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I. Preface
- . 4

H

This pblication is intended to be responsive to practitioner needs fqr pro- .
. cedures related to nondiscriminatory assessment, specifically«procedures ade—
? quate to protect and ensure approprjiate éducational intervention for members
of non-dominant ethnic populations who speak languages other than English, as
provided by P. L 9 —142 SecEion 504 of -P.L. '93-113, recent federal court
decisions (e.g., Lau v. Nichols), and’ certain state laws. While, many of the
procedures have relevange for al® children who are limited English proficient

______XLEE)Jthe_particulars_will—apply~to—Sp(nish -speakers<—

~

N
. “That minority ethnic groups have been verrepresented in and often invalidly i
assigned tq virtually all categories pf exceptionality normally treated by ;
the public schools has been -too well/documented to review in this document. 1
' * Furthermore, the professiOn of special eddcation has/come to realize the role ' ]
it has played in "disposing" of children whose behavior upon reexmination was |
" seen to be not deficiént but merely different--different in culturally patterned 1
. . and otherwise adaptive, acceptable ways. ” %
Extension-of the "due process notion ‘into the assessment—placement—interven—
. tion sequence hasibeeh viewgéd by some (see Bernal, 1977b) as an opportunity to
& enhance the validity of assessment dnd increase the efficacy of the  interven-
] - tiom. More persons are involvéd in the process, there is more opportunity to )
. verify tentative diagnoses and to monltor the outcomes of intervention.
. &
. Children who are not proficient in English pose special challenges. On the
one hand, public education in general must learn to build-upon the particular
. learning characteristics of these populations .and adopt or design educ&tional
- . programs, such as bilingual education, which are potentially better suited to
. their needs. On the other hand, lack of - English proficiency #éverely reduces
- l their ability to perform in a normal" .manyier on many traditional standardized |
tests (Baca, Love, et al., 1974). . La

-

The problems qé misdiagnosis, misclass1fication, and inappropriate placement
. Lr se€m most acute ‘with the cognitively and emotfionally, "~ dly handicapped"
. . group. Cult ral linguistic, andecognitive style differences are oftentimes-
-7 mistakenly efuated with.learning ‘and performance deficit:s (Mercer, lQ?S)
. Hence, dia 10sis using traditional methods exclusively has misclassiﬁled
l: children' ag exceptional, misdiagnosed the truly exceptional, and placed “Tmany
ot _shildren into special education services when alternative programming within
: regular education was in order e -

The steps adumbrated in this manual aré designed to utilize to the greates’ /{
extent the requisite language screening resources of the local school in ordér

- . to-ensuZQ that developmentally normal LEP students are properly placed and
' increase the 'validity of the spectal education referxal-assessment-placement
L systemu As Tucker has noted' "professionals...have to utilize all the avail-
e able data from all the reldvant sources possibletbefore making a __z_placement

. { . e - . . -
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decision...when the result of such a decision would place the‘child in a
learning environment otMer than the- regular ‘classroom" (1977, p. 94). Knowl-
edge gained from language proficiency testing will help guide subsequent edu-
cational dec%§iqg~making and, if necqssqryf‘placement, thereby ensuring that
the stude®'s ri hts have been respectehzﬁg .

- 'i

A Complex "Constrict

Limited EnglTsh—Proficiency (LEP):

LEP is' a relativéty new construct used ‘to describe 'students whose lariguage -
skills profiles q@al;fy them to participate in federal and'state bilingual
education progyamg. The congtruct of limited English*speaking ability (LESA)
was used previously, bet is being feplaced_by LEP for practical educational
\\\\_ purposes now that ‘school systems %&e implementing bilingual or related edu-
cational programs :beyond the firsf few 'years of schooling, where English
speaking skills répresent the priﬁdipal'prerequisites for instruction.in the
English language érts. In the later elementary grades, of course, reading
and writing hdve facilitative fyactions as well; hence, LEP is a more com-

2 prehensive construct. LESA impiies LEP, but non-LESA children (who are bi-
lingual) may be LEP if their reading and writing skills in English are in-
sﬁfficiently developed to permit their coping with the demand characteristics
of the English curriculum. Currently no single test measures LEP directly.

LESA can be determined by adhinistering the English oral proficiency sections
of any number of language tests currently available. 'The state of the art, °
however, makes many of these dubious value, and all such tests need to be
reviewed according tqestablished psychometric standards prior to tadoption.
. By and large, language profdciency_fhstrﬁments place people into sequential '
" . _categories of proficiency, categories which yield a limited rank-order sqalé
’ (e.g., 1 to 5, low to high) where minimal proficiency is defined in the upper °
ranges (usually a 4). Hdéwever, the low reliability which most of these in-
~ struments possess usually means that the obtained score -is only accurate to
+ 1 category. \Thus a child who scores a 4 in English, and thereby deemed
proficient, may Lactually be a 3, hence LESA, . and vice-versa. :
It is important, also, tc¢ «dminister the Spanish sections of'thése“testét
for it is the bilingual realities which should determine the initial 'referral
of LESA children'toispecial education services. LEP children who are develop-
mentally normal (i.e,, who score a 4 or a 5 in Spanish) are not inherently T
language handicapped@‘although they may lack sufficient proficiency in English, X
to benefit' maximally{from content instruction in that language. Placement in-" %=

to bilingual educatiég or a related progrum is ip°9rder'for these children.

Some >children, howeyé 11 not score satis actorily in eitheé lahguage’

As suggested earlié s could be a function of the inhbrept'psychometric
limitations of the which could be further compo ed bysa lack of skills .
in test administrady6n. Furthermore, some of these instruments "pénalize" a
child's score if a d, "mixes" Spanish and English when formulating a-re-.
sponse or if the chidld amswers.in the other language. Such tests ére:tocbe
avoided when a child\is ,'worked up" by a dfagnostician, since they do-not.
credit a child for the communicative competence shé/he-poésesses,’a_gompgtence
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which, again, is counterindicative of a speech or language- disorder. , In+
stead, tests which stress the syntactic manipulkation of either language

should be used, ‘arnd language assessments should be* repéated, using a different
instrument than that used in the.schaol's -general language screening (to *.
eliminate the practice effect) as part of the comprehensive individual assess-
ment, for special education. This second testing should be ,conducted by a
bilingual diagnostician who, in addition to obtaining fresh‘language.data
under better cirgumstances.than classroom testing, can observe af# document
stutters, echolalia, and other evidence of speech disorders or lack of com-
prehension. Note that for ellgiblllty for special education, language domi--

nace* is not the issue; proficiency is. Thus tests which do not explicitly !
" measure proficiency should not be used. : .

.o
.

Different states and school districts have 'established different achieve—
ment criteria--usually set arbitrarily (Curtis, L1gon & Weibly, 1980) on thé

<
basis of professional judgment--in the language arts to determine when a bi-. \,
~ lingual student i$ no.longer LEP, no longer "at\rikk,ﬂ as 1t‘were, in an
English monolingual curriculum. Usually several subtests of a more ctompre--
hensive achievement battery are ‘taken into account: reading, vpcaﬁblary, and

language, or some'composite of "verbal' tests.

P

-

Selecting;Two Language Proficiency Tests

—

’

-

~

The state of the art in language proficiency testlng%of young,students, as
suggested earlier, is mixed. The popularization of b111ngual and second®
language programs in the last decade has brought a plethora of language

screening tests, many of which,
are not adequate to the psycho

e

though attractive to desperate professionals,

tric task (Bermal, Note 1).

Hence the follow-

ing ‘test selection procedure is advanced for use by b111ngual and special edu-

£

cation professionals at the local level.-
»

T A cooperative effort is encouraged.

Order numerous test specimens from publishers. If you wish,
contact the language testing specialist at the Evaluation, N
Dissemination, and Assessment Center (Title VII), the Bi-
lingual Educatiop Servicé Center (Title VII), or the Regional
Regsource Center nearest to your site, as they may make copies

of these instruments-available to you or suggest the most
recent test reviews available (e.g., Silveérman, Noa, &

Russell 1976% Silverman & Tupper, 1978). The Office of Bi-

. lingual Education in your state education agency ean he}p -
you contact these persons or may provide you with‘a list of

. popular, recommended, or approved proficiency tests. :

NN

° -

-

+

.
+

- *Language dominance i% defined as the. higher of two proficiency scores in .
English or Spanish. Dominance in a given: language, however, does not neces-

~ sarily mean profici cy‘in that language, since a child with a genuine language
handicap may not mefet criterion performance for proficiency Equal prof1ciency
in two languages yields a "balanced" bilingualt .

-
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Reserve fom,review only those tests which expllcitly measure
language proficiency in. two languages and which yield a sepa- .
rate score for each language. English scores must be inter- Ny
pretable in terms}of LESA or LEP. , ‘ )
. .

'w 3. Exafipe the tests and reduce them\to the set of those which re-

quire childref to elaborate’ their oral language responses. ° o
. Avoid tests that merely require comprehension, non—verbal re-"
~Sponses, or very simple oral answers.: P—

4. Further delimiz the tests to those that are’ readily‘hand scor—"' B
able for' qulck turnaround. - s
5. -Select those—tests with the higheQ{ rel;ab111t1es Not less -
than three should remaln at this point \J
"6. Conduct a small study of these tests, admlnisterlng them in «
random order to 25 or 30 language minority students over a
month's tlme, in order to determine their intercorrelations.
aq
7. Select the two tests.which Mmost highly correlate with one.
: another.
Overview of the Sce€ening Assessment Process s ¢ Q\

1

N ‘

Figure 1-summarizes' the screening assessment pro *s~proposed herein. This
process builds upen the minimal language screenlggsand educational placement
system which evety school district with LEP students should have implemented,
thereby providing as much ne€ded’ 1nterface for Hidpanic students between bi-
lingual education and special educatlon (Curtis, Ligon & Weibly, 1970).

;. . [ . ;

. _£Ehsert Figure 1 about herﬂ . _’ N

>

.
N \
t > - \ \ . ~ .
. - .

‘reportedly bilinghal or monolingual speakers of a language other.than English. J

Phase L: Informal\Language Screening: Student/Home Language Questionnaire
This questlonnalre is 'a 31mple instrutent wh1ch, administered orally or through .
an easy-to-read-and-complete b11ingual format, obtains data on famll) ethnlcity
and. the languages spoken by each entering student and by the student's signlfi\
cant others at home. This questlonnalre should not be required only of persons,
with certain ethnic surnames, since this procedure would miss)many students

who Ehould be language screened. It is an efficient means of satisfying Jogal
screening>requ1rements and of limiting formal language assessment to thoue
likely to be in need of it. These questionndires, however, do not assess .
language ability (Walters, 1979); thus, further testing is in Crder for children
who come from bilingual or other language speakirig environment$ or who are

5 .
. . - ‘s '
. . ;
- . . . .
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.. mpCriteria for initial decision-making:
1. If the questionnaire indicates that the child is
" English monolingual and comes from an English mono=_
lingual or English dominant home, refer the child to
) the regular educational. screening process. .

! © A ’_;“24__If.the—ehiid—comes—frvm—a‘Héﬁé_ﬁﬁére a language other .,
TN than ‘English is spoken om a regular basis, refer the
. child for formal language assessment, even if the
- Tt . . ~ child appears to be English ‘proficient or English -
. | monolingual. ‘ . o ' .

(9

+ 0 L “ 3. If the child "appears to be'LESA, refer for formal - X
) R . " language assessment’ . ' b

+ . —

. 4. 1If a <hild from a non*Anglo (regardless of -surname
. or physical appearance) ethnic background isqxefer—
. * red by teachers or other school” personnel for special - <
ol education assessment on the basis of a suspected cog-
nitive'\62 emotional disorder, rﬁfer for formal lam-
guage assessment. - v

. . - 7 . R
.
“

Phase 2: Formal Language Assessment

~ o

( During this second phase language proficiency tests are administered gg’all
the chf&dren refernéd~through Phase 1. In addition, Hispanic children in °
© grades 3 to 12 are either given achievement tests in the language arts (and
igeferaply other areas as well, expecially mathematics) or have their recent
st scores reviewed. Four categories of children should emerge from Step
20_ ‘_ . ~°~"

(4

\
—— M

——

# R .Criteria for decision-making; grades K-2.

-

* 1. '&f the child shows at least minimal profi~iency

in English and lower or ne proficiency ip Spanish,
»the child is English proficient and. Englisii domi-

nant or English monolingual, and should be refer-
5 Yed to the regular education scrééning/placement

o ] ‘system. . . . - .t 2
2. If the child demoJ;trates,aE least minimal profiL
: ciency in English and at least minimal, proficiency )
"+ . in Spanish, the child is.an Eaglish proficient, bal~

. oL anced or Spanish dominant bilingual. The’>child may
. . . be.dominant in one or may be a balapced bilingual ) o
L N (equal scores in both languages) Using the five ~
point language préficiency scale as an illustration

[} . ‘"
.

|-
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R a child may be a 5- -5, a 5-4, a, 4-5, or a 4~ in
Spanish and English respectively. Recen§ reé-

|

|

|

. ;

» search (DeAvila, Cervantes, & Duncan, 1978) indi- : e i
3

i

i

L)

. cates that 5-5 children have a good likelihbod of
" . A . .+ being high achievers, and thus may be referred -to
" i the gifted program, if one exists, for further screen
ing. English proficient b111ngua1 cﬁildren may be
referred to’ the re¢gular education screeningYplacement
. .“ system or to the bilingual *program, depending upon .
‘ the lahguage philosophy and- pedagogjcal practice
radopted’by the school system and the-types-of altern-
N ' - ative educational programs available ;“e g., enrich~- ) .
’ N ment (as opposed to compensatory) bil&ngual programs .
. RN for capable siudents. \\ - % v

. . vl ;
- . , ‘1

. 3. Those who are not at least.minimally proficient in .
. oral English but.who demonstrate normal competence N
*in oral Spanish are Spanish-proficient LEP students
. and should be referred to the bilingual program

:) - *4,. Students who are not ‘at least minlmally or§11y pro-
-, J - ficient in either En, English or Spanish are LEP not
. ’ Spanish-proficient. Jhese students should be refer-
red for Comprehens1ve Individual Assessment Phase
3 of this screening-assessmept process. . p

R

Y B o R N
L Criteria for decision-making, grades 3-12. . o
1 et . : A
1. If the child shows at least minimal ,oral proficiency . -
(level 4) in Engligsh and low or no oral proficiency - .
in Spanish (level 8 or below), the child is English -
proficient and English dominant or English monolin- .
gual. A child like this with extremely" low Hchieve- o
. , ment test scores may be referred for.a Qshpre ensive, ) ,
4;/,. , Individual Assessment, of course, but not on the
‘ . . basis of oral language deficiencies,,\Otherwi e refer .
thig child to the regular education screening/place-
. , ment system. ) ' :
- g . \
. T , 2. If the child demonstrates at least mihimadl oral\pro—
' ficiency in English and Spanish (level & in each) o
and a locally acceptably level of achievement in | . .
\}xglish language arts, the child is an English \pro- : s
ficient bil1ngual-—¥his—chi%d—may bé placed in| |\ . ° :
regular education or in the bildngual program;

4 —

A1 " dependingaupon the lanﬁhage philosophy adopted Hy .
' the school system. A child,who has oral proficiency
in both.languages but does not meet the achievement .
griterid in English language arts is LEP and sho ld Ll
be placed in the bilingyal program.

- L
~ \ bt [
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. 3. Those who are not at least minimally proflcient in , ’ B

. otal English (does not attain level 4) but who demon-
> strate normal competence in oral Spanish (levels 4 or . .
5) are Spanish-proficient LEP students and should be i

referred to the bilingual program. English language __

/ ; 4. Students who are not at,least minimally orally pro—q . ) J

achievement test scores should be used to help plan \
the alternative prégram's intervention sequence for °
' the student.

EAE N

ficient in either Engllsh or Spanish ar§ LEP, not

Spanish-proficient. ~ These students should be refer~
y o red for Comprehensive Individual Assessment, Phase 3 )
of this screening-assessment process. :

:
ji
P ‘ ]
1
|
i

- Al ~

Phese 3: MDA Assessment.

-~ : . - . . .
It is at this point that the formal special educational screening of the LEP
child takes place. Seyveral steps must be ,adhered to in arder tQ.d1scharge the

legal, ethical, and, professional requirements of Phase 3. Figure 2 details"
the steps involved in Phase 3. .

v

s 0~

» . [Insert Figure 2 about 'here]
- ' »b,\

Step 1. Determine the student's language dominance and proficiency. This

‘provements by the time this second language testing occurs, | .

process should begin by administering a different language assessment instru-
mefit &han wag used in Phase 2. This test should be administered by a bilin Pal .
psychometrlst experienced in language proficiency testing and capdBle of making
incisive,. culturally sensitive observations of behavior g an important source of
data for the MDA team. Many students, it will be found, make significant im=+

.

—— -

Criterie-f6¥'decisi6n—maﬁiqg:'

. R

. v ficiency in 'a} least one language
. no signs of abnormal functioning,

d demonstrates o . <
efer the child~

1 above, determine the child's proficiency in each ".1
language, the child's langudge dominance, and . /\Q\
- whether the child mixes or switches languages during e .
' conversation. A child who scores a 3 in at Ileast :
one language can probably be.tested and ,asked to ,
respond orally in that lafdguage.. A child Who |scores’
no bgtter than a 2 in either language may not ave -
- suffident proficiency to communicate orally wlth

the ex ney, and during the later asSessment stages .

XX e T
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. . .

may have” to be tested ‘using techniques which do . *

~—not requ1re much s8ral production.

Likewise; the

'examiner shoubd during subsequent testing, use.

, the child's dominant Ianguage ok dialecticel °

- variant for communigation. Finally, the-child's— = 3.

suspected- disabilities should be specified.

Pp———

.

-~ -
t

<

(%

r

‘e

Step 2. Obtain informed consent and select\appropriate MDA team Members. In-
formed consent should be obtained from the parents of .the child with the Sus-
pected disability. MUch has been written on this topic and the, ba51c con- °
siderations need not be reviewed here. However, the consent form shquld be
published billngually andwmav have to. bé presented orally to. parents who may

o @\

not know how to réad in eitier language.

Bilingual teachers or communlty

liaisons can help explain the MDA process, ob

gin parental consent, and ‘secure

their cooperation in the assessment pFocess, including 1mportant information
about .the child' s behavior in the home. ’

-, . LR .

>

. The MDA team must be composed of persons‘Whose expertise or f

iliarity, with

the student permit them to make substantial contributions to the assessment-
placement—lntervention process. At a minimum: ;t should include the following
persons: ' I oo \

a) A specialist in first and second language development/

°

acquisition. ] , _ ) .
b) A specialist in'thefareajs)~of suspected disability.” o
» . o )\w i Lt . R
¢) The referring classroom’ teacher, of the teacher in- ’
“  .whose class the child has been temporarily placed,.
» pending the results of screeniﬂg or assessment. .
d) A person knowledgable about the child's culture apd” ¥

family background.

\

B

»

.
SN

~

x
~
¢ “.
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Step 3:

Conduct MDA assessment:

Contraindicators.

Because of the'risks to

validity in assessing culturally and 1

}nguistically different students, this

-step is emphasized

is designed ta gather information on the suspected

* disabilities, but inforlﬁation which has'the immediate possibility of disprove

ing or qualifying the disability”

.

[N

»

. Interviews, adaptive behavior questionnaires or observation forms, -and em- °
piricélly verifted systems to "correct"kfor biased standardized test results
should be™ usé% For MR-suspected children, Eiagetian medsures’ can be pro-.
fitably employed to see, 1f children ate cognitively, as mature as their normal

" dge matés ?DeAvila & Havassy, 1975) Piaéetian tests have ‘been shown to
yield similar results ,across culturhl groups, ‘and have the advantage.to being
administrable, in a child s dominant language without altering the nature of

. the tasks presented.. AR -
a7 . ‘ L3
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. o ,QCriteria for decision-making: . ’ , -~
. . L. . o — . . . N R
. ) ‘ 1.. For each suspected excep;i%nality the MDA team must’ ' . -
Ty . ¢ < determine whether thé contrajindicator's data jre suf- '
' e ficient.to.exempt-qhe(child from further testing.. .- . __ .
. ¢~ 1If the child-can.be exempted, from all further ‘test¢- i
- ) . . " ing, -place the child into the appropriate regular .
> educational ‘program with or -without additional, ° T
L . , supportive help, as indicated.c Lo o ) ‘
* 2. If-the child cannot he,exempted frof-all® fGrther .
t o T .testing because confraindicators do not tule out: -. . :

.. . . certain exceptipnalitiés, specify the residual set 0
’ . of suspected exceptionalitied ahd proceed Jto §?ep N -?)
oLt .4“ i : B LS g0
- < < ¢t : ¢
\ ? « Y, . . a . PYEEN

Step 4: Conduct' MDA assesgment? Indicators.. By now a lot should be known

. " about the child. Additional testing, even with somewhat inappropriate instru-
—\ 'mbpts, is mow inevitable. Some adaptations for the LEP or LESA child, need,

: however, to be made. .0 (’ . . ) -

I3
-

.

- - . 1 f
3 . . . B . -
) »

. First, select thosé'tests-wﬁichlrequirecminimgi verbal interéctions. Some '
N tests for disabiliti&s can be, conducted,by® éncouraging the "child to imitate’ .
. the examiner -or engage a psychomotor task, such as .copying deéighs.or manip~ '
’Aﬁlatiqg objects. These shoulld pose no trouble-to the e erienced.diagnos~ T
, tictan, even when the diagnostician is -disadvantaged by Peing an English
. monolingual! Tests with more Eiffiéuit instructions or which probe the .~

", .  ideational processes of the child more diréctly§ however, must be administered

. ' . b - .
in"the child's domdpant language, S \ :

[ ",-l' .

X .

ey The key to.administratioh,,SCOfingL and intedpretation of these instruments, /(
) howéver., is to never forget that they are more‘or’less inappropxiate for the

' > child, i.e., that the linguisticallj\differeﬁt child is systéﬁétically dif- T e
fereng\from the children upon' whom the tests were devgloped and standardized. -.

) . (ﬁernal, 1977;). The- usual néfms or criteriw do not &1y in this insfance; °
. g\\h traitional scoring may.yield scores which underestimate, theschild's petential.
: The .best herspquive is prgbably to see these. tests as coullections of tasks—— .«

tasks which ultimately form the basis for clinical judgments regarding placqja.

T - ) ment and pfogramming. L o, /,f. .’ . o~ .
' . . o . T ' - - - . -2
. , ' .. Which of these tasks did the student pass? - Is- there apattern ofiffasses?
P Do the tasks passed indicate normalcy ‘in the areas of suspected exceptdonality?
. . * . -. _. 5 7. _Qq . : . R
' Which areay .remain? Iékfhegp a pattern of tasks mi'ssed which tend to coufirm
b that one or\more exceptionalities exist? Y \'-' ‘ - *
i * 'a 5o M ..' ' . * ' . R i
. . . . . ) - ) . ) . 0- v
\I ' ’ \ - “
N . :
/ ~ ]
. . + ) . - »
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-Conclusion S ‘
~onc_usion | .

~ .
- Criteria for decision-making:
1. If stuydent performance (i.e., patterns of passes)

indicate basic normalcy, the child is not handi—
capped and should be placed into the bilingual -

AN education program or the English program accord-
ing to lamguage dominance. Data acquired during .
Phase 3 should be utilized to plan. the child's™ . :
intervention w1th gredter care, as it ‘is likely \
that-this chtld will need additional support.

vt
2. If the child's performance.(i.e., patterns of

misses) indicate a mildly handicapping condition
the child is‘wildly handicapped and should be '
mainstreamed into the bilingual or Engllsh pro- .
gram according to language dominance, and addi-
tional support and resources should be provided.

.- All of the dther provisions of special education. N

~, .apply, including!the IEP and periodic reviews of <

progress and'reassessment of status.

L4

4.

3.. If the child's perfofmance'{ndicates a more severe V2
T . ~ or profoundly handicapping condition,, all of the
provisions for special education placement and
progratrrmlng apply as.in 2> bove. In addition,
" serious consideration) must be given to conducting
" some or all of thé special’ intervention in the
' child's dominant language if it Is not English. - °
. \‘ " . ,’.

v - . .

The screening—assessment—placement process for langudge minority children

is 'difficult but nof impossible (Tucker, 1977). Through coordination with
.other LEA functions, ‘the.process can be both valid .and efficient. Further-
moppf’the i1l ‘effects of misclassification and inappropriate placement can

be reduced by periodic rev1ew and -reasséssment, as provided by law,
s« ° e~

The is that by‘afjudicious selectfon and applichtion of tests, the
© vali of diagnoses and placement: of langauge minority students can be en-
hanced to tue benefit of all T , ,
, » v ~ . ; * -
. '<'." ., AN '
. . . e oA v ;
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. FIGURE 2: “‘DETAILED VIEW OF PHASE 3, COMPREHENSIVE INDI%VIDUAL ASSESS}{ENT,{/ -
. . ~ . ,
STEP 1. Langﬁége'Dominance and -Proficiency . Lo !
g - = " * )
T . i . . . .
LI Y - t -
Criterion.2 " Criterion 1 ) \ . . = *. "
[" . A . \ :
° Not , Handicapped Phase' 2 Criteria : BiIingual Placement . Regular Ed. Placement
. e._. N - . 7. ¢
« e « l . ' . ™~ vt % ’ .
. j ‘o . ’ ;
M ¥
Y ’ v T
STEP 2: Obtain Informed JN\ N |
Consent; Select MDA Team' -0 * \\
N i -t |
= ) . . i
. s ¢
. ’ Cfitgrio\ 1 - . . )
; — ) ;
STEP 3: MDA Assessment: ‘Contrainditators , .
. < ° ~ ~
¢ ) - k ¢ . " f
Criterion 2 ) ' ,) . ) - :
. . . - 4
- \ = , :
STEP 4: * MDA Assessment: Indicators o - '
, Criterion 2
. I O . ‘. \ - -
“Criterion’ 3 ‘ . . N .
., . Mildly Handicapped Mainstream Support Language Dominance
. . — Lo . - / ™
- . . e .
. ) , ] AN
Handicapped . . . . SRR
oL ,
- J ———
! - - ,
w5 «:ﬁ * - .
’ —_— - . [}
17 -, :

| 18, ~-
ERIC

1
.
. . N
4 il
r M
;
e K A N




