative Deficit�
Normal Limits�
Normative Strength�
�
CLASSIFICATION�
Greater than 1 SD below mean�
+ 1 SD from mean�
Greater than 1 SD above mean�
�






 40         50         	60          70          80          90      	100       	110       	120       	130       	140        150      	160





(CHC Code)





Performance Classification�
Very Low�
Low�
L Avg.�
Average�
H.Avg.�
Sup.�
Very Superior�
�
Percentile Ranks�
< 2�
3 - 8�
9 - 24�
25 - 75�
76-97�
92 - 97�
98 - 99+�
�









