
>> Good afternoon everyone, I'm Monica McHale-Small and this is Dr. Barbara Liberi and today is the 
second of our three-part webinar series, School Psychology Spring Series, and today's topic is assessing 
the processes that are involved in effective reading, and writing to a lesser extent but we can talk a little 
bit about writing as well.  And today we want to dedicate this session to Dr. Edward Shapiro who passed 
away late last month.  Dr. Shapiro, who many of you I'm sure know and many of you probably studied 
under, was at Lehigh University since 1980 and his passing is a huge loss to our field and to school 
psychology in the state of Pennsylvania and across the United States.  So, in memory of Dr. Shapiro 
today.  By now you would have all received an email confirming your registration, and that confirmation 
provided you with the link for the handouts that accompany today's session.  I will tell you right now 
that we will be adding some additional handouts to that, some reference materials and a little bit of 
case study information from today, but you have everything you need as far as for today's presentation 
in the PowerPoint.  All registrants are required to complete a very brief survey, after April 13th, 2016, 
for attendance verification purposes, via Survey Monkey.  Any surveys submitted prior to the conclusion 
of this webinar will be deleted and the attending will not receive any certificate of attendance, so make 
sure that you complete that, and the link is at the end of the PowerPoint.  This session is streaming live, 
and you have the option to submit questions today.  If you have any comments or questions after the 
session, please send them to readingresearch@pattan.net, and that email address is also at the end of 
the PowerPoint.  Okay, let me just advance the slide here.  Okay.  And, if you need live captioning of 
today's webinar, please go to the chat box for the link, this will give you a split screen with content and 
captioning.  The screens can be adjusted to put the content on the top and the captioning below.  Please 
comment in the chat box if you are having any technical difficulties accessing that captioning.  All right, 
and with that I believe we're ready to get started, so once again thank you all for coming today and I'm 
going to hand it over to Barbara now. 
 
>> Well, we are talking about assessment of reading and writing difficulties today, and so one thing I'd 
like to start with is that the National Reading Panel, after a review of numerous studies that reduced the 
number of struggling readers, concluded the following, that if children in kindergarten are provided with 
a direct and explicit phonological awareness training, letter sound instruction, and if they're taught the 
connection between those two, the number of struggling readers in first, second and third grade will be 
substantially reduced.  As an example, Shapiro and Solity, I'm not sure if I pronounced that right, but 
they provided that type of instruction to low socioeconomic kindergarten students, and compared their 
findings to a school matched for SES who were receiving as usual kindergarten reading instruction.  At 
the end of first grade, the number of struggling readers was 75 percent lower in the experimental 
condition compared to the comparison school.  So we, if we're doing it right we're going to, you know, in 
the general curriculum we're going to reduce the number of struggling readers.  And a lot of what we're 
talking about today is that we need to provide targeted intervention for the children who are still 
struggling.   
 
>> Okay.  And to that end, one of the, the impetus behind this webinar series, because I did forget to say 
this already, but the impetus is the early, the dyslexia screening and early literacy intervention pilot.  
And one of the things that we're doing through that pilot is really taking the recommendations of the 
National Reading Panel and all the current research on reading and best practice, and putting them into 
practice in our pilot school districts.  And what those children are going to be experiencing is everything 
that we know is important.  So they are receiving sound core curriculum, there's a universal screening 
and progress monitoring, there's diagnostic assessment that's being used so we can really make sure, as 
the slide is nothing, that we are providing targeted intervention, that we're providing intervention for 
those students that is very specific to the needs that they are demonstrating, and that those students 
are getting a very intensive intervention, so the children are getting the best of the best.  And once 



those children are coming through the pilot and are not responding, and they may need an evaluation, 
we really owe it to the children, to their teachers and to their parents, to be able to provide some really 
in-depth information.  So we need to try to make sense of why that child may not be responding when 
they are getting the very best that we have to offer.  So that's what we'll be talking about today, and I do 
want to also acknowledge, as we've moving forward to this, when Barbara and I had been doing our 
research, specifically for this webinar series but also just in general, we've reached out to some of the 
folks that we see as experts in our field, and that would include Don Flanagan, Ginger Berninger, Dan 
Hale, Dan Miller. 
 
>> Steve Pfeiffer. 
 
>> And we just want to acknowledge how helpful they have been, how willing they are to share, how 
they get back to us, they provide us with resources, they provide us the use and the materials, and we 
both feel really grateful to be in a profession where we have so many experts that are so willing to share 
and to give because they are dedicated to doing good work for children.  And... 
 
>> Absolutely. 
 
>> ...this is what this whole series and the pilot is about.   
 
>> And the pilot really is bringing science to the classroom because if you're doing it right in the general 
curriculum you are going to reduce the number of struggling readers. 
 
>> Right, and hopefully very few children will get to the point where we need this evaluation.   
 
>> So, reading components, we went over this before, the five big ideas of the reading process, 
phonemic awareness, the ability to detect, manipulate and process acoustical information and words, 
phonological awareness which is the bigger umbrella, noticing and manipulating sound structure of 
spoken language.  The alphabetic principle, associating sounds with letters, combines phonology and 
orthography and representative of the alphabetic principle, our phonics and decoding skills.  Reading 
fluency, the ability to automatically read words within text using minimal effort and with full 
comprehension, implicit in this is orthographic processing.  Vocabulary, a working knowledge of word 
meaning that are mapped to oral vocabulary.  Reading comprehension, the ability to derive meaning 
from text.   
 
>> Okay. 
 
>> And a few more, well did you want to? 
 
>> I'm just looking at the feed of questions and I notice that a couple of people said that they were 
having difficulty hearing, so if that is still going on if you would just indicate that again and we will try to 
make sure that we have everything set up right, so.  But in the meantime we will continue here.   
 
>> More reading components.  Orthography refers to the patterns and principles by which spoken 
language is represented in writing.  Orthographic mapping is the process that readers use to store 
written words for instant and effortless retrieval, and morphology, morphological awareness refers to 
the ability to recognize the meaning of parts of words such as word roots, prefixes, suffixes and 
grammatical endings.   



 
>> Okay.   
 
>> So here's a good example of everything we were just saying.  Orthography, phonology, semantics 
represented here, orthography the spelling of the word correctly, recognition of these letters that go 
with sounds, phonology, this is how cat sounds.  And semantics, the picture that is giving you. 
 
>> Meaning.  Meaning behind it, the schema. 
 
>> Right, that was the word I was looking for. 
 
>> Right, and we can thank Dawn Flanagan for that slide but I do think that that really outlines it well, 
and I am continuing to see that there are a few folks saying that they're having difficulty seeing and 
hearing but it seems like most folks are okay so we're going to keep moving forward.  And what I want 
to point out, going back to all the things that Barb just covered, we have to pay attention to all those 
components and all those processes associated with reading when we're instructing, and also when we 
are assessing, and that's what we're going to be talking about more today.  So, informing your 
evaluation.  Right, one of the things, I've taught school psychology courses at various graduate 
programs, and one of the things I often say is that we shouldn't have the standard battery should we?  
Should we have something that we do for all kids?  Probably not right, because every kid is different.  
And we're going to be, especially in our pilot districts, we're collecting an awful lot of information, and 
that information needs to inform our evaluation, and of courage the pilot, you know, has a lot of good 
stuff in place, but so do a lot of school districts all across Pennsylvania.  We have very strong RTI 
programs, child study, pre-referral, whatever you might call it, there are a lot of schools doing some 
really great work around that.  And we, as school psychologists, we need to collect all that information 
that's being gathered through that whole pre-referral process. 
 
>> Right, because that's going to provide us with the ecological information that we need to compare to 
our assessment information.  And when you say that there shouldn't be a cookbook approach to 
assessment that's correct because we have to have, we have to be able to be flexible when we're 
assessing because test results in one area will lead us to make some other adjustments in what we 
might have thought, and in our overall kind of diagnostic processing or hypotheses and that we're going 
to be putting in more tests. 
 
>> Right.  So when we're informing that evaluation at some point in time there will be a developmental 
history.  And a lot of school districts do that just as a matter of course when children are entering 
kindergarten.  There's some important information that needs to be looked at there.  Did the child have 
a history of a speech of language delay, were they receiving early intervention services?  Did they have 
chronic ear infections and get tubes in their ears and maybe they were missing some language at some 
critical times that might impact their ability to develop those phonemic awareness skills or even 
vocabulary and other language skills.  So we have to be referring to that, and there is a red flags 
document that we are providing as a handout, that will be a resource to you, and we, you know, we also 
have to be looking out for what the teachers are saying in the classroom when they are referring the 
child to the team because they're having concerns.  So all kinds of things.   
 
>> And in addition to all that, we still want to, because we are doing sort of a differential diagnostic 
assessment, we have to also look at other information, were there any attachment issues, were there 
attention issues, and that's often information that can be provided by the parent to us as well. 



 
>> Right.  And then observations, and of course we always do a formal observation as part of the 
evaluation process, but even prior to that, when we talk about observations, what are the things that 
the people who are working with the child, what are they seeing.  What is the parent seeing at home 
during homework time, what's the teacher seeing in the classroom, what is the reading specialist or 
interventionist seeing?  So we have to gather all this information and try to make sense of it.  We need 
to review the intervention history, what specific interventions have been put in place and how did that 
child respond to those interventions.  And of course we're going to review the assessment data, if there 
are state and local assessments, universal screening assessments, informal classroom-based 
assessments, work samples, response to intervention, all kinds of stuff. 
 
>> All important information. 
 
>> And it's from looking at that that we are going to try to decide in which direction our evaluation 
needs to go, what processes do we need to really focus in on.  And when we're looking at that data, 
especially that assessment data that has been gathered, we have to kind of categorize it and think of it 
in terms of those components of reading right, the big ideas in reading instruction. 
 
>> Yes. 
 
>> So we're looking at what are those informal pre-referral assessments that have been done that tap 
into phonemic awareness.  And on these slides are just a list, some samples, this is in no way exhaustive, 
there are other assessments out there, um, but I gave some examples, of course DIBELS phonemes, 
segmentation fluency.  There's more criterion reference and it's like the pack, the phonological 
awareness profile, the <inaudible>, which is an oldie but a goodie.  And then the alphabetic principle, 
lots of data that we collect in the classroom around that, that is that layering that phoneme graphing 
correspondence to now we're layering the sounds onto the letters.  DIBELS, letter naming fluency, letter 
sound fluency, nonsense word fluency, something at the core phonics survey, another oldie but goodie, 
criterion reference assessment, that gives us a lot of information about what's going on with the child in 
that domain.  And then of course fluency, there's letter naming fluency, all-reading fluency from the 
DIBELS, AIMS web, the reading CBN and lots of other assessments out there that would tap into fluency.  
And of course, all of these areas are the areas that are most closely associated with, at the word reading 
level, and children with dyslexia tend to have difficulties at, or do have difficulties at this level.  So we're 
going to be really paying close attention to these assessments early on because we know from what we 
reviewed last time, the earlier we get intervention to these students the better off the outcomes are 
going to be long-term. 
 
Then we move up into the kinds of skills that are related to comprehension, vocabulary of course and 
oral language.  And we tend not to do as much informal assessment of vocabulary, part of our pilot 
protocol is that we are using the Peabody Picture vocabulary test as a diagnostic assessment.  In some 
school districts, speech and language pathologists will do screening. 
 
>> From the self. 
 
>> From the self-screener, there's also the, I forget, the KSELS, the Kaufmann Survey of Early Literacy 
and something Skills, but in any case some districts will do some more formal vocabulary screening of all 
children and some will not but there are some informal measures that teachers can use in the 
classroom, the Vocabulary Knowledge Scale, the Vocabulary Assessment Magazine, and you can find out 



some more information on those assessments on the Reading Rockets website, you just have to Google 
Reading Rockets.  And then of course comprehension, we have to look at the comprehension data that's 
been gathered, curriculum-based assessments, especially all the reading inventories have unit 
assessments and other assessments that are part of instruction and then we can look at is the child 
learning those comprehension skills that are being taught, and formal reading inventories that are being 
used by the reading specialist, development reading assessment, lots of different areas, but of course 
before we decide what we're going to give formally as a school psychologist, we're looking at all of that 
information. 
 
>> All the pre-referral information is going to guide our assessment.   
 
>> And then, once we have our hypotheses. 
 
>> So, sampling of some of the processing assessments that the school psychologist might use, say to 
assess phonemic awareness and phonological processing.  There's the process assessment of the learner 
to the PAL, comprehensive test of phonological processing.  We have the Woodcock Johnson IV 
phonological processing, non-word repetition, and there's some other, Diagnostic Assessment of 
Reading, Second Edition could be used.  And the Feifer Ensure assessment instrument is the Feifer 
Assessment of Reading, that has really, it's pretty comprehensive and assesses basically all of those 
areas that we've just been talking about.   
 
>> Okay.  And I did just see a question that popped up that they, someone is not able to find the red 
flags document, not to worry, anything that we reference you have the PowerPoint, you can follow 
along with that, and we will make sure that all those other resources are posted either at the end of 
today or very soon after that, so you will get all those documents.   
 
>> So a sampling of other, of orthographic processing instruments, again the PAL, the CTOPP, the WISC 
IV on the cog letter pattern matching, letter choice.  Test of orthographic competence, graphing 
matching, the WISC V, naming speed literacy, and again the Feifer Assessment of Reading, it has 
assessments pertaining to orthographical processing.  Again this is a very comprehensive assessment. 
 
>> Alphabetic principle.  Okay and we don't want to read all of this to you but, you know, there are some 
current comments that you want to make about? 
 
>> Sure.  Associating sounds with letters so you're going to be looking, that combines phonology with 
orthography so we're going to be testing assessing phonics and decoding skills and you can see the tests 
that are there, the Tower II is one that I think is used a lot, and often used by our reading specialists as 
well. 
 
>> Right.  And I think one thing that we want to keep portioning out, you don't need to have all of these 
assessments right? 
 
>> Right. 
 
>> And you don't need to give all of the assessments, we would never recommend that a child go 
through all these. 
 
>> No. 



 
>> We're just giving you a sampling of some of the things that you may already have and how you can 
think about how you're going to organize your evaluation. 
 
>> Right.  And when you are deciding what assessments you want to give, you may be deciding to select 
one or two from these categories that we're talking about to assess constructs, but if you get divergent 
scores that is going to guide you to do something else because you have to find a way to understand 
that, those two scores and we're going to get to that soon.   
 
>> Okay, fluency. 
 
>> Okay. 
 
>> Did I skip one, no. 
 
>> No. 
 
>> Okay.  Reading fluency, we've talked about reading fluency before, and one thing I do want to make a 
comment, so fluency which is, you know, accurate word reading, fluent, quick, automatic word reading, 
is very important but one of the things that Margie Gillis, who is a practitioner and a researcher out of 
Connecticut and you can refer to her website literacyhow, one of the things that I really appreciate 
about how she has conceptualized fluency is she really talks about how fluency has to be woven into 
every piece of reading.  So, children have to be very fluent with being able to segment and blend words 
into sounds, they have to be fluent and automatic in their letter recognition, so it's not just about 
reading quickly.  And fluency is something that kind of is in the background or part of all the other 
components right, we have to fluently be introducing our comprehension while we're reading and 
picking up on when we're, we need to go back and reread.  So fluency, yes, looking at our accuracy and 
speed of, and automoticy of reading words is very, very important, but there are also some practitioners 
out there who are very worried that we've created a generation of speed readers.  So we want to 
recognize that it's not just about reading fast, that we're tapping into fluency because we're really 
looking to see that all these different processes are automatic. 
 
>> Right. 
 
>> Would you agree on that one? 
 
>> Yeah.  Again some more processing assessments for vocabulary and morphology, lexical knowledge.  
You mentioned the Peabody before, Expressive One Word Picture Vocabulary Test, I'm not going to go 
through them all but another one that our speech and language therapists often use is the Self fifth 
edition and the Feifer, again very comprehensive test and includes that. 
 
>> Okay.  More vocabulary.  There's another one that we didn't list up there that's very new, I think it's 
within the last year, it's the Test of Integrative Language and Literacy Skills, brand new, I haven't actually 
used it but I saw it reviewed at the IDA, International Dyslexia Association Conference, and like the FAR 
it looks like another really good one and it really gets some of those vocabulary and listening 
comprehension skills.   
 



>> Okay reading comprehension, the morphology is implicit in reading comprehension and there are 
multiple ways to assess that and something that Monica's going to discuss, we also understand that 
different comprehension tests, in fact in all of these tests that we're talking about, different tests may 
be assessing a different construct, even though the overall, because of the task demand, so the overall 
idea of assessing reading comprehension we can use any one of these but, qualitative reading inventory, 
the RIAT III reading comprehension, but the RIAT III reading comprehension is very different from the WJ 
IV passage comprehension, and if you get divergent scores you have to figure out why.  And they may 
have to do with specific constructs that are implicit in the assessment, or the test demands, so you don't 
want to rely on just one.  And the other piece with reading comprehension, George McCloskey has done 
some really good work with the assessment of executive functions associated with reading 
comprehension and I would recommend looking into some of that work.   
 
>> Okay, and some morel comprehension cautions.  Comprehension tests are not interchangeable right?  
So we have to be very aware of that as Barb just mentioned.  And there is a very strong relationship 
between reading comprehension and language skills so we do need to be assessing listening 
comprehension, but just like reading comprehension assessments are not interchangeable, neither are 
listening comprehension assessments.  So we really need to be very aware of exactly what constructs 
are being measured by any individual assessment and what the task demands are and, as we have 
talked about before, the ecological validity of our assessment.  So we have to keep going back to what 
the child is doing or failing to do in the classroom, so that we make sure that when we are evaluating 
that child, we're selecting instruments that have that ecological validity, they're tapping into the actual 
task that the child is struggling with in the classroom.   
 
>> Right.  And I mean, when you think about task demands you're thinking about input and output so 
that, you know, just in thinking about the WIAT III and that reading comprehension test and the 
Woodcock Johnson, for that passage comprehension test there, the output is very different.  One is 
expected to answer questions of implicit and explicit knowledge from the reading passage and on the 
Woodcock Johnson you're expected to come up with a word that fits the passage and makes it 
meaningful, so that's a very different output and the test demands are very different. 
 
>> Right.  In some situations children can look back, in other tests they can't look back, so you really 
have to be thinking about these tests and what the child might be struggling with. 
 
>> Right, and if they're looking back that means that we are trying to remove memory for this, we want 
to know if they can comprehend.  If they are given that opportunity that memory's a facet you have to 
take into consideration. 
 
>> Right.  And there are different considerations when you're assessing comprehension skills for 
children who are strong decoders versus children who are poor decoders, because of course, poor 
decoding is going to impact comprehension, but we do need to be very cognizant of that.  And I did 
want to mention and I think I missed the point when I wanted to mention it, but there is quite a bit of 
literature out there that shows that decoding skills really are not connected to IQ scores right, 
intellectual ability. 
 
>> Correct. 
 
>> And in fact children with significant cognitive impairments can and should be accurate decoders.  So 
we need to be teaching those skills to all children, and we need not to dismiss low decoding skills simply 



because a child might have some cognitive impairments.  Certainly that's going to play into 
comprehension, but we should still be able to see some strong decoding skills in those children. 
 
>> Right. 
 
>> Or reading skills. 
 
>> And I just want to say too that as the science evolves, we may learn new and different and 
contradictory things about various skills, including reading comprehension and, but that doesn't mean 
that we should not be using what we know now.  The new research may change how we view various 
constructs, but we are responsible to do what we know now and there's a great deal of scientific 
research out there that can help us help identify children that have dyslexia, and subtypes of dyslexia 
and reading comprehension deficits and intervention, and help target interventions.  And I think it's 
important just in terms of an overview, just to remember that, you know, science is about paradigm 
shift, and we can only do what we know now.  Things will change.  So you have to remember that, if you 
think that we have the magic bullet now and it's not going to change that's probably not true.  But we 
are,  we do have a good body of knowledge that is providing us with appropriate assessment and 
intervention strategies and we need to do what we know now. 
 
>> Right.  And our field, the assessments that are available to us as school psychologists are just 
amazing, there are so many more tools available now than there have ever been, and they tap into all 
these different skills and we have to keep going back to that and we're going to say it until you're sick of 
hearing it but that ecological goal is. 
 
>> Huge, huge. 
 
>> What I often, not often but what I sometimes find when I'm reviewing files and it's a real frustration 
to me because, just I'll give you a real example of a kiddo that I was talking about at the, a high school 
student in the district where I live and, not where I live, where I work, and what I had been told was the 
child was tested and didn't qualify, and meanwhile this child is now in high school and he is failing 
multiple subjects, really struggling with all kinds of assessments, so lots and lots of struggles that are 
clearly documented, and when we look back, you see that maybe there was a list that was given and 
that was about it, and the child may have been low end of average functioning on achievement scores 
and the only thing that was concluded was that the child did not qualify, but even at that time, when 
you looked at that evaluation report, there were a lot of struggles that were being reported, the child 
was failing at that point in time which was early middle school.  The child was scoring below proficient 
on state assessments, the child was struggling on exams and other local assessments, so there were lots 
of struggles there, but the conclusion of the psychologist was child is functioning in the average range 
and doesn't qualify and then kind of moved on.  So whether the child is eligible or is not eligible for 
special education is one discussion, but another piece of this is our responsibility as professionals, w 
need to make sense of that data, and we need to come up with meaningful recommendations and ideas 
for intervention and accommodation, whether or not the child is going to qualify for special education, 
would you agree with that? 
 
>> Absolutely. 
 
>> And to make sense, or if you see a score that's just not sitting with everything else, we need to try to 
go back, maybe reassess, add some different assessments that make sense.  Melissa Pharrell does a lot 



of work around reading assessment and reading comprehension specifically and she does a really good, 
a presentation, in fact she represented at the Special Ed. conference, I believe it was in February of 
2015.  So this is actually a slide from that presentation which you can still find the handout on at the 
PaTTAN website.  And, so this is a real student, there is a typo there, that should have said WIAT III not 
WIAT II, but you can see that this child had three different comprehension measures, all at the same 
time, and there were pretty different results that could be interpreted very differently, and that's why 
you need to remember that not all assessments are assessing the exact same construct even when they 
might all be called reading comprehension assessments, they're going to be assessing different things, 
we need to look back on what the child is or is not doing in the classroom, where their struggles are, 
what kinds of scores might be outliers and try to make sense of that, and we owe that to the child, to 
the teachers, to the parents. 
 
>> Right, and I'm just going to be redundant and say it goes back to you can't ignore all the ecological 
information that you have.  You have a responsibility to try to explain it, understand it, to determine 
why there are, you know, low scores on two of these reading comprehension tests.  Is there tension 
involved, is there fatigue involved, is there anxiety involved?  I don't know, but I do know, as Monica's 
saying and we are going to be a little redundant because it's so important and sometimes it's just not, 
the psychologist might feel like, well I've done my job, I haven't, my testing doesn't indicate that they 
meet the requirements so I'm done but you're not done.  You're not done because we haven't explained 
why this child isn't successful in school, and if this child is not successful in school, they have a 
responsibility to try and figure that out.   
 
>> Okay, so let's talk about a child who is not being successful in school. 
 
>> Okay.  So, I assessed this child, Mary, she entered my school district from another school district in 
fourth grade.  Her triennial reveal was due in the fall of 2015 when she was to enter sixth grade, and her 
triennial was, started at the elementary school in spring of 2015.  She had been previously evaluated in 
her other school district in 2009 using a WIPC, a WIAT, a BASC and a <inaudible>, and at that time it was 
concluded she was identified as a student with SLD in reading, writing and math.  And as you can see, 
the WIPC scores were verbal IQ of 88, performance IQ of 77, and a full scale of 80.  Then she was 
reevaluated in her other school district in 2012 and academic functioning was updated via the 
Woodcock Johnson test of achievement, and the conclusion was she continued to be identified as a 
student with SLD in reading, writing and math.  The reading interventions in my school district in fifth 
grade included a combination of Wilson, Words Their Way and Read Naturally.  And it was noted that 
Mary was able to comprehend text that was read aloud to her on her grade level.  The QRI in the fall of 
fifth grade indicated that Mary was reading at a pre-primer level.  She struggled with sight word and 
decoding, she was reading slowly, trying to make meaning of text.  Spelling in the fall, she was found to 
be at the letter name stage, she had not mastered initial and final consonants or short vowels.  The 
PSSAs from March of 2014 were below basic and her benchmark in the fall of 2014 was below basic, and 
the spelling test was re-administered in the spring of 2015 and she was able to spell one more word 
correctly than she did in the fall.  So, and the nurse report is all part of our ecological information that is 
very important for us.  Nurse report indicated that she failed far vision in one eye in, I think it was in the 
beginning of fifth grade, she was prescribed bifocals in January of 2015, rarely wears her glasses, often 
misplaces them, has a history of ADHD, and it was noted that she fell asleep in class several times in 
fourth grade and several times in fifth grade.  She mentioned, it was a note in the nurse's report that she 
felt that she would wake up in the middle of the night and then just couldn't go back to sleep.  So I want 
to say, the first thing is what's the purpose of this reveal even though it's triennial?  Well I know that I 
get very concerned because our, in looking back at the data I see that this is a child who's reading at a 



very low level, she's now in sixth grade, and our reading specialist at school did a QRI and indicated that 
she was at a primer level.  I had met Mary and talked with her a little bit before I started this testing and 
I found her to be a very articulate child, she was talking about going on a trip with her mother to New 
York, unfortunately it was during a school day but still, and she enjoyed the Metropolitan Museum of 
Art, she is interested in culture, she definitely had an understanding of culture around her and was 
interested in culture around her.  So when I got the results from the QRI, I went back to the reading 
specialist and I said would you do a listening comprehension test.  So she did and this, she found that 
Mary could listen, her listening comprehension was at least at the fourth grade level, she didn't keep 
going but she found that at least at the fourth grade level, so we know that discrepancy and we saw that 
information was provided by the pre-referral information as well. 
 
>> I guess one thing that strikes me about this is that looking back at that very old testing, the LIPC that 
was done, it sounds like some of the things that she was able to do listening-wise and what, you know, 
her interests and what she was telling you about New York, we wouldn't necessarily think of that when 
we're just looking at that number. 
 
>> Correct. 
 
>> Would you agree? 
 
>> Oh absolutely. 
 
>> Right. 
 
>> It appeared to me that there's so much more to Mary, she wasn't well captured by these composites 
even though that was an old one and so forth.  So my, again my, what I'm trying to do is this is a child 
about whom there's a great deal of concern regarding her reading and regarding some school 
attendance and a lot of fatigue in the classroom, we were noticing that as well so, but she's also a child 
that's very interested, that is noted by teachers to try hard, wants to do well, tries to get meaning out of 
text.  So my battery included the WISC V, the WIAT III, I wanted to get at the skills associated with 
dyslexia as well as reading comprehension so I administered the Comprehensive Test of Processing II, 
Wide Range Assessment of Memory and Learning II, the Woodcock Johnson IV cog, picture recognition, I 
wanted a measure of visual, meaningful memory just because I knew that I couldn't get that from giving 
her letters and words and all that, I had to go to, even though that would be more, you know, consistent 
with her ability, her achievement I mean.  But I'm not just looking for that, I'm really looking for how 
she's processing information, can she process meaningful information and remember it so, that's 
something I wanted to look at.  And I also used the Achenbach System of Empirically Based Assessment 
and the Conners III and my interview with Mary.  So, this is what I found.  The testing results were quite 
variable, and as a result must be discussed at the subtest level and interpreted at the subtest level, 
rather than the composite index level, in order to meaningfully understand Mary's cognitive strengths 
and needs.  So her verbal comprehension index, I'm giving it to you to see, of 89, is not interpretable 
because there is a significant difference, and meaningful difference, between similarities, which she 
obtained a scale score of ten in the average range, and vocabulary, scale score of six which is below 
average, and I'm thinking now this is helping me with my diagnostic, you know, thinking, and is often, 
you know, impacted by reading at this level.  Vocabulary is, you know, wouldn't you say that? 
 
>> Um-hum, absolutely. 
 



>> Then the fluid reasoning index of 88 again not interpretable and I got the same kind of range here, 
her matrix reasoning was ten average, in the average range, and figure weights was a six, below 
average.  And there's quantitative knowledge, which Mary hasn't really been able to access that in her, 
because of her difficulty with reading, at least that, maybe there are other reasons but, so I'm keeping 
this in mind that she does have significant strengths in the areas of verbal comprehension and fluid 
reasoning.  She also has significant weaknesses which may be impacted by reading difficulty.  The visual 
spatial, I didn't do a visual spatial index, I administered the subtest block design, she was in the low 
average range.  Processing speed index I administered coding, low average range.  And the working 
memory subtest was significantly weak, it was in the very low range, it was like the scale score of four.  
The full scale IQ is not interpretable because of the variability.  And in my opinion GAI is questionable 
but, since everybody wants to see some sort of composite, I provided it, but I indicated in my report you 
have to interpret it with caution because you have two major indexes that contribute to the GAI that 
are, that the subtest scores are significantly different, there's different things coming out of that.  So, 
strengths at the subtest level were similarities, you know verbal concept formation, fluid reasoning 
using inductive logic.  Weakness at the subtest level was vocabulary, sensitive to reading, figure weights 
involving quantitative knowledge, and digit span.   
 
>> Right.  And as you know, it's well-documented that readers develop vocabulary, and not being able to 
access print really limits your vocabulary development.   
 
>> Okay, so I have to move this a little bit more quickly.  So the CTOPP and the RAML2.  Again, I had, on 
the CTOPP I administered the seven subtests, and there was a significant difference on the phonological 
awareness composite so, illation was very low, five, and this is a test that you're isolating and deleting a 
segment, sound segment.  And phoneme isolation was another weakness.  But blending words was a 
strength, so now I've got to keep all of this in my diagnostic brain to realize that I'm looking at this and 
ecologically the information really strikes me that the illation and phoneme isolation are much more, 
going to be much more accurate in assessing her phonological awareness than blending words.  And this 
is where, if you're not sure what to do about that, you can go back to the technical information, find out 
some information about blending words and these subtests and whether or not they are sensitive and 
specific.  Phonological memory was a weakness, memory for digits and non-word repetition were, you 
know, very low.  But rapid naming was a relative strength and in the average range.  I wanted to look at 
some memory things, story memory, story memory delayed, recall, story memory recognition, verbal 
learning, all low and significant weaknesses.  And I told you I wanted to just assess as visual memory, a 
little bit of visual memory  processing and on picture recognition from the Woodcock Johnson was a 
strength and she scored a 120.   
 
Now the achievement test.  So the weaknesses are word reading, you can see the numbers, word 
reading, reading comp, reading, single word decoding, numerical operations, the writing assessments, 
but strengths are here too.  And she demonstrated significant strength and significant relative strength 
in receptive vocabulary and in expressive vocabulary, so again, now I have more information about how 
she processes information.  Connors 3, we can kind of almost go through that but yes it was elevated in 
terms of learning problems and executive functioning, I had information from the teachers indicating 
they had very, significant concerns about attention and executive functioning in the classroom.  And, so, 
yeah I think it's okay, it gave me similar information.  So my summary, I'm looking at the relative and 
formative cognitive processing strengths.  Measures of verbal concept formation, fluid reasoning using 
inductive logic, picture recognition, visual meaningful memory, rapid naming measures and blending 
words.  Relative and normative cognitive processing weaknesses.  Measures of verbal comprehension, 
vocabulary, measures of fluid reasoning involving quantitative knowledge, auditory and working 



memory for numbers, story memory, verbal learning, measures of phonological awareness, phonological 
memory measures.  Achievement deficits.  Measures of word reading, reading comps, single word 
decoding, calculation, writing and sentence composition.  Achievement strengths.  Listening 
comprehension, receptive and expressive language.  Behavioral information.  Previous diagnosis of 
ADHD, definitely a fatigue factor and executive functioning difficulties.  Requires glasses, sleeping in 
class and difficulties with attendance, some other information.  My conclusions were that I just really 
went over where her processing strengths were, and she has significant processing strengths.  She also 
demonstrates processing deficits on measures of phonological memory, phonological awareness, story 
memory, vocabulary, fluid reasoning involving quantitative concepts, auditory working memory, and 
achievement deficits on measures of spelling, writing, word reading, decoding, reading comprehension, 
math, calculation.   
 
>> Quite a list then. 
 
>> Yes.  So, she's presenting, my conclusion was that she is presenting with phonological and 
orthographic weaknesses consistent with dyslexia and dysgraphia as well as a specific learning disability 
in reading comprehension and mathematics.  Mary is below age and grade expectations in reading, 
writing and math.  In addition other factors are involved, she's not wearing her glasses, she has an 
attention, executive functioning difficulties, she was sleeping in class so the fatigue is something we 
have to think about, and she really does need to wear her glasses in school.   
 
>> Okay.  We're going to get a question first. 
 
>> Oh, okay. 
 
>> So the question is that, the person asking this question is unclear about what this is illustrating and 
what was the value of doing the additional cognitive assessments.  So, I think one of the things, let's see 
I just wanted to, okay, and they don't see any evidence in the slides about that contributing to the 
interventions.  So one of the things we mentioned in the very first series, this is only a three-hour 
webinar series so the last webinar will be more about the intervention, and what this adds, I think what 
it adds is that it gives the people working with Mary, and Mary's parents, and Mary, more information 
about this child and what she is capable of.  When you look at those numbers initially. 
 
>> The WISC. 
 
>> The WISC and the numbers I've got here in the Special Ed. in the first place, I'm going to be very 
honest, I am 26 years in public schools and I see people look at this number and say oh, she's just low-
functioning. 
 
>> Low-functioning.  And so by looking at those composite scores we really collapse what we could find 
out about Mary.  And by the addition, adding into it the processing assessments and consistent with, 
remember the referral question had to do with her reading problems and the possibility of dyslexia and 
dysgraphia, I'm going to be doing those additional processing assessments to give me information.  I 
now have a student in sixth grade reading at her primer level and I have to assess that to determine how 
we can help her, because clearly the interventions in the past have not.  The only intervention data I had 
prior to assessment was what we did in firth grade. 
 



>> Right.  And, you know, certainly it doesn't happen like this everywhere but we have to remember this 
is a student who has been in Special Education, and what we had already pointed out is that there is 
ample evidence that there is no real relationship between cognitive ability and the ability to learn how 
to be a decoder, and this child should have been demonstrating better skills, or at least we needed an 
explanation of why she's not exhibiting stronger skills in that word reading level. 
 
>> Correct, and by doing a through assessment, I can identify that she has dyslexia, I can identify that it's 
probably a mixed dyslexia involving both phonological and orthographic difficulties, and we can now 
target intervention, as Monica said that's something we're going to talk about, and I didn't even bring 
the recommendations that I made in this child's case, but something has to happen and the intervention 
has to be targeted. 
 
>> Right.  Okay.  And. 
 
>> So she met the exceptionality criteria for SLD in reading, writing and math, all areas, and OHI due to 
ADHD and executive functioning deficits. 
 
>> Okay.  So, as usual we have more information and then we have time so I will talk quickly and I'm not 
going to go into as much depth with this particular case because this is not one that I, this is not a child I 
evaluated myself but I got this from someone else and, but this is a case that really does warm my heart 
because this is a case where we have a first grade student who was referred for evaluation, and this 
warms my heart because this is a district that paid attention, and saw that this child was having 
difficulty, and I can tell you that based on some of the data, when you look at how the child was 
performing, in many districts it would have been a child that folks would have said you know what, let's 
give him a little bit more time, they're not that far behind, he's only in first grade, but the school, in this 
case the psychologist, the child's study team, the whole school, they were on top of this one.  And, so his 
developmental history this little guy, he had tubes in ears around age one, unclear speech, he had been 
in early intervention for speech and he was dismissed before he got to school age, and the parents 
reporting significant difficulty with reading and writing and that Matthew needed a lot of cueing.  When 
looking at the school records, again he was referred for an evaluation, I believe it was in February of first 
grade, so at the kindergarten level he read his letters very fluently.  He was a child who was in early 
intervention, he was also in preschool, clearly had parents who were invested in recognizing that he was 
struggling so I would imagine that they were probably spending a lot of time practicing letters.  So he 
read those letters fluently.  He was able to blend, to read short vowel words in kindergarten and he was 
then able to identify the beginning, middle and end of a story and some story facts and this was all taken 
from the school records.  There's a typo there but first grade classroom assessments and universal 
screeners, his AIMS scores were consistently below benchmark on nonsense word fluency and the 
reading CBN, and they were initially at benchmark but they were declining in film and segmentation 
fluency.  He had good comprehension, he was a child with a lot of background knowledge, a lot of good 
experimental knowledge so, on some of those very basic and, you know, not necessarily decodable text 
but some of those predictable text, children can look at the pictures and if they have the right 
background knowledge they can kind of fake their way through and there was some indication that 
Matthew was faking his way through those beginning readers.  But he was struggling with phonemic 
awareness, phonics and word analysis.   
 
He was referred to the child study team in February of first grade so I guess the evaluation happened a 
little bit later in the spring.  They developed a goal, that he was going to read CBC words with 75 percent 
accuracy in automaticity.  They collected baseline data.  I am rushing 'cause we have more to do and so 



I'm just going to rush through this.  He did get daily small group, direct instruction that was very 
targeted to the areas where he was struggling, so he was a child who was reading words, but he was 
reading them sound by sound and hadn't blended and it just wasn't coming together automatically.  So 
he had limited progress towards goal, the goal, he was referred for an evaluation, he was evaluated by a 
psychologist who uses the cross-battery assessment model, and the psychologist selected some tests 
that were from Woodcock Johnson, the WSC V, the Woodcock Johnson Language, KBC.  Another typo, 
the KTEA, sorry about that.  Academic deficiencies in reading both at the word level and the 
comprehension level and in writing and in encoding that were commensurate with decoding were some 
of the findings.  He had average to high abilities in crystalized intelligence, auditory processing and visual 
processing.  So the psychologist, using the cross-battery approach which we're going to discuss hopefully 
in a few minutes, found that these were his areas of strength, but he demonstrated weaknesses 
associated with the ability to develop automatic recognition of words in print and fluent automatic 
processing of information.  So his weaknesses were in long-term storage and retrieval and processing 
speed.  What I think is also very interesting about this case is that, unlike many children who struggle 
with dyslexia, he was pretty solid in terms of phonological awareness and phonemic awareness skills 
and his difficulties were really more at the orthographic level, so that fluent, automatic connecting of 
the sounds with the symbols so that he could read the words. 
 
>> Would you call that orthographic mapping, that term we used earlier? 
 
>> Yes, orthographic mapping, so.  Yeah, so he, his analysis that showed that in long-term storage and 
retrieval, which is clearly very connected to that orthographic mapping, that quick, automatic 
recognition of the letter and connecting that letter with the sound or the word as a whole, with what 
the word is, that is where he was weak, he was weak in his rapid naming skills and processing speed was 
consistently below average.  So Matthew was identified as a student with SLD, and based on Flanagan 
and Ortiz and Alphonso's cross-battery assessment model which says that students with SLD possess 
specific cognitive and academic weaknesses or deficits.  When these deficits are related empirically or 
when there is an ecologically valid relationship between them, the relationship is referred to as below 
average cognitive aptitude achievement consistency.  So in other words this is a student who did 
demonstrate average range skills in some areas, but those things where he struggled with, the areas 
where he struggled, those processing areas, are connected to accurate and fluent word recognition.  So 
he was identified as SLD, and this evaluation was completed before the letter came out from the service, 
so this psychologist, although she told me that this child is a child with surface dyslexia, so his 
phonological skills were intact but he was struggling more at the orthographic level, the rapid naming 
level, she would have called him a child with surface dyslexia but again, this was done last year before 
that letter came out from OSSR so, she did just identify him as a student with a specific learning 
disability in the area of basic reading skills and written expression.  So now we are running out of time, 
and that's just a little bit of a wrap-up.  And we will talk about SLD and some of the models that we need 
to be considering that will help guide our identification of children and help us make sense right?  So it's 
about more than just having achievement between your ability and, or the discrepancy between your 
ability and achievement, it's around making sense and bringing, as Barb said, research into practice or 
research in the classroom.  So in less than four minutes we are going to talk to you about three different 
models. 
 
>> Okay.  I'll start with the concordance-discordance method 'cause that's basically what I use.  When I 
gave you the processing strengths and the cognitive processing weaknesses, I'm looking for a 
discrepancy between, there should be a discordance between cognitive processing strengths and 
cognitive processing weaknesses, and there should be concordance between cognitive processing 



weakness and achievement deficits.  And discordance between cognitive processing strengths and 
achievement deficits, that's sort of the concordance-discordance method that was developed by James 
Hale and Catherine Fiorella and I use that but, all of these methods by the way, are basically utilizing 
Catell Horn theory so, did you want to talk about the cross-battery? 
 
>> Well, I don't know if we have a lot of time but one thing that I do want to mention since we are 
running out of time is... 
 
>> Okay. 
 
>> ...our purpose today is not to necessarily educate or train you in these different models, but to make 
you aware that these models can be brought to this question because all of these models are really 
trying to parse out, you know, what are the weaknesses, what are the processing weaknesses that this 
child may be demonstrating, how are they impacting, you know, how we're perceiving the overall 
cognitive capacity, because I do think that we often over-interpret those index scores, would you agree? 
 
>> Absolutely and it's a real problem and I think that we're doing a disservice by doing that. 
 
>> Right.  So we need to drill down and not just be so enamored with those single numbers but really 
look at where is this child demonstrating average or better skills but where are they, more importantly, 
demonstrating weaknesses, and are those weaknesses related to the kinds of difficulties that the child is 
having in the classroom? 
 
>> And when I got that discrepancy, let's just take one, verbal comprehension index between similarity, I 
would have to do more testing which I did, and I found that that weakness was consistent with in the 
achievement areas.  Word reading, she has a score of 58, so that's what you're really looking at. 
 
>> We are working with Dawn Flanagan to add another full day workshop that will give us some more 
information about her particular cross-battery assessment model, but in the meantime we do have 
some other information in this. 
 
>> For you to look at. 
 
>> For you to look at so, you had already covered that. 
 
>> I had already pretty much covered all that, and you pretty much mentioned the cross-battery. 
 
>> Cross-battery assessments where we are, again, looking to see is there a relationship between what 
the child is demonstrating difficulty in the classroom and the research around what processes are 
related to those specific academic skills. 
 
>> And she really provides a systematic method for interpreting test data from more than one battery, 
that's what the beauty of the cross-battery is. 
 
>> Um-hum.   
 
>> And then. 
 



>> So this is some more information on cross-battery.  Again we're going to be working with Dr. 
Flanagan, to bring her here to give a full day workshop, but there are many resources out there, there's 
publications, there's online training, so this is just to give you an example.   
 
>> And then the integrated model of school neuropsychological assessment, and this just explains that, 
from an interview that was done with Dr. Dan Miller, that the school psychologist can use 
neuropsychological assessments, and when they do that you are assessing a wider range of constructs, 
and you can, you know read that but you're looking at language function, you're going to look at 
phonological awareness, you know you're going to look at learning and memory, so that we can get a 
thorough assessment which, if it's related to the referral question, will usually yield a more targeted 
intervention recommendation. 
 
>> All right.  So in our next, and this is more information about that.  So we gave you a lot of different 
resources here about these different models and the things that we need to be looking at when we are 
evaluating children for all learning disabilities, and our earlier discussion was around children who were 
struggling specifically with reading, but what I do want to keep coming back to this idea that, when we 
are giving children the very best of the best, right?  So we're taking everything from research as far as 
instruction and intervention, and we are giving the children these very targeted interventions, we owe 
an explanation, we owe that to the parent, to the teachers, to the child themselves, so that they can 
figure out what are the other areas that they're very good at, what are their strengths.  Because 
sometimes, when all you're doing is finding yourself up against  brick wall in the classroom because 
reading is such a struggle, you don't necessarily know that you even have strengths.  So, one positive 
thing about the assessment is that you can help the child see where they are strong. 
 
>> Absolutely. 
 
>> And then to harness those strengths in the classroom, and it also helps us to figure out, not just what 
the intervention should be, but what are the accommodations that might be really, and modifications 
that could assist the child in harnessing those strengths and getting through.  For example, a child with 
intact or stronger listening comprehensions, if we know that the decoding skills are really slowing them 
down or if we know that memory is a big issue, then we make accommodations as far as. 
 
>> Allowing them to listen in the classroom so they're getting their instruction. 
 
>> Right.  So we need to understand what is going to help that child find success in whatever way that 
particular child can be successful.   
 
>> And I do think it's really important to note that some children that really are struggling with reading 
and haven't gotten an appropriate intervention, they conclude the wrong thing, that they're not smart. 
 
>> Correct. 
 
>> And it's very disturbing, and parents conclude that.  And when we can point out that, well your child 
can listen at an instructional level on grade level, as I had with my student, but we've got to do more to 
develop their reading skills, that is a whole different way that that parent looks at the child and a whole 
different way the child looks at himself. 
 



>> Correct.  And that's all we have time for today, so we look forward to being with some of you for our 
third webinar which will again, focus more on the intervention piece and linking some of this assessment 
data with intervention. 
 
>> Thank you. 
 
>> Thank you.  And make sure you send any questions to the email address, I will show you right now.  
And we will be sure to get back to you. 
 
>> Oh, and the Survey Monkey, is that on there? 
 
>> No, one more thing. 


