
Andrew Shanock, Ph.D., NCSP
ashanock@yahoo.com
@ashanock andrewshanock

This handout contains key slides from presentation. 

Full presentation slides will be made available
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Identification and Intervention for EL and 

monolingual children
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SUMMARY OF RELATIONS BETWEEN CHC ABILITIES AND SPECIFIC AREAS OF ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT 
(BERNINGER, 2013; FLANAGAN AND COLLEAGUES, 2006, 2013; MCGREW & WENDLING, 2010; MCGREW ET AL., 2014; FLANAGAN, 2024)
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Language 
Comprehension
Ability to understand 

spoken language 

Simple View of Reading 
Decoding

(Word-Level Reading)

Ability to transform 
print into spoken 

language
 

Decoding X Language Comprehension =

Reading Comprehension

D X LC = Reading Comprehension



https://www.opportunityculture.org/2019/11/20/the-science-of-reading-introduction/





https://sites.google.com/dawsonesc.com/risearkansas/the-big-5
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https://readinguniverse.org/taxonomy





https://sites.google.com/dawsonesc.com/risearkansas/the-science-of-
reading?authuser=0&fbclid=IwAR2W2q7DlRjnZVPvPQ84L4zvBoPYVTzAacdY32FRxIFGf1cTZ4Xw4NREI3M 

https://sites.google.com/dawsonesc.com/risearkansas/the-science-of-reading?authuser=0&fbclid=IwAR2W2q7DlRjnZVPvPQ84L4zvBoPYVTzAacdY32FRxIFGf1cTZ4Xw4NREI3M
https://sites.google.com/dawsonesc.com/risearkansas/the-science-of-reading?authuser=0&fbclid=IwAR2W2q7DlRjnZVPvPQ84L4zvBoPYVTzAacdY32FRxIFGf1cTZ4Xw4NREI3M
https://sites.google.com/dawsonesc.com/risearkansas/the-science-of-reading?authuser=0&fbclid=IwAR2W2q7DlRjnZVPvPQ84L4zvBoPYVTzAacdY32FRxIFGf1cTZ4Xw4NREI3M
https://sites.google.com/dawsonesc.com/risearkansas/the-science-of-reading?authuser=0&fbclid=IwAR2W2q7DlRjnZVPvPQ84L4zvBoPYVTzAacdY32FRxIFGf1cTZ4Xw4NREI3M
https://sites.google.com/dawsonesc.com/risearkansas/the-science-of-reading?authuser=0&fbclid=IwAR2W2q7DlRjnZVPvPQ84L4zvBoPYVTzAacdY32FRxIFGf1cTZ4Xw4NREI3M
https://sites.google.com/dawsonesc.com/risearkansas/the-science-of-reading?authuser=0&fbclid=IwAR2W2q7DlRjnZVPvPQ84L4zvBoPYVTzAacdY32FRxIFGf1cTZ4Xw4NREI3M
https://sites.google.com/dawsonesc.com/risearkansas/the-science-of-reading?authuser=0&fbclid=IwAR2W2q7DlRjnZVPvPQ84L4zvBoPYVTzAacdY32FRxIFGf1cTZ4Xw4NREI3M


Rich Oral Language 
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Books

Emphasize Blending to 
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spell

https://fivefromfive.com.au/phonics-and-at-risk-

learners/#
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Kovaleski, J., VanDerHeyden, A. M., Runge, 
T., Zirkel, P., & Shapiro, E. (2022). The RtI 
Approach to Evaluating Learning 
Disabilities, 2nd Edition. NY: Guilford.
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REDUNDANCY

WJ/WESCHLER TAPS Time to Administer

Sound Blending Phonological Blending 10 min.

Auditory Attention Word Discrimination 10 min.

Numbers Reversed Number Memory Reversed 5 min.

Memory for Words Word Memory 5 min.

Sound Awareness Phonological Segmentation 10 min.

Sentence Repetition Sentence Memory 5 min.

Auditory Comprehension

Auditory Reasoning

Digit Span Numbers Forward 5 min.



Cluster Test Battery Subtest Name Standard 
Score 

Confidence
Interval 
(68%)

Percentile Classification

Background Knowledge (Gc) 109 101 to 111 65 Average Range

Breadth and 
depth of 
acquired 
cultural 
knowledge 
and its 
effective 
application

WISC V Similarities 110 103 to 117 75 High Average 

WISC V Vocabulary 110 103 to 117 75 High Average

WJ-IV General Information 98 91 to 105 35 Average Range

CELF-5 Word Classes 110 103 to 117 75 High Average

CELF-5 Semantic Relationships 115 108 to 122 84 High Average



https://www.schoolneuropsych.com/snwtests.php





AAD RtI PSW

Requires a discrepancy between ability 
and achievement

Requires discrepancies in rate and level of 
learning

Requires discrepancies between cognitive 
strengths and cognitive and academic 
weaknesses

Does not clarify the reason for academic 
failure despite a consideration of 
exclusionary factors

Does not clarify the reason for academic 
failure despite a consideration of exclusionary 
factors, most notably inadequate instruction 
and intellectual disability

Clarifies the reason for academic failure as part 
of a comprehensive evaluation that includes 
evaluation of exclusionary factors

Unexpected underachievement relative to 
overall cognitive ability (e.g., FSIQ)

Unexpected underachievement relative to 
evidence-based instruction and intervention 
(e.g., Tiers 1 and 2)

Unexpected underachievement relative to the 
individual’s cognitive capabilities (strengths)

Weaknesses/deficits within the individual 
(primary)

Weaknesses/deficits within the environment 
(primary)

Weaknesses/deficits within the individual  
(primary) and the environment (contributory)

Link to intervention not apparent Link to intervention based on academic skill 
deficits only; Limited to no new data to inform 
intervention after failure to respond

Link to intervention based on academic skill 
deficits as well as knowledge of how cognitive 
deficits manifest for the individual in real-
world settings (e.g., classroom)

Insufficient information to individualize 
instruction and intervention

Insufficient information to individualize 
instruction and intervention beyond Tier 2 
and/or Tier 3

Sufficient information to individualize 
instruction and intervention (particularly when 
combined with RtI/MTSS)

Diagnostic  errors (false positives and false 
negatives) are inevitable

Diagnostic  errors (false positives and false 
negatives) are inevitable

Diagnostic  errors (false positives and false 
negatives) are inevitable
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A B I L I T I E S  A N D  

P R O C E S S E S  R E L A T E D  T O  

S L D  A R E A :  B R S

W I S C - V  S U B T E S T

D E G R E E  O F  

R E L A T I O N S H I P  B A S E D  O N  

L I T E R A T U R E  R E V I E W

E X A M P L E  O F  S U P P L E M E N T A L  

S U B T E S T S  V I A  X B A  I F  

N E C E S S A R Y

C O M M E N T S

Gc:VL

(Lexical Knowledge)

Similarities

Vocabulary
Moderate

CELF-5

Word Classes

Word Definitions

Similarities may also involve Gf:I

CELF-5 is statistically linked to the WISC-V and 

therefore should be an initial supplemental battery 

Gc:K0

(General Information)

Comprehension

Information
Moderate

WJ IV COG 

General Information

In the majority of cases, it will not be necessary to go 

out of battery for additional K0 subtests

OP (Orthographic Processing) -- Moderate

TOC

FAR

Orthographic Processing

Irregular Word Reading Fluency

TOSWRF-2 is also sensitive to OP weaknesses

Gwm: Wa, Wv, Wc, AC

(Working Memory)

Picture Span

Digit Span Forward

Letter-Number Seq.

Digit Span Backward

Digit Span Sequencing

Arithmetic

Moderate

CELF-5

Recalling Sentences

WJ IV COG

Numbers Reversed

Object-Number Sequencing

Verbal Attention

Evaluation of difference between auditory and visual 

memory span will require use of a separate memory 

battery. Arithmetic also measures math achievement 

(Gq:A3) and at the older ages may also involve 

quantitative reasoning (Gf:RQ)

Gl:MA

(Associative Memory)

Delayed Symbol Translation

Immediate Symbol 

Translation

Recognition Symbol 

Translation

Moderate

WJ IV COG

Visual-Auditory Learning

WRAML2

Sound Symbol

Sound Symbol Recall

--

Gs:P

(Perceptual Speed)

Gr:NA (Naming Facility/Speed of 

Lexical Access)

Symbol Search

Cancellation

Naming Speed Literacy

Low-Moderate

Moderate

WJ IV Number Pattern Matching

WJ IV Letter Pattern Matching

CTOPP-2 Rapid Digit Naming

CTOPP-2 Rapid Number Naming

Other Perceptual Speed tests, such as WJ IV Number 

Pattern Matching and Letter Pattern Matching are 

likely more highly related to BRS given emphasis on 

orthography

Ga:PC

(Phonetic Coding)

Also referred to as Phonological 

Awareness

-- High

KTEA-3 Phonological Processing

CTOPP-2

WJ IV OL Segmentation

Sound Awareness

Sound Blending

KTEA-3 is statistically linked to the WISC-V and, 

therefore, should be an initial supplemental battery

Ga:UM

(Memory for Sound Patterns)
--

Low-Moderate
CTOPP-2 Nonword Repetition (also Gsm:MS) Also called Phonological Memory

--



Oral Vocabulary

Oral Language

Other Oral Language

WIAT Receptive Voc-   99
WIAT Expressive Voc- 95

WIAT Oral Discourse - 105

CELF Recep Lang Index- 101

Real Word-Accuracy

Nonsense Word-Accuracy

Word Read- Automaticity

Phonologic Awareness

WIAT Word Reading - 78

WIAT Pseudoword Rd- 82

WIAT Orthograph Fluency- 74
WIAT Decoding Fluency- 83

CTOPP PA Composite - 82
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ORF Accuracy

DIBELS 88% intensive/at risk
(2/1/24)

DIBELS 86% intensive/at risk
(1/15/24)

ORF Rate

DIBELS 66wcpm intensive/at risk
(2/1/24)

DIBELS 72wcpm intensive/at risk
(1/15/24)

Silent Reading Fluency

Reading Comprehension
(cloze, maze, Q/A, timed)

DIBELS Maze intensive/at risk
(Timed CBM 2/1/24)

WIAT Reading Comp – 88
(untimed)

Observations

Comprehension issues seem to
be due to inaccurate decoding

On WIAT, repeatedly searched 
text for answers, took long

time to respond

May be a case 
of dyslexia



Oral Vocabulary

Oral Language

Other Oral Language

PPVT Receptive - 80
WJ Picture Voc 77

WJ Oral Comprehension – 85
(CLOZE)

Real Word-Accuracy

Nonsense Word-Accuracy

Word Read- Automaticity

Phonologic Awareness

WJ IV Word ID - 95

WJ IV Word Attack- 92

TOWRE Sight Wrd Efficiency-95
TOWRE Phonetic Decode -97

CTOPP PA Composite - 101
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ORF Accuracy

GORT Accuracy – SS of 8

ORF Rate

GORT – SS of 9

WJ Sentence Rd Fluency - 84
Silent Reading Fluency

Reading Comprehension
(cloze, maze, Q/A, timed)

GORT Comprehension SS of 5
(Timed & Q/A)

WJ Passage Comp – 75
(Untimed/Cloze)

Observations

GORT Comp – seemed to 
read fluently and could 

read all words

Language 
difficulty

TOLD Spoken Language– 75





Step 1. Determine Expected Baseline Functioning - Assess and evaluate factors 
that affect opportunity to learn and mitigate age/grade-expected development.

Step 2. Monitor Progress and Evaluate Growth - Monitor and evaluate learning 
and academic skills growth relative to true peers* in English and the heritage 
language for the purpose of instruction and intervention.

Determine Whether Evaluation is Warranted – Examine intervention and 
progress monitoring data within the context of “degree of difference” to 
determine if a disability evaluation is appropriate and necessary.

Step 3. Evaluate Impact of Differences - Collect additional data and information 
for the purpose of disability identification and assess its validity within the 
context of the student’s experiential and developmental differences.

Step 4. Establish Ecological Validity - Cross validate all data with contextual 
factors and ensure consistency with pre-referral concerns and information.

Best Practice in Nondiscriminatory Assessment

Addresses  
fairness in 

expectations

Addresses  
fairness in 
evaluation 

Post-
referral 

Activities

Pre-
referral 

Activities

*The concept of “true peers” is based on the assumption of comparability (Salvia & Ysseldyke, 1993) which presumes a relative equivalency of developmental and experiential factors above and 
beyond age. This includes development in a second language, acculturative learning opportunities, and any other factors that can inhibit basic development.

A Comprehensive Framework for Evaluation

Transition

Ortiz, S. (2025) 



There are three basic criteria that, when all are met, provide evidence to suggest that test performance reflects 
the primary influence of cultural and linguistic factors and not actual ability, or lack thereof. These criteria are:

Addressing Exclusionary Factors via Examination of Test Score Validity with the C-LIM

1. Overall Pattern of Decline: There exists a general, overall pattern of decline in the scores from left to right 
and diagonally across the matrix where performance is highest on the less linguistically demanding/culturally 
loaded tests (low/low cells) and performance is lowest on the more linguistically demanding/culturally loaded 
tests (high/high cells),  and;

2. Within Expected Range: The magnitude of the aggregate test scores across the matrix for all cells fall 
within or above the expected range of difference (shaded area around the line) determined to be most 
representative of the examinee’s background and development relative to the sample on whom the test was 
normed. 

3. No Significant Score Variability: There is no variability in the scores that form the aggregate in any one cell 
or any variability between or among cells in the same level where high score performance may be masking 
the presence of low performance. Variability is defined as one score below average AND below the expected 
range, and the next lowest score is 1SD (15 points) higher and within the expected range.  

Interpretation: When ALL three criteria are MET, it may be concluded that the test scores are LIKELY INVALID because they 
were influenced primarily by cultural/linguistic variables and cannot be interpreted. When any ONE criterion is NOT MET, the 
results can be assumed to be LIKELY VALID and may be interpreted if further evidence is generated to support conclusions.

Results 
are LIKELY 
INVALID 

only if ALL 
conditions 
are MET.

Results      
are LIKELY 

VALID    
when ANY 
condition is 
NOT MET.

Best Practice in Nondiscriminatory Assessment

Ortiz, S. (2025) 



Example of “likely invalid” score pattern—overall general decline AND 
scores within or above expected (“average” or typical) range AND 
scores show no important variability.

Interpretation: Performance PRIMARILY due to linguistic and cultural 
factors, scores CANNOT be interpreted specifically, and provide no 
evidence to support disability. 

Example of “likely valid” score pattern—no overall decline OR scores 
below expected (“average” or typical) range OR scores show important 
variability. 

Interpretation: Performance NOT PRIMARILY due to linguistic and 
cultural factors, scores CAN be interpreted but need further validation 
to provide evidence of possible disability. 

Addressing Exclusionary Factors via Examination of Test Score Validity with the C-LIM

Best Practice in Nondiscriminatory Assessment

Ortiz, S. (2025) 



We will be going through some considerations that have to be made about culture and language when doing an 
assessment. Much of what will be discussed comes from Dr. Sam Ortiz’s work, which can be found on the CAI website.

https://caipsychs.com/clim/ 

https://caipsychs.com/clim/


• Build vocabulary by combining new information with 

what the learner already knows

• Strategic integration

• Purposeful connections that are explicitly taught

• Allow the EL child to see the connection between new English words 

and a concept they understand

• Can use visuals to start a discussion, teacher then uses specifically 

chosen vocabulary that enhances the context

INSTRUCTIONAL DESIGN PRINCIPLE  #1



• Integrate multiple opportunities for using new vocabulary to 
make connections to lived experiences

• Multiple exposures  - opportunities to use the new vocabulary and 
associated concepts in different contexts. 

• Provide frequent opportunity to think deeply about the taught information 
and then make the link between the word and concept. 

• After choosing a topic (i.e. water cycle), can have the student 
brainstorm words in their native language first. Teacher then 
can use those words to create a word wall. Discuss the 
orthographic similarities and differences of those words to 
English. 

INSTRUCTIONAL DESIGN PRINCIPLE #2



• Intentional opportunities for Adult-Child Language Interaction 
around New Vocabulary during content learning

• Intentional language opportunities allow explicit tasks and time for kids to 
respond, discuss, and engage in academic content

• Can be maximized through small groups, group and individual turns, and 
planned opportunities for discussing and responding.

• For example, if content was about seasons. Teacher could have two pics, one 
with tree with full green leaves, the other colorful leaves. Whole class discussed 
the differences and similarities. Individual children have opportunity to be the 
‘teacher’. This is a lesson that is taught for the whole week with teacher 
meeting with small groups and individual children. 

INSTRUCTIONAL DESIGN PRINCIPLE #3



https://www.readingrockets.org/ https://readinguniverse.org/taxonomy

https://www.colorincolorado.org/ https://irrc.education.uiowa.edu/lifter



https://www.thereadingleague.org/compass/families-and-caregivers/ https://sldsupports.org/dyslexia-guides 

https://fcrr.org/student-center-activities https://brianponcy.wixsite.com/my-site-2/m-i-n-d-2-0-facts-on-fire

https://sldsupports.org/dyslexia-guides
https://sldsupports.org/dyslexia-guides
https://sldsupports.org/dyslexia-guides
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