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INTRODUCTION

In_October1983,_the Department Of Special Educationi_CoIlege of
Educationi_at The_University of Texas at AusLin, established a
Handicapped_Minority ResearthInStitute on_Language_Proficiency (HMRI);
The Institute is funded through A five-year contract with the United
Statesj)epartMent Of EdUcationi Office_of Special Education_ahd
RehabilitatiVe SerViCes.__The_purpose of_the_HMRI is:to_condUct research
specific to exceptional_limited English proficient (LEP)_and bilingual
students_(Spanish/English). The focusitif Inatitute_research is on the
interaction of students' languageiprofitiency_and_handicapping
condition(s), with conditionSia interest including_learning
disabilities, mental retardation and_communication disorders. TheSe
three handitapping tonditions include_90% of Hispanic students:in TexAS
whOcurrently reteive_special_education services, a trend consiStent with
national placement trends (Dew, 1984);

The_HMRIresearchiagenda includes longitudinal and_crosw-sectional
studies designed both to deatrilWdurrent_educationalipractice sad to
test hypotheses; The lOngitudinal_studies focus on language 420e8Stattit
and_interventiOn, while the_shorter-term, cross-sectional St4dieS focus
on initial pladeMent_and threelryear review,characteristics ofekdeptional
Hispanic thildreni_prevalence of handitapping_conditions among__
school!raged_Hispanics_in Texas, perforwinte of bilingtAal_learning_
disabled Hispanic students as a functitin of success_attributions and
learning strategies, effect6 Of Spanish Qs_the_langoage:of instruction_in
resource classrooms, LD eligibility of Hispanic students based on SpaniSh
versus English assestMent And cultural explanations for prertferral
classroom behavior problems.

Objectives of the Present Study

_This report is Part I Of A larger research study which focuses
the reevaluation (three-year review) process as_it is carried out for LEP
Hispanic students in tWo school_districts in Texas._ Part I eXatines
reevaluation procedures_and outcomes for a sample of learning disabled
(LD) students; Part II addresses these areas for speech and language
disordered (SLH) students;

The objectives of Part I of thiS study were to: (a) examine
procedures used for asSessment and_platement of LD Hispanic student&
during the three-year review; (b) explore changes in test scores and
language data which occur during LD Hispanic students' firat three years
in special education; and_(c)_analyze current policies and practices
influencing the_three-year reevaluation assessment and placement_of LD
Hispanic students; Findings mere used to generate recommendations for
policy, practice and research germaine to the reevaluation of limited
English proficent (LEP) and English proficient (non-LEP) LD students.



Research Questions

The centraLquestion posed in thid study was:. _What are_locaI
policies and practices related tti the:reevaluation of LEP and non7LEP
Hispanic students in LD programs and how do these impact:continued
apecial_adutatida eligibility? A series of related questions guided data
collection and analysis:

Initial Placement_Chsracteristies

I. What are the reasons for referral of LEP and non-LEP LD
students?

2. What tr..0 the linguistic characteristics of both groupd?

a. What is the primary home language?
b. What is the dominant language at school?

3. What are. other initial placement characteristics of both groups?

a; At What age_are_students referred?
b. What are students'Iretention histories?
c. How many siblings do students have and what is the birth

order of subjects?

4. Which persons composed the initial placement committees for both
groups?

The Reevaluation Assessment

_ _1. How_much time elapses between the initial assessment and the
first reevaluation of LEP and bon-LEP students?

2. What art the characteristics of test batteries used it the
reevaluatiOn process?

a.

assessments?
_ b.

reevaluation
for LEPs and

Which tests

How many and
assessments?
non-LEPS?

are included in initial and reevaluation

what types of tests are included in initial and
Do the number and types of tests used differ

3; What lenguage testing is included in reevaluationa?

4. In mihat_language aretests_administered at reevaluation?
doea the_language used at reevaluation Compare to the language of
administration for initial assessmenta?

Changesin-Test staraa And Language Data

1. HoW do LEP and now7LEP students_score-on the Weeh6lat
Intelligence Scale for Children-Revised_(WISCrR) upon reevaluation?
do these scores compare to scores from initial assessments?

How

How



2. How do LEP,and non-LEP stUdents score on the Woodcock-JohneOn
Psycho-Educational_Battery upon reevaluation? How do these scoret
compare to acerea from initial assessments?

3. How do_LEP__and_non,-LEP students score On the Binder Visual Motor
Gestalt,Test upon reevaluation? How do theee adorea COMpare to scores
from initial assessments?

4. What do teachers perceive te_be_LEPand_ non.,LEP students'
dominant language at the time_of reevaluation? How does_this CoMpare to
the dominant language at school at the time of initial placement?

Platetent Procedures_Yollowing_Reevaluat ion

1. How_many persons compose reevaluation Admission, Review, and
Dismissal (ARD) committeee_ How_does the size_ofreevaluation ARD
committees compare to the size of initial ARD committees?

-

2. What percentage_a_agreement occurs concerhing redValuation
plattments? How does the percentage_of agreement-Compare at initial
pladeMeht and at reevaluation for LEPs and non=-LEPS?

Changes_In_Placement

1; What hahdicap0 are assigned to_LEP and non-LEP etude:at
following_reevaluation? How do these handicaps compare to those assigned
at initial placement?

2. _How_much_time in special edUCation is_recommended_for LEP and
non-LEP students_following reevaluation? How does this compare to the
amount of time which was recommended at initial placement?

Policy

1. What steps and personnel are involved in reeValuations and the
three-year review?

2. Are any_provisiong for consideration of children's linguistic
and cultural backgrounda incorporated into district policies?

DefinitionS

Learningiaisabilities

The definition of learning disabled_etudents provided by the Texas
Education Code (TEA, 1980) is:

students (a) who_demonstrate aisignficatit diSdrepancy_between_
academic_achievement and intellectUal abilities_in one or more of
the_areas_of_oral expression, liatehing_comprehension,_written
expression, basic reading skillsi_reading_comprehension, mathematics
calculation, matheMatics reasoning, or spelling; (b) for uhom_it is
determined that the discrepancy is not primarily the reault of

1 0
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visual:handicap, hearing_impairment, mental retardatiOn, emotional
disturbancei_or_environmentali_culturall or:ecOnotiC disadvantage;
and_(c)_for_whom the inherent disability e*ists to_a degree such
that they cannot_be adequately served_in_the regularclasses of the
public schools without the prOviSion of special servicetG

Limited English Proficiency

_The Elementary_and_Secondary Education act Of 1968_(amended by
Public_Law_98-511 in 1984) defines limited En7tlishinrofielent individua s
as_those "who_(a) were not born in the United_States or whose native
language is=other than English;_or_(b)_come from environmentS Where
language other than English_is dominanti_... and, by_reaton th4reof, have
diffictilty Speaking, reading, writing or understanding the English
language."

Native_Langusge

When used with reference_to_a_student of limited Engish
proficiency,,native:language is_defined as "the_language sortally 4-sed
vith anal indiVidiiirls_or, in the case of_a child, the_language normally
usa by the parents of the child" (P.L. 93-380, 0. 566).

Reevaluation

_LRegulation-300.534 (20 U.S.C._1412_(5) (c)),of the,EducatiOn fbr all
Handicapped Children:Act (P.L._94142):provides for periodit reeValUation
of the Statute; of students_receiving special_educatiOn SerVides. The
regulation states_that_"each state_and_local education Agency:ishall
insure ... that_anievaluation of_the child ... iS conductedevery three
years or more_frequently if tOnditions warrant or if the_child's parent
or teacher requests an evaluation" (Texas Education Agency, 1985, p; 93).

11
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II

REVIEW OF RELEVANT LITERATURE

In orderito be able_to appropriately place and serve language
minority children_in specialieducation programs, educators_mu-st separate
the dfftcts_of a_handicapping:conditioo fret the normal process of second
language acquisition. _Whileilarge reSearch_bases_exist for both
bilingual education and_speCial eddCation_separately, the interface of
these,twe areas,has only_recently_begun to_be cunsidered. Documentation
of patterns of disproportional_representation of minorityiaildren_in
special education_have_led to the examination Of poZential_problems with
traditional special_education procedures fOr_this group. Areas _

considered include:assessment biae, gapa_between_policy,and practice in
placing__LEP students,in speoisl ediadationi confusion,over the definition
of learning_disabilities and factors other than the child's handicapping
condition which may affect special education decisions.

_While_thesepotential problems have been eXamined mail:11)7_1mm the
perapective of_initial referral andiidentifidationiithey_are_also_ _
teleVint_to_the process of reevaluation. Additionallyi_issues,specific
to reevaluation can-be identified. Thete include the stability over time
of_standardized test seoredifOr language_ minority children, the
comparability of initial and_kievaluation assessment activities, and the
effect_of the new data_provided by the reevaluation on a child's 60eciaI
education placement and program.

This_literature reviev_willibriefly consider the general areas
listed_above. A comprehentiVe diScurtsion of them_can_be found in a
previous HMRI_report (Ortie et al., 1985). A more thorough review of
issues specific to reevaluation will also be presented.

General Issues in the Identification of
Learning Disabled Language Minority Children

incidence_of-Exceptiofiality

Results of several incidenceistudies suggest that minority_group,
thildren_are_not represented in special edutatieti:_in proportions,equal to
their representationlin the general poPtilatien. The Fall 1978,Elementary
and_Secondary Schools:Civil Rights SUrVey (U.S._General_Accounting
office4 _I981),shows that_while Blackiiitudents_constituted 16% of the
national enrollment they_repreaented 21%_of the_special education
population., Hispanics represented_7% of the national enr011ment_ahd 6%
of the,special education_population. However, when_survey data for _

Hispanics were_examinedjiy:incidence of haftditapping
Hitipaiiic students in,special edocation_were found to have been placed in_
PrOgraMs_for the learning disabled. This percentage far exceeds expected
incidence figures.



Ortiz andiTates (1983) tided incidence figures derived from national
studies te project eXpetted numbers_of_exceptIonal,Hispanics iniTexas
based on 1982 popdlation proportionsi_then compared these expected
figures to actual incidence_as_reportedto the state education agency.
Results showed_that_Hispanics were overrepresented:in the LD Category by
315_percent, but were underrepresented among the_Visually handicapped,
hearing impaired; orthopedically handicapped, and mentally retarded;

Patterts,of overrepresentation_and underrepresentation documented to
date cage derioda doubts upon_the_ability of the_current system of
referral And assessment_to_accur-.1tely_identify exceptional Hispatit
Children. Since the_reevaIdation process_required byiP.L. 947142 is
almost identical_to the initial assessment_process,_theivalidity of both
processes is c3lIed into question by the discrepancies between_expected
and actual Incidences of exceptionality in Hispanic populations.

Assessment Bias

S-ome examinations of the pIacement_of language minority,studeht6
into special education_have:suggested that because of itt inherent
cultural_biasi_the_assessment process may provide:a:partial explanation
for the_overrepresentation of language minority children_in special
education. Two oppos:ng viewpOints exist concerning this issue

: Proponents of a psychometric_viewpoint (e.g.,_Clarizio, 1982) argue
that the vaIidity_of_an_assessment,instrument should be derived froth ita
abillty_to_predict_an_external criterion4 in the_case of instruments

_

used_for special education assessment, the most appropriate_criterion is
believed to be school achievement; Since numerous studies existiwhich
suggest that measures of intelligence_such_as_the_Wechsier Intelligence
Scale for Children-ReVised (WISC-R), Peabody Picture Vocabulary:Test
(PPVT)_and:RaVen's Progressive_Matrices Test predict school performance
equally well_for_Hispanic and_AngIo children, proponents of this
Viewpoint conclude that no bias exists.

Proponents of what Baca atid Cervantes (1984)_term a more_
7eccqogical" approach, however, place more emphasis on the interaction of
the social environment and the_individual4 _Mercer(1974), for_example,_
arguesithat:the values_of_the__American_Anglo middIe:class are inherent in
bdth the public_schools_and_the IQ tests which predict success in them.
Thereforei simple_predictive validity is not_sufficient evidence of a
lack of bias;__Other proponents of the ecological viewpoint_note_thati_
bias_may be_present in test construction procedures. _For_examplei_only
330 non-white children, of whom 305 were Black,_ were included among the
2;200 children On Whet the WISC-R was standardized (Oakland & Matuzek,
1977);

_ Finally;_some educators argue that:concentration on technital biaa
in testing_has masked a more basic, ethical issue involved in_the
development of sccial policy. Cole_(1981)i for examplei_notes_that even
a valid test may produce educationally or socially negative outcomes; and
advoCatell_the Separation of the technical issue of assessment bias from
the Social it4Sue of how schools should deal with their minority StudentS.



POliCy versus Practice in_t_h_e_Piacement_o_f_LEP Students

Results of several_studies suggest:that Although A number of
safeguards_exist in policy and recommended pradtideo for_the_placement of
minority students into,special educatiOni actual_practice does not fully
reflect these safeguards. :TWomey, Gallegos., Andersoni_Winiamson and
Williamson (1980) conducted_a_series_of_interviews_with,administrators
And diaMined student_placement_records for a minority student Sample in
California._ They_reported that, although adminittrattird_were aware of
Office_of_Civil Rights_guidelines for speCiAl edudation_placement,
procedures documented in student recoi4B Were not consistent with them._
Assessments were conducted_along ttaditional_lines_and focused on health
and achievement factors, while_little_attention was given to native
language:testing, dialectal considerations, the influence_of culture, the
Utie of adaptive behavior scales or available multitultural assessment
instruments.

In a similar study carried:out in COlOradoi Shepard_and_Smith (1981)
examined procedures for referral, assessment and placement of children
with perceptual-communicative disorders_(PCD)i aJtandicapping condition
whose,definition is similar_to the federal definition of specific
learning disabilities. Their_resuIts suggested_that 59 tO 74 percent of
Children_identified_as PCD_did_not meet the definition of PCD as_given by
law_or the_professional literature. TWelVe perdent of_children_in the
samplc_were Hispanic or Native Ateridan and had a language other than
English spoken,in the home, but were classifed_as PCD_due to low
achievement, differences between language_and_non-Ianguage achievement,
and discrepancies between_Verbal_and_Performance scores on the_wISC-11
Shepard and Smith_conclude_that_a number of minority children in their
Satple were_not_truly_handicapped, but were 80 claSSified because they
needed extra help which only the inaccurate ClASSification of the child
as PCD would bring.

Finally, Gartia:(1984) conducted an_exploratory study of referral,
identification:and placement practices_used for Hispanic students,in
prOgroms for the_learning_disabled_in_a large, urban school-district in
Texas._ Examination of_district records, reportS0_Student eligibility
folders; school records; theidistrict'S apttial edUdation procedures
manual and meetings with distritt Ord-Ohne-1 reVealed that:

1. While special education_policy manuals tended to reflect desired
praCtice and contained_procedural safeguards_against misidentification
And Misplacement_of students; there was a gap between pdlicy and practice
in referral, assessment, and placement of HiSpanid Students.

2. Information about language of teeting_and modifications of the
testingiprocess were so scant that_no conclusions_could be reached except
to say that these issues do not appear to be given major consideration in
Attetttent or eligibility decisions.

3. _It was common practice to assess all students using a standard
battery of tests, regardless of unique linguistic or cultural
differences.



4; A fifteen point discrepancy between_verbal and performance
se&lea On the WISC7R_was_influentiaI in determining eligibility for LD
platement. LD Hispanic students were more likely tO haVe a 15 point
difference between verbal and performance aealde than Were non-referred
control groups;

5._ Admission,review and diamissal_committees_did not document_
what, if any, todIfications of usual procedures were made to accommodate
eharaeterietics of language minority students.

6. There_was a lack of interfaee between_epecial education and
other_compensatory programs which Vag eVidended by a lack of
participation by special program personnel in special education
processes.

OVerall,_gaps between actual and desirable practice were evident in
all three studies.

Definition of Learosng Disabilities

An additional factor_which complicates the_identification of a_
learning disability in a language_Minority chiId_is the vagueness_of
current_definitions of LD (Cummins, 1984). Legal and professional__
definitions specify_areas_in_which_a disability may be manifested (for
example, the_definition_contained_in P.L. 947142 tentiona the areas of
oral expression,i_listening comprehensiOno Written e*Oression, basic
reading skillai reading comprehension, mathetaties_reasoning, mathematics
calculation and spelling), but do not_generally_specify what evidence is
needed to confirm the presence_of_a disability in any of the areas
listed. Consequently,_the incidence of learning disabilitiea VarieS
Widely from state_to:istatei_and may_even:vary among schodlidiStricts in
the_same_state.Kirk_and Elkins (1975) further report A Wide_range of
intellectual abilities in children elaStified AS LD. Their study of
approximately 3,000 LD students in 21 atates revealed that 35% of them
had IQs under 90;

Eligibility criteria may add further variance to the definition of
learning disability_as it is used in practice. For_example, while Texas
state regulations require that a discrepancy of at least one standard
deviation between IQ and achievement be documented, the tests which may
be_used to gather evidence of alit' diecrepancy can vary considerably;
The WISC-R full scale IQ score may be compared to any or all scores from
several different_achievement batteries, including the Woodcock-Johnson
Psycho-Educational Battery, the Peabody Individual Achievement Test, the
Wide Range Achievement Test and several others. District tedting
practice may influence how many and which tests are administered to a
child, and ultimately influence whether or not that child is eligible for
LD services.

Factors Affetting Special Education Decision&

As has_been mentioned above, the special educatiOn pretest: as it is
lescribed in Iaw and policy is intended to iscerporate prOdedural
safeguards which would stop the tiselassification of minority and other

5
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Students. Howeveri_a number_of research studies suggest that despite the
eicistence of these protections, special education decididia: May be
influenced by factors other than the present-6 of A handiCapping
condition.

Algozzine, Christiansen and Ysseldyke (1982) suggest that a teacher
teferral itSelf is nearly_enough_to_assure_that a_child_will_be found to
be handicapped. _A national survey of_directors of special edudation
COnduCted by_these authors showed that from 3% to 6% Of_the ach001-aged
population was referredto_special education eath year betWeen 1977 and
1980. Of these, 92%_ were tested,_and 73% of thOkie tested were found to
be handicapped and therefore eligible_for special education. The authors
conclude_that the Most important decision made in the specVal education
proceSt fa the decision of a teacher to refer a child.

_Further evidence of the importance of referral, AS opposed_to
characteristics ofichildren, in determining et:trail-de into special
education is provided_by_a study by AlgOizine_and Ysseldyke (1981)._ _They
asked 224 professionals from schools_in Minnesota to_read a case-folder
description Of aireferred student_and then participate in a diagnostit_
compUter7simulation program; Data from the hypothetical cage pregented
deddribed performance in the normal range._ NonetheleSS, fifty=.one
percent_of subjects found the students to_be eligible fOr SpeCial
education, with the most COMMOh handicap identified being learn:mg
disability.

Holland (1980) reports that once__a_referral has been made, a
multiplitityjof:factors other than the_multidisciplinary evaluation
itpatt the final recommendations:andi_decisions_made coaterhiag plaCement.
Based on a field survey of 30 teachers; counselorSo adtiniStrators and
support service personnel in_urban,isuburbatLand rural Sites_near _

Philadelphia; Holland found that all Of the ft:ill-owing were considered in
making final decisions: (a) parental pressures, (b) available programs or
resources,_(t) sex, (d) race/ethhiCity, (e) vested interests of_social
agencies/advocacy groups,_(f) the teacher's_and/or principal'S influence,
(g) physital/social/emotional_maturity of the student, (h) gedgraPhical
proximity of_special education_services, and (i) Atedetid Abilities_and
school_behaviors of the student; Tha author A180 neted that each person
involved in the decision-making process ihtetOreted the information
presented using previous experiences, biases, and beliefs.

OVerall, in summarizing five years of research on deciSiOnthaking
Conducted at the__Minnesota_Institute of Research on_Learning
Disabilities, Ysseldyke, Thurlow, Craden0 Wesson, Algoitine and_Deno
(1983) conclude_that the special education deCiSion=making process is
inconsistent.i They note that teachers tend to attribute problems to_
within7student_causesi or to the_student's home or family, and to_refer
students Who "bother" them, In_thei_case of language minbrity_thildreni
both linguistic and cultural barriers may separate teather And Student
And result in a referral and eventual placement into Spedial education.
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Issues in the Reevaluation of
Learning DiSabled Language Minority Children

:In considering_the_reevaluation process_for a language Minority
child, it is_important to note that all of the itifideS Whith pervade
initial special education_decisions are again préSent. _Reassessment and
review may result in continued overrepresentation_of_language minority
children in special education, bia6 May still_be present in assessment
procedurea, gaps between the safegUatds_of_legaLpolicy and actual
prattitt may continue to_existi_and factors_other that the thild'S
handicappingicondition_may_exert_an on-going influence on plStement
tommittee deliberations and decisions. _Additionally0 as a Setbnd
assessment and decisionmaking process_is_undertAken, othet_issues, such
as_the stability over_time of_standardized tetitS And the_effects of
adding new data to initial_information, Ala() become important. The next
section of this review Will focus on these latter, reevaluation-oriented
issues.

Stability of Test Scores _Ove_r__TIme

Very few studies have considered the Stability of standardized test
scores for_handicapped,and/or language MinoritY children. Studies._of
Iong-,term test stability tend tb fedus_on stability of IQ as measured by
the WISC-R. No stUdieS of the stability of achievement test scores were
found.

In general- WISC-R IQ scores appear_td be Stable oVer time for_
handicapped populations._ Based_on a sample Of 75_LD and MR children
tested two:years apart; Vance, Bli*ti E1115àñd DebeIl (1981) report
significant decreases for scores on_the Similarities, Vocabulary; Digit
span and Block Design subtests_and the Verbal_IQ, and also report a
Sighfitant increase_in scores on the Picture Arrangement SUbterit._
Frowever, they_note that_although several instanteS Of Statiatically_-
significant_mean differences were found, teSt=reteat correlations_were
high,_and mean changes_in Verbalt PerfOrMante and Full Scale IQs were
only about_2,points. _The:authors concliide_that their findings "provide
evidence that the WISC-R 18 A reliable instrument over time when used
with learning disabled and retarded youngsters" (p. 399).

Oakman_and Wilson (1986)_report similar_results fOr a Sample_which
consisted_of 150_LDistudents:from two Arta Edutation Agenties_in_Iowa;
who_were tested_3years apart. Full Stale And Performance IQs_and_scores
on the Picture Arrangement subtest increased_significantly.However,:as
in the previous_study, actual scora changes were small. Full Scale pqa
changed by 4 points or less for_52% of the sample, while changes of 15
pointd or more were found_for only 4%. The authors,suggest that these
-changes may reflect_a "modest"_practice effect for the PerfOrkance
subtests, and further suggest that given the_Stability of WISC-R scores,
the cost of reevaluation IQ testing may not be justified.
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Martin (1979) reports results which Are Slightly discrepant from
those summarized above. CorrelationS between IQ testings were only
moderate (.68 or less) for hii sample of 35 LD students tested 4 years
apart. However, most subjects in his study were initially tested with
the WISC and reteeted with the WISC-R. Test stability may have been
reduced by the use of tests which differed slightly in content and which
were normed on diiferent samples.

To date, no study haS_COntidered the_stability of test scores when
the_child being evaluated is in the_process o:7 acquiring a second
language. If testing is_carried_out_in the weaker language, it seems
likely that r:hanges in scores which are much greater than those reported
in the studies reviewed here might occur.

The_ReevaLmItion_Assessment

Several studies have focused on the_reevaluation process as_it
typically,carried out. Overall, their_results suggest that initial and
redValuation assessments are highly similar.

Elliott, Piersoi and Galvin (1983) Surveyed A SaMple_of_40 school
psychologists from urban_and rural areas of Arii-citia,_Colorado,_Iowa and
Nebraska about reevaluation practices. Psychologists_were asked_to list
the tests and Other procedures_which_they_typicaily used in initial
asSessMents and in reevaluations.. Results showed that for initial,
eValuations, 92.5%_of respondents used the WISC-R, 90%_USed the WRAT or
the KAT, 57.5% used the Bender-Gestalt, and_32.5% Utedithe
Draw7k-Person. _Other initial assessment activitiet included classroom
observations (62.5%), parent dOttadt (60%), teadher_Contact (57.5%),
record review (45%), staffings (35%), And student_interviews (20%)._
Similarly,wheft_conducting reevaluations, 95% of_respondents used the
WISC-R, 75% used the WRAT or the FIAT, 45% used the Bender7Gestalt, 27.5%
used the Draw7A7Person, 52.5% observed in the classroom, 50% Contacted
parents, 45%_contacted._iteachers, 45% reviewed previous Student records,
35%_held_staffingsi_and 20%_interviewed Atudetati. A AnkVey_of_112
psychologists conducted in Kansas (Kansas ASSO-Ciation_for School
Psychologists, 1984) also reportit_thati in general, reevaluations tend_to
consist of repetition of the original_test battery. While neither study
specified the characteristics of childrenito be reevaluated, it seems
likely that reevaluations for culturally and linguistically different
Children would not differ greatly from initial atalettlitehtS.

While_these data suggest that reeValUations are carried_out_in a
somewhat pro forma fashion, other research suggests that this does not
represent either desired or beim practice. Lohry (1980) surveyed 79 Iowa
school psychologists concerning their actual and ideal roles in three
year reevaluations. She found a number of significant differences
between real and ideal roles, and reported that paychologists surveyed
would like to attend fewer meeting0 and do leSs IQ testing while doing
more interpretation and integration of data and consultation with other
school personnel. _Hartshorne and Hoyt (1985) suggest that rather than
consisting of simple retesting, reevaluations should consider three major
areas: the continuing agreement between the child's characteristics and
program eligibility criteria, the effectiveness of the child's program in

_1 8
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meeting the tdutational needs that were_identified three years
previously, and the identification_of current needs. They note that
readministration of a_previous_battery may only answer queatiOne that
Were_Ofiinterest_three_years_before,Land sdggeSt_that Ahy reevaluation
Should_begin with a process similar to_reftrral in Which questions_of
interest_about the child are identified. It seems_likely that such a
procedure would increase the quality of reevaluations for aIl children,
including those whO are culturally and linguistically different.

Effects of New Data on Special Education Placement

Studies of the reevaluation process haVd_alSo considered the effects
of reevaluation data on_thildren'a educational OtOgrams. While no
available study has looked specifitally at placements of language
minority children, those studies which have been carried out suggest that
reevaluation infrequently results in a placement thange

Elliot et al. (1983)asked a sample_of school paytholgiSta tO _

datitate how_often reevaluations_resulted ih_a thahge in diagnosis or
Placement, and reported_Iittle change in either:area. _Fiftrlive percent
of_the respondents stated that diagnosis changed in less than 3% of their
cases, 22.5%_estimated that diagnoeis Changed in_3:to_5% of their cases,
and only 22.5% estimated that diagnoses_were changed in more than_5%
percent of reeValuations. Survey respondents further indicated that
changte in placement following reevaluation occurred in 10% Of daaes at
most.

_ Martin (1979)_also reports that a Majority of his 145_subjects
received the same diagnosis and stayed ih_the_sameplacement following
reevaluation._ Seventy-five percent_of educable:mentally retarded (EMR)
students retained in an EMR_class after reassessment;_67% of_Stiidenta
tladdified as behavior disordered (BD)_and_68% of atudente tlatinaified as
LD also_retained theiri_diagnostic label and_edutational placement.
Racial/ethnic_backgrounds_of the children within each handicapping
condition were not specified.

Summary

Available research_suggests that_the attdrateiidentifitation of
learning disabled children who are culturally and linguistically
different is a difficult process. Current assessment procedures_and
procedural safeguards do_not_always adequately insure that linguistic
differences art diatinguished from true learning problems;

The process_of_reevaluation as it is currently tarriediodt does not
appear to_furnish_data_which would help to_separate Setond language
learners from handicapped students. Reevaluation-8 typically_consist of
the_same_tests and_other procedures which were used to identify the
handicapping condition and infrequently result_in a change in diagnosis
or placement. _HOWever, studies conducted to date have not considered how
limited Engliah proficiency at the time of initial identification may
affect reevaluation outcomes.

n
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III

METHODS AND PROCEDURES

This was a descriptive, exploratory study_of special educatiGn
services provided_to bOth limited English_proficient and English
proficient Hispanic students who_were classified as learning disabled.
The focus_of the:study was_on_students'_first_special educatiOn_
reevaluations and their_subsequent educational plgcesiente. Students'
eligibility folders were examined toidetermine When the firat
reevaluation_occurred, how_assessments were carried Outi and what
educational placement:resulted ftom the reevaluation data. Differences
in reevaluation procedures and outcomea for LEP and non-LEP students were
of particular interest.

Data were collected on_two occasions; once in 1984 and Onde in 1985.
The 1984 data collection_focused on subjects' entry int-6 SOedial _

education, Eligibility folders:were examined in Aseffort_to_determine
why students had_been referred initiallyi_how they were_assessed, and to
document the initial_platement decision, including the identified primary
and/or_secondary handicapping_condition(s),_ The 1984 sample,:data
collection and data analysis procedures have been described eliieWhere
(Ortit et 41.1 1985). Methods and procedures described here apply to the
1985 data collection when reevaluation data were obtained.

Subjerts

The sample for this study included 72 Hispanic students (54 Male6
and:18 females) from two_urban_schooldistricts_in central TeXas.
Students were enrolled in grades: 2 through 5:and received Special
education services due_to_a_primary handicapping -condition of_learning
disability_during the 1982783 school year.: Thirty=aix subjects (26 males
and 10 females) had been classifed_as LEP bYtheir school district_during
1982-83, while the other±36 (28 males_and 8.1emales)ihad not. District
special education and bilingual_education records were used to verify
each student'S handicapping condition and LEP status.

Initial_placement_data_from the earlier data collection were used to
tatCh LEP_and non-LEP:students_so that both teMbers of a LEP/nonLEP pair
had_been_referred:to_and placed in special eduCation: (a),while in the
same grade, and (b) during the same school_yearThe majority of the 36
resulting pairs first entered special_education whils_in the lst grade
and during the 198182_8ChOdi (See Tables l_and 2). _Initial data
were also Used to verify that mts had been in_speCial education for

tiniMum of three years and W' therefore be eligible for
reevaluation.

Distric_t_CbsratteristicS

_TO assure confidentiality, descriptive information abOUt
participatinudistricts has been_kept_to a mini:MUM. The two_urban
districts selected had_a large_Hispanic enrollMent and long-established
bilingual education and special education programs. The existence of

n



Table 1

DiStribution_of _

Limited EngliSh ProfiCient/Non-Limited English Proficient LD
Matched Pairs by Grade at Referral

Gracie
Matched Pairs

Early Childhood Education 2.8

Kindergarten 1 2.8

1St 23 63.9

2nd 9 25.0

3rd 2 5-6

Total 36 100.0

14

Table 2

DiStribution_of
Limited English PrOfiCient/Non7Limited English Proficient LD

Matched Pairs by School Year of Referral

School Year _

Matched Pairs

a X

1979-80 4 11.1

1980-81 5 13.9

1981=442 27 75.0

Total 36 100.0

21
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these programs vas critiCal_given the research focus on students who were
both handicapped and limited English proficient.

Disttict-1 had a_total 1982-.83 enrollment Of_17#827 Students, of
whOM 15,433 (86.62) were_Hispanic. The distritt had ClASSified 1,337
Stddents_as learning_disabled; 1,273 Of theSe Vete Hispanic. District 3
hid_a total 1982-83 enrollment of 60,268 Students, of whom 15,471 (25;7%)
were Hispanic. The district had ClaSsified 4,164 students as learning
disabled; 1,399 of these were HiSpaniC.

Data C011eCtion Procedures

Data_collection:procedures involved three arepai a) design of data
collection forms, (b)_training of data Coders, and (c) the data
collection activity itself.

Design of Data Collection Instruments. A data,collection form was
designed_to_capture reevaluation information from_student records._
Copiet Of the various special education forms -tilled by the districts were
obtaitied and_information specific to the reassessMent And subsequent_
educational placement of students was_identified. _Due to differences
between forms used by the tWO school diattictsi_two separate data
collection instruments_were designed to_expedite data collection.
However, both forms collected similar reevaluation information;

Training of Coders._ Nine individuals participated it data
C011action, including twopart-time_research aaaistants hired
Spec!fically for_this_task, five University of Texas at Austin faculty
and staff members, and two master's_stUdents in_the Bilingual Special
Education Training Program. The coders received:training which
familiarized thet with district special education forms_and the data
collection initruments, and were_supervised by HMRI trainerS:Who_examined
the acCdtacy of datai_collection for the first thred_data collectionjorms
CoMpleted. Corrective_feedback_was provided_da needed. In addition,_
coders checked each other's work as data c011ection forms were completed.

Data-Collection. :Reevaluation data were collected between February
and July of 1985. Each district's special_education direetor WAS
designated by the_superintendent orian_assistant superintendentto be an
offidial liaison_to the_HMRI. _The district liaison notified other
diattict_personnei, including central offide Staff tesponsible for
maintenance of special_education records, that approval had been granted
to examine student folders.

Data-Preparttion and Analyais

Vetified and corrected reevaluation data wtre arranged into two
separate_computer files, one_for tach_distritt, AS an_initial step toward
the preparation:of_a "master"_data file Cchitiiiiiing_initiaI and
reevaluation data for all Students from_both districts. For each
district file, a corresponding control card file was written using the
Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS; Nie et al., 1975).
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After_the district data and control_card_files were_completed_and
debugged,_HKRI staff reviewed variable lists from each_dittrict and from
the 1984_data collection (Ortiziet_al., 1985) to idehtify information
WhiCh had_been_enterediinto_smdent records at both initial placementand
at reevaluation and_which was available for both districts. Initial and
reevaluation district files_were combined to create a "master" LD file
which was used for data analyses.

Analyses included_both descriptive information_such aS frequenciesi
meanS And crosstabulations, and inferential statistiCS SUCh as analysis_
of Vatiance. Further details about individual data Analyses are provided
in the results section;

Methodology_14mitations

Betause of the need tm_locate students who were enrolled in special
edddation programs in the same school district at tWo different_times,
Separated by a three year interval, only a relatiVely Small sample could
be obtained for this study. Testing_Of Sote infetential hypotheses was
therefore limited by_sample sizei_arid reaults based on this sample are
probably not generalizable to_students who change school districts
between special education evaluations.

The results_of_this_study are also limited betaUSe the special
education_interventions which occurred betWeeh eValUations_were not
documented. Some reevaluation data4 Most probSbly reevaluation
achievement test scores, were undoubtedly influenced by the_quality of
these interventions as well as by_child characteristics such as severity
ofthe handicapping condition. Records of the type and duration of
intervention-4 undertaken were not, however, a part of children'S
eligiblity folders.

Additionally, th i. results reported in this_document are based on an
exploratory, field7wAelted0_and ex post facto research methodology.
Therefore, the limitatii3ns of descriptive methodology are also
limitations of_thia_investigation. Kerlinger, and Mason and BraMble
(cited in Gardia, 1984), describe these limitations:

1. _The range and number_of complex Variable:4 Which_are often
studied in non-laboratory settings_can teritUlt in substantial probiems_in
the identification of cause-and-effedt relationships among the variables.

2.-,Because appropriate_sampling may_be problematic, there are
difficulties, hazards and limitations associated with the geheralization
of results. Moreover, in a_study utilizing aft ex poilit faCto methodology,
the research subjects have already been atisigned to the program being
investigated.

3. Descriptive research also has the additional limitation that the
reported findings may_be_biased in the collection and interpretation of
the data.i Because_this type of research methodology relieS on a type_of
open=ended_nature of inquiry, there is sometiMeS A tendency to overlook
evidence that could cause one to arrive at different interpretations or
conclusions.

0 '3
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Ond final limitation of the present investigation concerns the
interpretation of the findings. In research that deals with the
collection of information from student folderi, the results can be only
as reliable and as valid as the information documented in school district
specicl education records. AS Kerlinger (cited in Garcia, 1984) warns:

The records Of many schools and school districts art titot
well kept. _And in_most cases no thought has been_given to
the research use_ofrecords._ Scores will be Mitiaing or
inaccurately recorded .... Meanwhilet_inVeatigators must
be_constantly aIert_to possibilitiee of inaccuracies and
the_fact that_school recorde are Often_not in adequate
form for statistical treatment. (Op. 543-544)

Missing data may be regarded as indicating the absence of some pertinent
spotial education action. _However, drawing such_a conclusion may be
etroneoUs, as the action may have occurred but simply not have been
recorded.

2 4
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IV

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Examination of the reevaluations of LEP and non7LEP LD Hispanic
students focused on_six major at-dila: (a) students' initial placemeut
characteristics, (b)_the reevaluation assessment, (c) changes_in tett
scores_and language_data_at reevaluation, (d) placement protedureS

_

following reevaluation, (e) changes_in placement At teeValUation, and (f)
district policies. Federal and state policies related to reevaluation
Were Also examined.

Initial Placement Characteristics

The following research questions concerning initial placement
characteristics were examined:

1. What are the reasons for referral of LEP and non-LEP LD
students?

2. What are the linguistic characteristics of both groups?
a. What is the primary home language?
b. What is the dominant language at school?

3. What are other initial placement characteristics of both groups?
a. At what age are students referred?
b. What are students' retention histories?

iffoti Many siblings do students have and what IS the birth
order of subjects?

4. Which persons composed the initial placement committees for both
groups?

Reasonsfor-Referral

Teachers_listed a_total of 23 reasons for the-referral of LEP
Students and 22 reasons for the referral of tion=LEP students. The five
Mdst frequently cited reasons for referral of LEP students (see Table 3)
were:

Poor acsiemic progress (37.5%)

2. Poor progress in reading (37.5%)

3. Poor progress in math (21.9%)

4. Poor memory or retention (21.9%)

5. Needs extra/individualized help (15.6%)
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Table 3

Reasons_for Referral of_
Limited English Proficient and Non-Limited English Proficient LD Students

LEP NO*AEP

Reason
(.e132) :(2!"32)

_

Poor academic progress 12 (37.5) 15 (46.9)
Poor progress in reading 12 (37.5) 9 (28.1)
Poor progress in math 7 (21.9) 7 (21.9)
Poor memory or retention 7 (21.9) 4 (12.9)
Needs extra/individuelized help 5 (15.6) 2 (6.3)
High distractibility; poor attention 4 (12.5) 7 (21.9)
Poor progress in spelling 4 (12.5) 4 (12.5)
Poor proses* in Language arts 4 (12.5) 2 (6.3)
Poor language development 3 (9.4) 4 (12.5)
Poor progress in writing 3 (9.4) 3 (9.4)
Behavior problems 3 (9.4) 2 (6.3)
Speech 3 (9.4) 2 (6.3)
Cannot follow directions 3 (9.4) 1 (3.1)
Has trouble comprehending 2 (6.3) 1 (3.1)
General immaturity 2 (6.3) 1 (3.1)
Visual problems 2 (6.3) 1 (3.1)
Motivation problems _ 2 (6.3) 1 (3.1)
Problems with motor skilln 1 (3.1) 5 (15.6)
Hiscellaneous 1 (3.1) 2 (6.3)
Hyperactive 1 (3.1) 1 (3.1)
Poor_progress in other

academic areas 1 (3.1) 1 (3.1)
Articulation problems 1 (3.1) 0 (0.0)
Request of parent 1 (3.1) 0 (0.0)
Poor auditory discrimination 0 (0.0) 2 (6.3)

Note_. Percentages equal the percentage of subjects for whom a
referral reason was listed. Subjects may have had more than one
reason for referral. Therefore, percentages will not sum to 100.
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The five most frequently cited reasons for referral of non-LEP
students were:

1. Poor academic progress (46:9%)

2. Poor progress in reading (28.1%)

3. Poor progress in math (21.9%)

4. High distractibility; Oböt Attention (21.9%)

5. PrOblems with motor skills (15.6%).

Percentages listed for referral reasons will sum to tore than_100
since most students_had more than Ond reason for tefertal. The average
number of reasons given fdr.:refetttil of LEP Students was 2.6; the averag(
for non-LEP students was 2.5.

Due to low frequencies_and_percentages, related behaviors Wdr-
grouped_under_broader_categorical headings of reasons for referral (see
Table 4). _Two reasonsi_Toor academic progress in geheral and:poor_:-!
progress in reading, were_maintained as independent Categories because
they were frequently cited._ After data Wete_retabulated using these new
categories (see Table 5)0_the tOrit_COmmon reason_for_referraI_of LEP_
students was attention/behavior_problems. This category was listed for
65.6% of LEP stüdentii. _The_most common reasons for referral of non-LEP
students were:attention/behavior prcolems and poor atadetid progress in
general. Reasons from within each a theSe dAtegoties Were listed for
46.9% of non-LEPs.

The large number of referral teAsons_which fell into:the
attention/behavior problet Categoryi_especially, for LEP_students, raised
the_question of whether_reason for_referral could be related tto a lack of
English proficiency. Research literature on second lafiguAge acquisition
documents characteristics of second_language leathetit Whidi may be
similar_to_behaviors considerA td be indidAtiVe Of:speech/language
disorders or learning disabilities- (Ottii and_Maldonadw-Colon, 1986).
These may include_behaviorsisuch as failure:to establish eye contact,
difficulty following directionsi_inattention or poor_retention_
(Celce-Murciai 1978). It_was hypothesized that special education
referral may result from teachers' lack of underatanding Of Some phases
of the second language acquisition process;

Reasons for referral Whitt( the literatUre suisests may be related to
second language acquisition Were_tegrouped into the language_problems
category (see Table 6).After_data were retabuIated using these neW
language-related categories (see Table 7)i the Md54- 6:AMC:oh reason for
referral ofi_LEPs was:language problems; Thia tategoty 4.sts listed for
5341% of LEP students. The_tost tOttoh reAtion for refert1 of non-LEP
students was poor_academic progratal (liSted_fOr_46.9%_of students).
Overall, data suggeSt that behaViOto which may be a part of_the second
language process play an important role in the referral of LEP students,
and_that teachera do not report similar problem behaviors for non-LEP
studenta.

27
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Table 4

Reasons for Referral as Grouped Under
General Categories of Related Behaviors

1. Poor Academic Progress

2. Poor Progress in Reading

3. Poor Progress in Academic Areas (except reading):
Math
Spelling
Language Arts
Writing
Other

4. Attention/Behavior_Problems:
Poor memory, retention
General immaturity
Needs extra/individualized help
Has trouble comprehending
Hyperactive
Highly distractible, poor attention
Behavior problems_
Cannot_follow directions
Motivation problems

5. Language_Problems:
Poor_language development/limited language
Problems in both languages
speeth
Articulation

6. Visual; Motor, Auditory_Problets:

Poor_auditory comprehension, suspected hearing problems
Problems in_motOr Skills
ViSual problems

7. By Request of Other:
Parent

8. Miscellaneous:
None of the above



Table 5

Reasons for Referral
as Grouped Under General Categories of Related Behaviors for

Limited English Proficient and NonLimited English Proficient LB Stv

Cate #
(nim32)_ _(h432)

#

1. Attention/behavior problems 21 (65.6) 15 (46.9)

2. Poor academic progress 12 (37J) 15 (46.9)

3; Poor progress in reading 12 (37.5) 9 (28.1)

4. Poor progress LA other
academic areas 10 (31.3) 10 (31;3)

5. Language Problems 8 (25.0) 6

Visual, Motor, Auditory Problems 3 (9.4) (18.8)

By Request of Other 1 (3.1) 0 (0.0)

. Miscellaneous 1 (3.1) 2 (6;3)

Note. Percentages equal the percentage of subjects for whom a
referral reason in this category was listed. Subjects may have had
more than one reason for referral. Therefore, percentages will Mit
Sum tO 100.



Table 6

Reasons for Referral Regrouped to Show the
PoSSible Influence of Language-Related Factors

I. Poor Academic Progress

2 Poor Progress in Reading

3. Poor Progress in Academic Areas (except reading):
Math
Language Arts
Spelling
Writing
Other

4. Attention/Behavior_Problems:
General immaturity_

Needs extra/individualized help
Hyperactive
Highly distractible, poor Attertion
Behavior Problems

S. Language Problems:
aPoor memoryi_retention_
aHas trouble comprehending
aCannot follow directions
aMotivation problems
aPoor auditory comprehension, suspected hearing problem
Poor_language development/limited language
Problems in both languages
Speech
Articulation (specific problem)

6. Visual, Motor,_Auditory Problema:
Problems in_motor skills
Visual problems

7. By Request of Other:
Parent

8. Miscellaneous
None of the above

aRegrouped Reasons

30
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Table 7

Reasons for Referral Regrouped_to Show
Possible Influence of Language-Related Factors for

Limited English Proficient and Non-Limited English Proficient LD Students

-LEP Non-LEP

#
32)

z
(n=32)_
#

Latguage Problems 17 (53.1) 14 (43.8)

AttiAltion/Behavior Problems 13 (40.6) 10 (31.3)

Pdor Academic Progress 12 (37.5) 15 (46.9)

Poor Progress in Reading 12 (37.5) 9 (28.1)

Poor Progress in Other 10 (31.3) 10 (31.3)
Academic Area

Visual, Motor, Auditory (9.4) 5 (15.6)
Problems

By Request of Other 1 (3.1) (0.0)

Miscellaneou6 (3.1) 2 (6.3)

Le. Percentages equal the percentage of subjects fior WhoM
Eerral reason in this category was listed. Subjettia i-ay have had
76 than one reason for referral. Therefore, perdentages will not
1 to 100.
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Linguittic Characteristics

PrimarrRomeLanguage._ Students' priMary hothe linguage(s) was
determined from sociological records (See Table 8). LEPs were more
likely than non-LEPs to have Spanish as their only home language.

_Dominant_Language at School. Students' dominant language at_ school
Wati_determined by_teachetiludgment_(see Table_9);_ ,Data Concerning
dotiSint school language were_available for 61 adbjeCtS (85%_of_the full
sample., representing_92% of LEPs and 78%_Of non=LEPS). The majority of
LEPs (58.3%) were perceived_to be SpaniSh doMinant in school, while the
majority of non-LEPs (55.6%) were perceived to be English dominant.

Overall data_concerning_linguistic characteristics suggest that LD
LEPS and fitin-LEPs_did, in fact, differ_in terms_of their_e]tposure to, anc
iitie Of, English at the time of their placement in Special education.

Other ChAracterlsties

Ag-at Referral. Age at_referral_ was obtained by subtracting the
birthdate:from the date given on the_referral form. The mean age

at referral=for LEP students (n = 31) was 2705;9 days; Thit id
approximately_equal to 7, years 5months; The Mean Age at_referral for
non7LEP students (n_= 34) was 2690;1 days. Thia ia also about equal to 7
years 5 months. Age at rlferral 'id EWA differ for LEP and non-LEP
students;

Retention History;Retention information was obtained frot referral
fOrMS And other school history information. Data conderning retention
Were missing for 13;9% of_LEPs; 5;6% of non-LEPS And 9.7% of the sample_
Overall; Data for the full sample (see:Table 10)_show that the majority
of_LEPs for whom_information was available (18 out of 31, or 58.1%)_were
not retained, while the_majority_of_non-LEPs for whom data_vert available
(20 out of 34, Or 58.8Z)_had_been_retained. Data from_each district
Ouggeat that district practice strongly affects retention patterns. The
Majdrity of students from District 1 'were not_tetaihedi while the
Majority of students_from District 2 vete; These district patterns
occurred for both_LEP and non-LEP studenta. The results for the general
sample may, therefore,_have_been influenced by the fact that lissing data
were not equally distributed across districts and LEP status;

Firth Order and Number_LofSiblings. The birth Order And number_of
diblingd fOr LEP_and now7LEP,LD students were obtained frtit sociological
information; The largest group of_studefitt frot eadh group (30.3% of
LEPs_and_34.4% of non-LEPs) were firSt=born children (see Table 11). The
number of siblings for LEPs_averaged 4.3,_and ranged_from 1 to 12 (see
Table 12). The number of siblings_for non-LEPs averaged 3.9,_and ranged
from none to 11. OVerall, LEPs and non-LEPs appeared to be similar in
regard to birth order and number of siblings.

32
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Table 8

Primary HomeiLangnages of
Limited English Proficient and Non=Limited English Proficient LD Students

at Initial Placement

12212Age

Nen=LEP

_(1=36)_
# X

English 7 (19.4) 15 (41.7)

Spanish 28 (77.8) 15 (41.7)

Both 1 (2.8) 3 (8.3)

No Information 0 (0.0) _3

Total 36 (100.0) 36 (100.0)

Table 9

Dominant Language at School for
Limited English Proficient and Non-LiMited_English Proficient Students

at Initial Placement

Lan ua e

_LEP_ Ninti=LEP

(B2`36) (n=36)

English 7 (19.4) 20 (55.6)

ipanish 21 (58.3) 5 (13.9)

kith 5 (13.9) 3 (8.3)

io Information 3 (8.3) 8 (22.24

Total 36 (100.0) 36 (100.0)

33
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Table 10

Percentages of
Limited English FrofiCient and Non-Limited English Proficient LD Stu&

Who Had Been Retained for the Full Sample and by District

LEP

Total Sample

_Non-=LEP Total

(n=36)_. ,(n=36)

# _

_(=72)

Retained_ 13 (36.1) 20 (55.5) 33 (45.8)
Not Retained 18 (50.0) 14 (38.9) 32 (44.4)
No Information 5 (13.9) -2 (5.6) 7

Total 36 (100.0) 36 (100.0) 72 (100.0)

LEP

District

--Non-LEP

1

(11=20) (n=20)
%

Retained 2 (10.0) 6 (30.0) 8 (20.0)Not Retained 16 (80.0) 12 (60.0) 28 (70.0)
No Information

Total

,, (10.0) 1- (10.0) 4 (L0-0)

20 (100.0) 20 (100.0) 41 (100.0)

_ LEP

District 2

NOn=LEP Total

(n=16)_ 0=16)
IL -#

(n=32)_.

Retained_ 11 (68.8) 14 (87.5) 25 (78.1)
Not Retained 2 (12;5) 2 (12.5) 4 (12.5)
No Information 3 (18.8) 0 (0.0) ___19_.41

Total 16 (100.0) 16 (100.0) 32 (100.0)
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Table 11

Birth Order of
Limited English Proficient and Non-Limited English Proficient LD Students

Birth_Order

_LEP _NonLEP

(n=32)_

10 (30.3) 11 (34.4)

2 4 (12.1) 9 (28.1)

3 6 (18.2) 1 (3.1)

4 3 (9.1) 2 (6.3)

2 (6.1) 4 (12.5)

5 (15.2) 2 (6.3)

7 1 (3.0) 0 (0.0)

1 (3.0) (0.0)

9 (3.0) (6.3)

le 0 (0.0)

Total 33 (100.0) 32 (100.0)
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Initlal-ARD Committed Memberdhip

The AVetage_SiZe of the initial Admission4 Review, and Dismissal
(ARD) coMmittee for LEPs__was_6.1 persons. Committee sizes ranged from 4
to 10 persons. The average_size of initial ARD committees for non-LEPs
was 6.2 persons, with committee sizes ranging from 4 tO 9.

A total of 16 positions (includingitwo "other7 categories)_were
represrnted Oh COmmitteda_considering placement for LEP_students; 15
positiOns were represented on committees_for non-LEPs_(see_Table 13).
ESL teachers were_present_in_2 cases (5.6%) for LEP students, but were
not represented on_any placement_committees for nonLEP students; The
two positions which were most likely to be_represented_for_bioith LEPS_And
nonrLEPs_were administrator (present on all COMMitteed) Ahd appraisal_
representative (97% of comMitteeS fOt_bdth LEPi And hon=LEPS)._ Only two
positionn, speech/language teather and counselor_i_showed_more than a 10%
difference in representation-for LEPs and now7LEPs. Speech/Ianguage_
teachers were_present at_27.8% of initial_ARDs for LEPs but only 13.9% of
initial ARDs for_nonLEPs; counselors were present at 22.2% of initial
ARDs for notv7LEPs but_only 11.1% of initial ARDs for LEPs. In general,
both the size and composition of initial placement committtees were
similar for LEPs and non-LEPS.

The Reevaluation Assessment

The following research questions were used to guide analyaia of date
pertaining to the reevaluation asses6ment:

1. Hoy much time elapses between the initial assessment and the
first reeValuatiOn of LEP and non-LEP students?

2. _What are the characteristics of test batteries used in the
reevaluation process?

a. Which tests are included in initial and reevaluation
assessments?

_b; How many and what types of tests are included in initial and
reevaluation assessments? Do the nuMber and type of tests used differ
for LEPs and noti=LEPS?

3. What language testing is incllded in reevaluations?

4. In what language are tests_administered at_reevaluation? How
does_the language used compare to the language of Administration for
initial addeatiMente

Time Between_Evaluations

The time between initial_essessment and reevaluation was calculated
by determining the number of days between Lhe dates of each assessment.
The_average number of dayd between evaluations for LEPs was equal to
1089.2 or 2 yeartli 359.2 408, The average number of days between
assessments for non=LEPs was 1100.4, or, 3 years, 5.4 days. _Both means
Approximate the three year interval for reevaluation set in federal And
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Table 13

PoSitiOna Represented on Initial ARD Committees for__
Limited Engliah Proficient and Non-Limited English ProfiCient LD Students

Position

LEP Non_LEP

(n=36) _(n=36)

Administrator 36 (100;0) 36 (100.0)

Appraisal representative 35 (97.2) 35 (97;2)

Family representativea 28 (77;8) 30 (83.3)

Wither 28 (77.8) 27 (75.0)

Father 1 (2.8) 5 (13;9)

Regular education teacher 24 (66;7) 26 (72.2)

Special edUcatiOn teaciger 24 (66.7) 23 (63.9)

Edudational liaison 16 (44.4) 13 (36.1)

Special education nupervisor 15 (41.7) 16 (44.4)

Instruttor 11 (30;6) 11 (30.6)

SPeeth/language teacher 10 (27.8) 5 (13.9)

Speech therapist 6 (16.7) 7 (19;4)

Visiting teacher 6 (16.7) 9 (25.0)

Counselor (11.1) 8 (22.2)

Other-Ab 4 (11.1) 4 (11.1)

Other-Bb 4 (11.1) 4 (11.1)

Nurse 2 (5.6) 1 (2.8)

ESL teacher 2 (5;6) 0 (0.0)

a
The total shout for fatily representation is not equal to the sum of
mothers plus fathers since both parents may have attended.

bThe other category includes positions not_represented On thiS list or
persons for whom_a position_could not be deterMined. The first
person falling into this category Was counted aa Other-A, the second
was counted as Other-B
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state policy. The difference between the two means_is not signifidant
(t = 70.22_With 66 d.f.; p = .82) indicating that_LEPs And non=LEPS Were
reevalUated after approximately the same amount Of tithe.

While ARD committees can choose to request_a reevaluation before 3
yearsi_this occured infrequently. Only_l LEP (representing 2.9% of LEPs)
and_2 non-LEPs (representing 6.0%_of_non7LEPs) were reevaluated within 2
years and 6 months of their initial assessment. Ofthese_thildren, one
(a non-LEP) Was dismissed from_special education, While the Other two
Were found to_have the_same handicapping±condititini ai at initial
placement. These results suggest that_when LEP Or non-LEP children are_
placed in special education, they are likely to remain in that placement
for at least three school years.

ReevalUation Test Batteries

Tests Adminiatere& The names of standatdited tetits ased_by each
diStriCt as a part of initial and reevaluatiOn tekit batteries were
obtained from assessment_reports. These_tests_were divided into nine
categories using available information_from test_publishers or other
sources regarding their purpose. _These categories included IQ.

_

achievement, adaptive behavior, language proficiencyvother Speedh and
language (e.g.i_tests of articulation,_receptive vocabulary or expressive
Skill), projectivei_perceptual/motor,_developmental or_readiness,_and
other tests. Tables:I4,and 15 give the categoritations of all tests.
Across both districts, the_most commonly used tests included the Wechsler
Intelligence Scale for Children-Revisedi the Woodcock-Johnson
Psycho-Educational_Battery, and_the Bender Visual Motor Gestalt Teat.
TheseitestS_Were given to_at_least 50% of both LEPs and_ntin-LEPS diAring
both initial and reevaluation assessments; At leatt 50% of Students in
DiStridt I were also administered the Wide_Range AChlevement Testi_the
Durrell Analysis_of Reading DiffitUlty,iand the Language Assessment
Scales as part_of_both evaluatiOns; at least 502 of:students in District
2 were given the HuMan .1.gure Drawing Test both times.

The_districts differed in the number of different inatruments used
adrbss the initial and reevaluation assessmentt (See Table 16). In
District 1, a total of 20_instruments_were represented in initial
assessment batteriea, while A slightly_increased number (24)_was
represented in reevaluation assessments. In District 2, a vider range of
instruments wad dontainea_in_initial assessments_(33 different tests
versus 27 fOr reevaluation assessments). _The patternS deScribed_for
diatridt test usage also held for LEPs and non-LEPS Within each district.

Comparison of the_number of_different tests_within the nine
categories described above showed_that,_for_District 1, reevaluations
were_characterized by_the use of fewer IQ tests:than had been used At
initial evaluation and by the_use of a greater_number of projettiVe
struMenti. In District 2, reevaluations contained a ttaller number of

langUage proficiency, perceptual_motor and readineSS teat instruments,
but more_test instruments classified as "other." The number of different
instruments represented in assessments of LEPs_and non-LEPs was
aproximately equal, except for aChievement tests in District 2. A wider
variety of test instruments was used for non-LEPs than for LEPS in this
category.

39
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Table 14

Tests Adeinistered to
Limited English Proficient *ad Mon-Lieited English Proficient Children at

Initial Placement end 144Viluation
(District 1)

Non-LEP_LEP

Initial Placement loevaIuatioti
(g 20) (g I 20)-_

2 2

Initial Placement Reevaluation
(gem 20)i (a a 20)

f

Intellisence Teets

Wechsler Intellieence
Scale for Children-
Revised 16 (80.0) 20 (100.0) 18 (95.0) 19 (90.0)

Slosson Intelligence
Test 8 (40.0) 1 (5.0) 5 (25.0) 0 (0.0)

Leiter International
Performance Scale 5 (25.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (10.0) 1 (5.0)

Columbia Mental Maturity
Scale 1 (5.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)

McCarthy Scales of
Children's Abilities 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (5.0) 0 (0.0)

Stanford-Binet
Intelligence Scale 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (5.0) 0 (0.0)

Wechsler Preschool end
Prinary Scale of
Intelligence 0 (0.0) 0 -(0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (5.0)_

Achievement Tests

Wide Luise Achievement
Tint 20 (100.0) 17 (85.0) 13 (65.0) 16 (80.0)

Durrell Analysis of
Readies Difficulty 18 (90.0) 19 (95.0) 19 (95.0) 19 (95.0)

Woodcock-Johason Psycho-

'18Educational Battery 17 (85.0) 18 (90.0) (90.0) 17 (85.0)

Peabody Individual
Achievement Test 1 (5.0) 1 (5.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (5.0)

Brigence Diagnostic
Inventory of Rosie
Skills 0 (0.0) 2 10.0- (o.o) 1 (5.0)

4 0



Table 14 (continued)

-Non-LILP

Initiel Placement Reevaluation Initial Placement leireelnetion
(6620) (ns20) (e20) (n20) ii

I

Leaves, Domluance/Proficiency Tests

Pictorial Test of
Bilingualism Aid Languape
Dominance 19 (95.0) 3 (13.0) 13 (63.0) 3 (15.0)

Language Assessmeet
Scales 14 (70.0) 16 (80.0) 12 (60.0) 23 (65.0)

Dos Amigos Verbal
Language Scales 1 (3.0) 12 (60.0) 1 (5.0) 8 (40.0)

James Language Dominants
Tait 1 (5.0) 0 (0.0) 3 (15.0) 1 (5.0)

Woodcock-Johnson Language _

Profleleuty 'attar), .J1.---10--a.--1.°-0*(1-----Li--0----(L).(2--CO

PerteptUal-Metor-Testa

wider Vitail Rotor
Gestalt Test

Slosson Drawing
Coerdination Test for
Children and Adults

Speech/Language_Tests

12 (60.0) 12 (60.0) 14 (70.0) 15 (75.0)

5 0 0 121_

Peabody Picture Vocabulary
Test (5.0) 0 (0.0) 5 (25.0)

Sequenced Inventory of
Communication DeveIopeent 0 0

..1..LS) 1 (5.0) (0=0)

Projective Teats

Rorschach 0 (0.0) 2 (10.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (5.0)

Sentence Completion 0 (0.0) 2 (10.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (5.0)

Thematic Apperception
Test 0 (0.0) 2 (10.0)

Draw A Person 0 (0.0) 1 (5.0)

Family Constellation
DraviGg 0 (0.0) 1 (5.0) 1S0-0) 0 (0.0)

0 (0.0) 1 (5.i)

0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)

41
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Table 14 (continued)

LEP Non-IXP

Initial Placement Reevaluation Initial Plitiment Reevaluation(A720) (n20)
-A

(n20) 1 (no20)
P

.

f

Allptive Behavior Tests

Adaptive Behavior Inventory
for Children 1 (5.0) 1 (5.0) 0 (0.0; 0 (0.0)

VineIacd Social Maturity
Scale 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (5.0) 1 (5.0)

AAMD Adaptive Behavior
Scale -- Public School
Version 0 (0.0)___ 0 (ox) 0 (oxl 1-- (5.0)

Developmental/Readiness Tests

None used in this district.

Other Testt

None ur)rld in this district.
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Table 15

Tests Administered to
Limited Rnalish Proficient_and Ren-Lielted-Edglikh Proficient Children at

Initial Plscement_and_Reeveluation
(District 2) ]

Initlal Placement

(iL" 16)
2

Reevaleatioe

(a 14)
2

Initial Placement
(A g 16)

2

Reevaluation

(a 16)
_9_

Intilli ence Tests

Diebeler intelligence
Scala for Chadre*--
Revised 16 (100.0) 14 (100.0) 14 (87.5) 15 (93.8)

Delbis Rental Return-7
Scal 2 (12.5) 0 (0.0) 1 (6.3) 0 (0.0)

Stanford-linst Intelligence
Seale 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (12.5) 0 (0.0)

Icadfoan Assessment Battery
for Children 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (6.3)

Biskey-Nobrasta Test Of
Learning Aptitude

Achtevement-Teste

libodceck Johnsen Psyche-
Educational Battery 9 (56.3) 14 (100.0) 9 (54.3) 16 (100.0)

Wide Range Achlevemeat
Test 6 (37.5) 0 (0.0) 6 (37.5) 1 (6.3)

Slesson Oral Reading Test 5 (31.3) 0 (0.0) 3 (18.8) 0 (0.0)

Gilmore Oral Reading Test 4 (25.0) 1 (7.1)
5 (31.3) 2 (12.5)

Test of Sarly Reading
Ability 2 (12.5) 0 (0.0) 1 (6.3) 0 (0.0)

Rey Math Diagsostic

Arithmetic Test 1 (6.3) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)

Peabody Individual
Achievement Test 0 (0.0) 1 (7.1) 2 (12.5) 0 (0.0)

4 3
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Table 15 (Continued)

37

llon-LEP

initial placement
(n 16)

Ruevaluation

(a 14 )
Initial Placement Reevaluation

( ka' 16) (awl 16)
0 5 0 2

Mama Suitor Developmental
Paragrapb Raediag
Inventory 0 (0.0) 5 (35.7) 1 (6.3) 4 (25.0)

Brignance Diagnostic
Inventory of Maid Skills 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) I (6.3) 0 (0.0)

Diagnostic Rending inat 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (6.3) 0 (0.0)

Met of Britten Spelling 0 (0.0) 1 (7.1) 0 (0.0) 6 (37.5)

Mord Tait 0 (0.0) 1 (7.1) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)

Test of Britten Language 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (12.5)

Test of Reading
Comprehension 7.1 0.0 0 0.0

Language Dominance/
ProfIciancy_Ttets-

Bilingual Syntaz Massaro 6 (37.5) 2 (14.3) 5 (31.3) 0 (0.0)

Dos Amigos Verbal Language
Scales 3 (18.8) 0 (0.0) 1 (6.3) 0 (0.0)

Fri:Mary Acquisition of
Language 2 (12.5) 1 (7.1) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)

Pictorial Test of
Bilingualism and
Language [ordnance

Perceptual Motor Tests

Baader Visual Bator
Gastalt Test 16 (100.0) 10 (71.4) 12 (75.0) 12 (75.0)

Mary ftvelopmental Test of
Visual Motor Integration 2 (12.5) 0 (0.0) 1 (6.3) 2 (12.5)

Borst Reversals Test I (6.3) 0 (0.0) 1 (6.3) 0 (0.0)

Andlograa o (o.o) 0 (0.0) 1 (6.3) 0 (0.0)

laystons Telebinocular o (o.o) 0 (0.0) 1 (6.3) 0 (0.0)

Vision/Bearing Screning 0 (0.C) 1---- (7.1) 0 (0.0) 1 (6.3)
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Table 15 (continued)

Son-LEP

Initial Placement

(3:' 16)
#

ReeValUatind

( a. 14I)

Z

Initial Placement
(11; 16)

. 2

Reevaluation
16)

Afl its

Peabody Picture Vocabulary
Test 4 (25.0) 0 (0.0) 7 (43.8) 1 (6.3)

Test of Amditory
Comprebeasioa of Language 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (6.3) 0 (0.0)

gipressive One-Wbrd
Picture Vocabulary Test 0 (0.0) 1 (7.1) 0 t0.0) 0 (0.0)

Tbe Token Test for
Children 0 (0.0) 1 _cr.lo- 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)

Ftoldetive Tests-

Rumen Figure Droving 11 (68.8) 7 (50.0) 10 (623) 6 (50.0)

Dram a Person 2 (12.5) 6 (42.9) 1 (63) 10 (62.5)

Untencs Completion 2 (12.5) 9 (64.3) 3 (11.8) 10 (623)

Dray a Fanny 1 (6.3) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)

Children's Apperception
Test / (63) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)

School Behavior Checklist 0_0.00-000.01OAL___
Adaptive Behavior Tests

Adaptive Sehavior inventory
for Children 1 (6.3) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)

Vineland Social Maturity
Scale (0.0) 1 (7.1) (o.o) o (o.o)

Developmental/
Readinesa_Tests

School Readiness Survey (18.8) 0 (0.0) 1 (6.3) 0 (0.0)

MOLES Language/Reeding
Program for Readiness
Skills 1 (6.3) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)

Inventory of Early
Development 0 (0.() (0.0) 1 0.1)- 0 (0.0)

4 5
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.TabIe 15 (continued)

LEP

Ovivrar_Tate_

11446-1.12

Initlal Placement Reevaluatlon InItlal Placement Reevaluation
(g= 16) (t 5 14) - 16) (aL 16)

2 S 2

Tasks of Imetlesal
Development 0 (0.0) 2 (143) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)

Beath Iletory Inventories 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) (6.3)
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Table 16

Number Of Different TestiInstruments Died in
Initial and ReevsluatiOti Assessments of _

Limited English Proficient and Non-Limited English Proficient Students

ape of Test

District 1 District 2

_ILE? --,el RuIRIR
_full

Non-LEP Sample iLEP 1
__I_ R

Non-LEP
I

_Pull
Sample
I R---R-

IQ 4 2 5 3 6 4 2 1 3 3 3

Achievement

language Dominance/

4 5 3 5 4 5 6 7 9 6 10

Proficiency 4 3 4 5 4 2

Perceptual/Motor 2 1 1 1 2 1 3 2 5 3

SpeeCh/languegi 1 0 2 1 2 1 1 2 2 3

PrOjettive 0 5 0 5 4 5

Adaptive Behavior 1 1 1 2 2 3 1 1 0 0

Developmental/
Readiness 0 0 0 0 0 2

Other 0 0 0 0 0

Total. 16 17 16 20 20 24 24 19 27 18 33 27

Note. Numbers represent the number of different test instruments used by each district.

°I Initial Assessment

hR Reevaluation Assessment
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Number of Malta Adtinistered to EachChild. Information from
assessment batteries was AlSO_Used to calculate the average nutber of
tests Of each type and_total number of tests administered tO LET'S and
non-LEPs during_initial and reevaluation assesstents. AVerege numbers of
tests_administered were:generally_similar acroad_dietricts (see Table
17),_with the_most_commonly adminiatered types of tests being
achievement, IQ and perteptual motor. The only area which varied_acrosS
districts was language dominance!pioficiency. District 1 appeared_tO Use
more tests of_this type than_did District 2. However, since DiStrict I
did not provide the date of testing with language tetitS; it WAS not
possible to determine whether these_tests were part of initial and
rccvaluation test batteries or Whether past results were reported again.

Across diStrict meansiwere compared using_2 X:2 repeated measures
analyses of variance in which LEP_status was_treated as a between
subjects factor and time of_testing was_treated_as a within±SubjeCtit
factor (see Table 18) ; Combined means_were_used_due tti stall tatple_
Sited Within districts._ Results showed that while the total number of
tests administered did not change_across assessmenti, aignificantly fey2r
(p <_.05) IQ tests_and_developmental screenings_ind_Significantly more
projective and "other tests" were administered during reevaluations_than
during initial *080801e-rite. No significant differences in number of
tests administered baaed On LEP status or significant interactlone were
found;

Results related to test batteries_suggest that the -composition of
initial and reevaluation assessments differs_in two main ways. First, a
greater emphasia appears toJle given to projective_testing at
reevaluation. The number_of different:projective instruments USed by one
diatrict_increesed from none to_5 between assessments, and the:tean
nUtber of projective tests administered to each Child indreoSed
Significantly for the full aample. Secondl IQ appeard to be_tested 1css
frequently in reevaluations than in_initial eitiessments. The number of
different IQ tests used to gauge_children's_intellectual functioning is
more limited at reevaluation, and it is less likely that a child will
receive a_second IQ test, even from this more limited list. It appears
that deapite the numerous problems with using the WISC-R in the
assesstent Of Hispanic children, it is the IQ test most often used in
reevaluations.

Language__Testing:at_Reevaluation

Although the number of language proficiency tests reported acroSi
districts did not:differ fbr initial and reevaluation assesstentii those
tests that were_administered were_of particular interest. SinCe
aSsessors mere faced with deciding_on a language Of Adtinistration for
reevaluation test instruments andiARD committees ftirther needed to
distinguish the_infldefice of a child's English language proficiency from
the_influente Of_a handicapping condition when determining the
handicapping COndition, the language testing conducted to facilitate
these deciSions was examined.
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Table 17

Mean- RMmber of Rine Types of Tests Administered to
Limit4d English Proficient and NOn-Limited-English Proficient LD Students at

Initial and Reevaluation Assessments by District

4 2

Type of Test

District

LEP Non-LEP

District 2

----Non-LEP

Initial Reeval.- Initial Ree9a-1 -Initial Reeve. Initial Reeval.

Achievement 2.9 2.9 2.6 2.8 1.6 1.9 1.6 1.9

IQ 1.5 1.1 1.3 1.1 1.3 1.1 1.1 1.0

Language Dominance/
Proficiency 1.6 1.6 1.4 1.3 0.4 0.2 0.5 0.0

Perceptual-Motor 0.6 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9 0.8 LI 0.9

Projective 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.2 0.6 1.8 0.5 1.8

Speech/Language 0.1 0.0 0.3 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1

Adaptive behavior 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.0

Developmental
screening/readiness 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0

Other 0.0 0.0 0-0 0.0 -0-.0 0.1 0.0 0.1

Total number of tests 6.7 6.5 6.3 6.2 5.1 5.8 4.6 5.8

Note. Means represent the average number of tents per child.

4 9
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Table 18

_Mean NumbOr of Nine Types of Tests Administerd to
Limited English Proficient and Non-Limited English Proficient LD Students

at Initial and Reevaluation Assessments AcrosS Both Districts

Type of Test

LEP Non-rLEP___ _

Initial _Reeval. -Initial Redval.

Achievement 2.3 2.4 34 2.2 24 35

IQ 1.4 1.0 34 1.2 1.1 35

Language dominance/
Proficiency 1.1 1.0 34 1.0 0.7 35

PerceptuaI-Motor 0.7 0.7 34 0.9 0.8 35

Projective 0.2 0.9 34 0.2 0.9 35

Speech/Language 0.1 0.1 34 0.2 0.1 35

Adaptive behavior 0.1 0.1 34 0.1 0.1 35

Developmental
screening/readinesa 0.1 0.0 34 01 0.0 35

Other 0.0 O 34 0:0 0.1 35

Total number of tests 6.0 6.2 34 5.5 6.0 35

Note. Means represent the average number of tests per child.
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District practices related tei the reporting of test_scores made the
examination of turrent language data difficult. In_District 1, dates of
testing_were net repotted along with individual_tests. Therefore,
although resdlts of language testing wera_included in reevaluation
asseseMent reports_for 90.0% of LEPs and 85;5% of_non-LEPS, it WAS hot
possible to ascertain the recency of the information reported,__In_an_
attempt to separate older from more recent information, language_tests
included in initial assessmentslutte examinedi_and only thoseitests which
differed from those iii_the initial_battery_were tallied. Under_these
conditons, reedlte Of language tests were found_for_65.0% of LEPs_and
64;7% of htiiiLEPs. Reweveri it was stilI_not possible_to ascertain
whether this Language testing was_conducted concurrentiy_With Other parts
Of the assessment. Therefore, these_percentages may either OVeteetimate
the aMount of language testing done because past testingie being
reportedi_or underestimate_the_amount Of language testing done because
tests which were given at initial ASSeeeMent were readministered as part
of the reevaluation.

Scorte_repOrted=from District l's language proficiency tests were,
however, fairly complete, An English score,_Bpanish score, and language
dominance rating were included for 76.9% of LEPS and 81.8% Of non-,-LEPs
for whom potentially current language testing was Available.

Reevaluations forDietritt 2 did include_dates_of_testing._ Rates of
language testing were found to_be_much Iower_in,this district than in
District 1. only 14.3% of LEPs had current language proficiendy sdordii
and no current scores_were reported_for non7LEPs. Results reported_by
this_district were also more limited_than those for District 1._ Scores
reported for LEPs included an English ecore for one child and English and
Spanish scores for the second.

Overall, the aMount Of language testing undertaken at reevaluation
appears to be strohgly influenced by district practice, as do_conventions
for reporting reedits._ The current_informationiavailable te_beth
dietritta' reevaluation assessors and ARD committees_concerning
Children'S language proficiency appears to be limited at best.

Data doncerning the language_of IQ and achievement test
administration at reevaluation were collected from assessment repOrte.
In cased Where A language of administration vas not specified Aleing with
the_diacussion of test results, it WAS inferred from any general
description of procedures in the Adeadement report which specified the
language used in testing.

Language Of WISC-R Administration, Both reporting proceddree
related tn_language of WISCR administration_and the language of
administration itself appear to be strongly influenced by_district
Oradtice (see Table 19). Data were Mieeing for the_majority of subjects
(both LEP and non-LEP) from Dietritt li_while data were missing for only
one subject from Distridt 2. This_large amount of missing data for one_
district makes reeulte difficult to interpret, and also suggests that the
two districts maintain different reporting practices.
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Table 19

Language of Administration at Reevaluation for the

Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children-Revised (WISC-R)

for Limita English Proficient and Non-Limited English Proficient Students

District 1 District 2 Taal

LEP

English 4 (20.0)

Spanish 0 (0.0)

Both Languages 5 (25.0)

No Information 11 (55.0)

Total 20 (1000)

Non-LEP

2 (10.5) 4

0 (0.0) 0

5 (26.3) 5

2 _MI)

19 (100.0) 9

LEP Non-LEP_ LEP Non-LEP

8 (27;6) 12 (40.0)
(44.4) 10 (90.9)

(0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)

(55.6) 0 (0.0) 10 (34.5) 5 (16.7)

(0.0) 1 (9.1) 11 13 03.3)_(37.9)

(100.0) 11 (100.0) 29 (100.0) 30 (100.0)

.1.1..1=11111

53
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Actual language Of athiniStration_also_varied across districts.
While_heither district reported results of a full Spanish WISC-R
adMinistrationi District 2 was more IikeIy_than Distridt 1 to test its
LEP_students ta both languages. Additionally, District 2 tonducted
testing in both languages only with LEP Studentdi While District I tested
about one quarter of both itS LEP and its non-LEP students bilingually.

Thei"both languages!' testing category is a problematic one, in that
neither distridt_provided_a_full description ofjohat procedures and norms
were_used to obtain_WISC7R_results. It seems likely, hoWever, that the
use of both_languages_resulted in a tion7Standardiied administration of
the test. Despite this, norm-referenda sdotes were reported for
bilingual administrations.

Language of Woodeock-JohnsonAdmInistratiom. _Results for the
Wooddock7Johnson PsychwIducationaI Batteryi_an achievement testi are
similar to thoseifor the WISC-R (see_Table 20). The hutber of_dhildren
for whom the language_of administration id repOrted is higher_for
District 2 than for_Distridt_10 and onlY A few Spanish administrations
are reported_in either diettidt. District 2 conducted the majority_of
its bilingual testing With LEP students, while District I tested children
from both groups bilingually.

Comparison=of_initiaLto:Reevaluation Language_of Administration.
Comparison of language of administration for initial and reevaluation
assessments was limited to IQ tefitt fdr Stddents from District 2 only.
No initial data had been reported for District 1, and_no District 2
students had both an initial and a reevaluation language of
adminittration for the Woodcock-Johnson.

,Data for both WISC-R administrations were aVailable for only 7
students.ResuIts for this litited_Satple Suggest a greater use_of
English_testing at reevaluation. ThoSe Students who were initially
tested in English were retedted in English, and those students who were
tested in Spanish or bilingually were tested bilingually.

Changes in Test Scores and Language Data

Test score and other data were Analyied to answer the following
research questions:

_1. HOW db LEP and non.A.EP students score on the Wechsler
Intelligence Scale for ChildrenRevised (WISC-R) upon redValuation? How
do these scores compare to scores from initial ad-Se-dements?

2. How do LEP and non-LEP studentS score on the Woodcock-Johnson
Psycho-Educational_Battery upon reevaluation? How do these scores
compare to scores from initial assessments?

3. How do_LEP and non-LEP students score oh the Bender Visual Motor
Gestalt Test upon reevaluation? How do these Scores compare to scores
from initial assessments?



Table 20

Language of Administration st Reevaluation for the

Woodcock-Johnson Psycho-Educational Battery

for Limited English Proficient and Non-Limited English Proficient Students

Ispage

Eng1is4

Spanish

Both Languages

No Information

Total

District I District 2 _Total

LEP ___Non-LEP_ LEP Non-LEP _ LEP

% # %__ # %

(27.8) 3 (15.8) 8 (61.5) 14 (87.5) 13 (41.9)

0 (0.0) I (5;3) 1 (7.7) 0 (0.0) 1 (3.2)

1 (5.6) 2 (10.5) 4 (30.8) 1 (6.3) 5 (16.1)

(66.7) 13 (68.4) 0_ (0,0) i (6.3) 12 (37.8)

18 (100.0) 19 (100.0) 13 (100.0) 16 (100.0) 31 (100.0)

Non-LEP

I

17 (48.6)

1 (2,9)

3 (8.6)

14 (40.0)

35 (100.0)
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_4. What do teachers perceive to be LEP_and non.7LEP students'
dominant language at the tit-6 Of teeValuation? Hcw does this compare to
the dominant language at Sthool at the time of initial placement?

Wechsler Intelligence Scale_f_o_r_ChildrerHtevised (WISC-R)

Two by two repeated measures analytieS Of Vatiance were_used to
examine changes in children's WISC7R Stilrea. LEP status (LEP or non-LEP)
was treated as a between subjettit fatter; time of testing (initial
assessment or reevaluatiOn) WAS treated as a within subjects factor;

ResultsiteVealed a number of_significant (p_< ;05) differences :

between_initial and_reevaluation scores (see Tabli 21). Both the Verbal
and Full_Scale IQ_mean_scotes_were significantly:la:4dt at reevaluation
than_at initial assessment. Scores at retValuation were also

liP

significantly lower for_the Similaritied, Vildabulary_a Comprehension
subtests from the Verbal Stale, and for the_Object Ass Iy Subtest from
the Performance Stale. &cotes were significantly high _on the Picture
Arrangement Subtetit Of the Performance Scale at reevaluation.

No_significant differences were found for the LEP Status factor, and
no_significantiinteractions were found. Stored fot LEP and non-LEP
children did not change in different ways between initial and
reevaluation assessments.

BOth the IQAnd_subscale scores_of the WISC-R are designed:to be
consistent across_age_groupsi i.e., the score that represents the
"average" IQ_is always 100 and the "average" Store:for each_subscale
always 10 regardless of the age_of the Child tedted. Therefore; the_
results obtained here suggest that the verbal skills of this_group of
Hispanic_children fell fUrther behind_those of their age peers between
their initial and reevaluation assessments.

Woodcock-Johnson Psycho-Educational Battery

Two by_two rileated measures analyded of Variance Which were
identical to_those used in_WISC-R atialyte& Were Used to examine reading;
math and_written language grade Standatd Scores from English
administrations_of the Woildtodk-=Johnson_(see Table 22). No significant
differences or intetadtioni Were obtained. Since standard Scores on the
Woodcock compare_children_totheir_grade level peers, thiti finding
suggests that_students had the_same_level of achieVetent in relation to
grade peers at initial placement_and tetvaludtiOn. However; results may
have been_influenced by the small number of Children for whom scores for
both assessments vete available.

Bendet ViSual Motor Gestalt_Test

_A 2_X 2 repeated_measures analysis_of variahte like those described
previouslas used to examine the Koppitt ettor Score from the_Bender
Visual_Motor Gestalt Test. RedUltai ShoWed that_the number of errors
decreased signifitantly betWeen initial assessment and reevaluation_(see
Table 23). No dignificant difference based on LEP status or significant
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Table 21

Hest RISC-I Scores for-
Limited English Proficient and Non-Limited_EngIish Proficient Students st

Initial Assessment and Reevaluation

LEP NOD -LEP

Scores Initial /nit-i-a-1 Reeval.

Full Scall IQa 84.1 $0.8 29 86.3 84.8 29
Verbal IQ 80.0 74.8 28 82.9 79.3 28
Performance IQ 92.1 90.7 28 90.3 90.9 29

Verbal _Stb-teiti

Information 4.2 4.1 24 4.7 5.3 24
Similaritiesa 8.5 6.4 25 8.2 7.0 27
Arithmetic 7.1 6.6 25 6.9 7.2 27
Vocabulary' 6.9 5.4 25 7.3 6.4 27
ComprehensionL" 8.3 6.8 24 8.3 7.6 24

Performance-Seats-

Picture COmpletion 9.3 9.1 24 9.2 9.4 25
Picture Armagemenrh 7.6 8;8 25 82 9.6 27
Block Design __ 8.6 8.5 25 8.4 7.5 27
Object Assen'olya 10.0 9.0 24 10.0 9.0 25
Coding 9.3 7.8 24 7.4 7.5 25

Neap scores for this scale or subtesr were significantly lower at
reevaluation than at initial assessment.

%lean scorcs for this subtest were significantly higher at reevaluation
thee at initial assessment.

5 8
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Table 22

Mean WOodcock-Jahnson Psycho-Educationalilettery Scores for
Limited English Proficient and Non-Limited Engliih PrOfitient Students at

Initial Assessment and Reevaluation

LEP Non-LEP

Initinl Reelmitumioo- Initial Reevaluation

Reading standard score 75.6 72.8 6 72.2 74.4 15

Math standard score 81.4 81.1 15 77.2 78.0 20

Written language
standard score 73.0 67.8 12 73.3 75.8 10

Table 23

Mean iAvitz Error Scores on the Bender Visual Motbr_Gestalt Test for_
LiMited English Proficient and Not-Lithited Efigligh Proficient Students at

Initial and Reevaluation Assessment

Initial Reevaluation
Score Score

LEP 6.9 2.8 12

Non-LEP 7.1 4.1 17
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interaction which would suggest that scores for LEI'S And non-LEPs changed
in different ways between evaluations was fousd.

Since the Koppitz_error_stOre refletts the_raw number_of errors made
by_a child, the significant decreatie observed does indicate that
children's performance iMptdiied between evaluations. _However, it does
tot necessarily mean_that their performance improved in relation to that
Of their age/grade peers. Children are expected to make fewer errors on
the Bender as they get older.

Dominant_Language-at SthOO1

Ratings of childrees_dominant language at school were collected
from reevaluation assessment reports. Data_were MA reported for the
majority (59.7%) of the sample. These missisg data represented 55.6% of
LEPs and 63.9% of,non-LEPs. _This itt a Muth higher rate of missing:data
than_was found forilanguage detinande at edhool at the time of initial_
placement.At that4iMeo_data Were missing for_15.3% of the full_sample
(8.3% of_LEPS_and 22,2% of non-LEPs). Schooljanguage dominance_data are
collected Midi less frequently at reevaluation than at initial placement.

The_majority of both LEP and non-LEP Stddentafor whom_data were
available were perceived as English dominant in ithool at the time of
reevaluation (see Table 24). Only 25% of LEPs and 8% of non-LEPs were
thought to be Spanish dominant.

School language döMinance at initial placement and_at_reevaluation
were compered_using a conjoint frequency_table (see_Table 25). _Results
showed that perceptions_of the language dominante of LEPs were more
likely_to change_between evaluationS than Were perceptions of the_
language dominance of not-LEPS. _Fiftp=eight percent of LEPs changed
language dominance categOried, While only 37% of non-LEPs changed
categories.

AMong children whose_school language deminatiteWAS perceived to have
Changed 'u,tween evaluations, 90Z_of_LEPS and 100% Of_hon-LEPs changed in
a_way that indicated greater English usAge, These_children were_
perceived to have moved_from SpahiSh to English dominance, from Spanish
dominance to dominance in both languages or from dominance in both_
languages to English doMinance. Only one child, a LEP,_moved in the
direction of greater Spanish use. This child vag_perteived to be
bilingual dominant at initial placement, but Spanish dominant at
reevaluation.

Given that only 3 years elapsed between evaluations, it is somewhat
surprising that nearly all children would have become English or
bilingual dominant. Cummins (1984) suggests that children require at
least five years_of exposure to English in a school setting before both
academic and communicative competence are achieved. It seems possible
that teachers and_other raters of language dominance for the present
sample were influenced mainly by childrens' communicative competence, to
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Table 24

LarAuage Dominance at School of
Limited English Proficient and NotlerLimited English PI

at Reevaluation

Dominant Language

LEP

English 10 (62.5) 11

Spanish 4 (25.0) 1

Both __2_ (I25)_ i

Total 16 (100.0) 13
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Table 25

Dominant Language at School for
Limited English Proficient and Non-Limited English Proficient Students

at Both Assessments

Initial,
Dominant
Language

Reevaluation
Dominant
Language

Non,,LEP

#

(n...11)

English English 4 (25.0) 6 (54.5)

English Spanish 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)

English Both 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)

Spanish English 5 (31.2) 1 (9.1)

Spanish Spanish 3 (18.8) 1 (9.1)

Spanish Both 2 (12.5) 0 (0.0)

Both English 1 (6.3) 3 (27.3)

Both Spanish 1 (6.3) 0 (0.0)

Both Both 6 (0.0) 0 OL.0)

Total 16 (100i0) 11 (100.0)

62
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the exclusion of acadetic_language proficiency. Howeveri_it_is notpossible to draw thia_conclusion with comlete_certaintyiwithout having
more_information about_students' initial English proficiency than wASprovided in these ratings of language dominance at school.

Placement Procedures FollOWing Reevaluation

Analysis of data about placement procedures was carried out to
answer the following questiont:

1. Hoy many_persons compose reevaluatiOn ARD Committees? How doesthe size_Of reevaluation ARD committeet Compare to the size of initialARD comMitteee

2; What percentage Of agreement occurs concerning reeValuation
placements? How does the_percentage of agreement compare at initial
placement and at reevaluation for LEPs and nonLEPa?

Number of Persons_ on_ARD Committet6

The number of persons_oh_each student's ARD ComMittee was determinedby counting the number of signatures which appeared on the ARD form. AnARD participant was counted only once even if he/she represented morethan Ohe position.

The average number of persons at initial_ARDt_for both LEPs and
now-LEPs_was approximately 6; the average nutbet of persons present at
reevaluation ARDs_for both:groups was apprOximately 5 (see_Table 26); A2 X 2 repeated measures analysis of Variance which used LEP Statiit AS a
between subjects factor and tithe:Of meeting (initial or re0Valuation) asa within_subjects factorireVealed that for both_groupti the number of
persons at the reevaluation ARD was significantly lower than the numberof_persons at the initial ARD. No significant LEP status difference orinteraction was found.

Table 26

Mean:Number of Persons_Pretent_at Initial_and Reevaluation
_Admission RevieW Ahd Dismissal Committee_ Meetings for

Limited English Proficient and Non-Limited English Profitient Students

Initial Reevaluation
ARD ARD

LEP 6.1 5.2 35

Non-LEP 6.2 4.7 34
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Percentage_of_Agreement

Whether_or not individual_eommittee members agreed with ARD
committees' initial and reevaluation placement_decisions_Waa determined
hy examining records_of ARD meetings; The number of members who
disagreed with the committee decision and tht readOn for disagreement
Were recorded in cases where disagreement deciitted.

No instances_of disagreement were found for initial placements,
resulting in a 100.0% rate of agreement for LEPs and non-LEPs._ The rate
of_agreement: for reevaluation placement was also:100;0; fOr LEPti
indicating_thati for this sample, no_disagreement Wad found for any LEP
child at either ARD meeting. The rate of 410tothent at reevaluation for
now-LEPs was 93.9%.Two cases_wert found in WhiCh_One committee member
dissented. In the first0_which OCCdtted in District li_the assessment
representative agreed With:the Child's handicapping condition, but felt
that the_thild should spend more time in_special_education thati Vas
recommended by the_committet. In the second, which occurred in Diatriet
2, theiclassroom teacher felt that the_child ahoUld not be dismissed from
special education due to emotional problems.

Overall, data suggest_that ARD committees are in agreement about the
initial and reevaluation placements_of Hispanic children; _The child's
handicapping condition Was questioned in only one case, and the
percentage of agreement for the full sample across both meetings Was
98.6%.

The

1. AL
folloWing
at initia2

Changes in Placement

:lowing research questions concerning

It !_:-tIdle!ps are assigned to L4T. and
z11/...aw:ia? How do these handicaps
rAtc-menc

placement were examined:

non-LEP students
Compare to those assigned

2. L. '1.1iA Lime n special_education_is recommended for LEP stid
noq-LEP stmaittR_ reevaluation? How does this compare to the
amotiqt of ci was recommended at initial placement?

Handicals t Ree

The majo..._!ty a studenta 65%) were assigned the_same primary_and
secondary handicaps at reevaluation as had_been assigned at_initial
pl&-ement. Thitty-seveh percent_ofiLEPs, and 49% of not-LEPS4 were found
tO be_LD at both initial_placement_and_reevaluation; 29%_of the LEPs and
15% of nonLEPs were found_to_be both LD and speech and langua3e
handicapped (SLH)_at_both times (see Table 27). In sum, 66% of the LEPs
and 64% of non-LEPs maintained the Same WWI-Capping condition(s).

Rates of dismissal differed only slightly for the two groups.
Eleven percent of LEI'S and 18% of non-LEPs were dismissed at
reevaluation.

et)
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TabIt 27

: Handicaps Of
Limited English PrOfititnt and Non-Limited English Proficient Students at

Initial Placement and at RetValultiOn

Reevaluation Handicap

Initial LD LD/ELH SLR ED ED/Lb ORI/SLE Distissed TotalHandicap_

12P

(n035)

13 2 1 1 1 0 4 22

(37.1) (5.7) (2.9) (2.9) (2.9) (0.0) (11.4) (62.9)

LD/SLB
0 1 10 1 0 0 1 0 13

(24) 40.0) (37.1)

Column Total

14 12 2 1 1 1 4 35

X (40. )) (34.3) (5.7) (2.9) (2.9) (2.9) (11.4) (100.0)

Note. Percentages are based on all LEPs

Non -LEP_--

(n..33)
LD
f 16 2 0 0 0 0 5 23

I (49.5) (6.0) (0.0) (0.0) (0.0) (0.0) (15.2) (69.7)

LD/so
I 4 5 0 0 0 0 1 10

2 (12.1) (15.2) (0.0) (0.0) (0.0) _(00) (3-0)- (30.3)

Column ToLal
5 20 0 0 0 0 6 33

Z (60.6) x 1.2) (0.0) (0-0) (0-0) (0.0) (18.2) (100.0)

Perce7-.r;es are based on 1: Non-LEPt.
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However, data for those children Who reteined_in special education
but_whose handicap(s) did not:remain the_same suggest_LEP/none-LEP,i
differences._ No non7LEP child_received_a_primary handicap other than LD,
while LEPa were_assigned_primary handicaps of SLH (5;7%), emotional
disturbance (5.7%) and_other_health impairment (2;9%). OVerall, 14.3% Of
LEPs received a_differentiprimary handicap upon retValuationi_while no
neweLEP child did4 This_pattern of thangelin pritary_handicapping
condition for_LEPs only is common te both dietricts (see Table,28). This
finding suggests that ARD comMitteep_may experience more difficulty in
assigning an appropriate primary handicap when a child is LEP;

Additionally, when the_amount of involvement in special education
fear Children_ who do_not_maintain the same handicapping Condition is
Coneidered,_LEPs are more Iikely_than nnn-LEPti_te beCrite more involved
(See_Table_29)4Using the,severit,- 'Andit4pOing label as an
indicator_of special education ia7. -Jeels that_41.7% of LEPs who
did not receive the same_handid40;; 7:stion became more involved
in special education, while only 16 q. 1:Ps became more inVolVed.

Time ih Special Education

_A_2_,L.2 repeated measures auLlysii; f VatianCe_(LEP/now-LEP; initial
time/time st_reevaluation)_was_used=to ticamine changes_in time in special
education for all nou-dismissed stddents. Results revealed that,
regardless of the LEP status af the_student, ARD committeea recommended
significantly more tiMe in special education at reevaluation (see Table
30).

Since this overall:analysis tOtbined tWo_initial handicapping
conditions (LD:and_LD-SLH), aLatries_of_t_tests_waa conducted_to
determine whether initial hahdicap_was related to the change_in time in
special educationiat reeVelUation_(see_Tabie 31); Resulta shOwed that
time_in special education_iucreeeed sivificantly for LEPS initially
labeled LD,_but did not_increase significantly fOr LD-SLH_LEPs_or LD and
LD=SLH non-LEPs.Learning disabled LEI'S Were AlSO the_group which
received the lnwest average initial Atount of time in special education.

A second series of t7tests was_used_to_examine the relsOASShip
between the handicap asaigned at reevaluation and change in time in
special education (See Table 32)4 It was hypothesized that some _

reevaluation handicaps would result in greater_intreaSeS in_time_in
epecial_education_than_others. Dueito the sisall nUmber of_subjects
assigned_to somelhandicaps at reevaldationi_it_was_not possible to fully
test_this hypothesis. _Changes in time in special education were_
significant for LEP0 whose reevalUation handicaps were LD or LD/SLH.
Changes were not_significant for non-LEPs for either of thead
handicapping conditione.

Finally, time_in special educatiOn et initial_placement_was compared
for_dismissed and none-dismissed atudente (see_Table 33).__The difference
in_initiai time was significant for non-LEP students. Non7LEPs who wer
dislissed at reeValuation were initiaIly_in_special education_for
significantly less time than non-dismissed students. No significant
difference wee found for LEPs.

6
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Tible 28

HatidiCaps of_
Liaited Englieh_ProficientLand Non-Limited_EnglishiProficient Students et

Initial Placement and it ReeVilustift by District

58

-Reevaluation Handicap

Initial
-H46n44eap- LD LD/SLH SLE ED1LD OHI/SLH Disaissed Total

Diet:let 1 LEP

LD
10 2 0 0 1

(2)8 (50.0) (10.0) (0.0) (0.0) (5.0)
LD/SLH

1 3 0 4 0 0
(2)8 (5.0) (15.0) (0.0) (0.0) (0.0)

TOTAL
11 5 0 0 1

(2)8 (55.0) (25.0) (0.0) (0.0) (5.0)

District 1 Non-LEP

LD

12 2 0 _ -0 o(z)b
(60.0) (10.0) (0.0) (0.0) (0.0)

LD/S1,11

if 0 2._ _o_ o o(1)15
(0.0) (10;0) (0.0) (0.0) (0.0)

TOTAL

4 0 0 O(z)b
(60.0) (20.0) (0.0) (0.0)

District

LD1

f = 3 _-_0 , I., 1(z)c
(20.0) (0;0) (6.7) (6.7)

LDISLH

(z)c

TOTAL

0 7 1 0
(0.0) (46.6) (6.7) (0.0)

3 7 2 1

(20.0) (46.6) (13.3) (6.7)

0
(0.0)

0

3

(15.0)

0

16)
(80.0)

4
(0.0) (0.0) (20.0)

0 3 20
(0.0) (15.0) (100.0)

0 4 18
(0.0) (20.0) (90.0)

0, 0 -2
(0.0) (0.0) (10.0)

0 4 20
(0.0) (0.0) (20.0) (100.0)

2 LEP

o o_

(0.0) (0.0) (6;7) (40.0)

0
1 0 9

(0.0) (6.7) (0.0) (60.0)

0 1 1 15
(0.0) (6.7) (6.7) (100.0)

District 2 Non-LEP

LD_

0 0 o
(2)d (30.8) (0.0) (0.0) (0.0)

LD/SLH
i 4 3 0 0(z)d (30.8) (23.1) (0.0) (0.0)

TOTAL
f 8 3 0 0(z)d (61.5) (23.1) (0.0) (0.0)

0 n 1 5
(0.0) (0.0) (7.7) (38.5)

0 0 1 8
(0.0) (0.0) (7.7) (61.5)

o 0 2 13
(0.0) (0.0) (15.4) (100.0)

OPertentiges are based on ell District I LEPs (120).
bPercentsges are based Oti All District 1 Non7LEps (n.20).
cpereentageh Ate based on all District 2 LEPs (n..15);
dPercentages are based on alI Dittritt 2 Non-LEPS (n.13).

e 7
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Table 29

Changes in Special Educatitin InVolvement at Reevaluation for _

Limited English Proficient and Non-Limited English l'rofitient LD Students

LEPS (6 a 12)

Initial
Handicap

Reevaluation
-Handicap

Greater or Number tif
Lesser_lnvolvement Children

LD LD/SLH G 2 16.7

LD ED G 1 8.3

LD . ED/LD C 1 8.3

LD SLH OHI/SLH C 1 8.3

Subtotal % Greater 41.7

LD SLH L 1 8.3

LD Dismissed L 4 33.3

LD/SLH LD L 1 8.3

LD/SLH SLH L i 8.3

Subtotal % Leaser 58.3

Initial
Handicap

Reet*Aluation
Hàndfcp

Non-LEPs (n a 12)

Greater_or Ninaber_of
Lesser-Involvement Children__

LD LD/SLH G 2 16.7

Subtotal % Greater 16.7

LD Dismissed L 5 41.7

LD/SLH LD L 4 33.3

LD/SLH Dismissed L 1 8.3

Subtotal % LesSer 83.3

R8
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Table 30

Mean_Amount of Time it spetial EdUCAtiOn
Assigned at_Initial PlAcetentiand At ReeValuation for

Limited English Proficient_and NOh=1,itited English Proficient Students
(in minutes per week)

_-Reevaluation

LEP 493.2 765.3 26

Non-LEP 603.1 775.4 24

Note Students who were CamisSed Are not included in this table
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Table 31

T-test_Results for_
CoMparisons of Time_in Special Education in MinUteS per Week fOr

Limited English Proficient and Non-Limited English PrOfiCient Students by
Initial Handicapping Conditibn

Time in Specie' Education

Initial
Handicap Initial time At reevaIuativw- IL

Limited Eriglish proficient students

LD 389.1 651.6 -3.74 16

LD/SLH 660.0 947.5 -1.64 10

Non-limited English proficient students

LD 510.9 591.3 -0.76 16

LD/SLH 757.5 1143.8 -2.16

< .01
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Table 32

T-7test Results for
Cowarisons of Time in Special Education in_Minutes Per Week for

Limited English Proficient_and Non7Limited EngliSh Proficient Students by
Reevaluation Handitapping Conditions

Time in Special Education

Reevaluation
itnliElp Initial time At-reevalUation

1t)/AH

LiMited English proficient students

385.7 583: -2.98
*

14

575.0 N86.1 -2.33
**

9

SLH Data no:, a:ail ble

ED 3O.t 750.0 1

ED/SLti 600.0 1200.0

OHI/SLH 1350.0 900.0

Difimi6sed 412.5 0.0

Non-limited English proficient students

LD 504.2 633.9 -1.18 18

LD/SLH 900.0 1200; -1;83 6

DiamisSed 400.0 0.0 6

Note. T-tests were calculated only if data for 5 or t6-)re subjects
were available.

< .01

**
< .05
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T-teSt Reaults for Initial Time in Special EducatiOn fot
Dismissed and Non-Dismissed StUdenta

Initial TiMe Initial Time
Non-Dismissed Non-Dijassed Dismissed Dismiatied

522.3 28 412. 4 1.13

597.0 25 400.0 6 2.12*

e. Time is reported in minutes per week.

< .05
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Overall, time_in special i-ducation appeared to be more variable for
LEPa than for non-LEPs. While overall results did not suggest
LEP/non-LEP differences, changes in time within handicapping conditions
were more frequently significant for LEPs.

Distria Policy Analyses

Policies concerning reeValuation_ were analyzed to aid in the
interpretation of findings. Federal and state policies_and,guidelines
for:special education were obtained from_the EducatiOn fOr All
Handicapped_Children:Act_iof_1975 (P.L. 94-142) and froth the State__
DepartmenCitTuilcies±-and-AdministratiVe Prodedures forLtheEducation_of
fiattetl-St:---Litsude (Texas Edudatien Agency, 1980); district procedures
manuals were used to Obtain local policies.

Two major questions guided policy analyses:

1. What steps and personnel are involved in reevaluations and the
three year review?

2. Are any_provisiona for consideration of children's linguistic
and cultural backgrounds incorporated into district policies?

Steps in Reevaluation

A reevaluation and_three-year reVieW it; A part of a series of
regularly scheduled reviews of the ethidational plan of any handicapped
student. Both districtS' procedures_manuals included guidelines for
annual reviews by the ARD_committee in which the appropriatentas of:
(a) the Atudent's IEP_goals and objectives, (b) the Student's educ-ttonal
placementi and (c) any_related services which the atudent_received
considered. Annual reviews also examine the heed for additional
assessment and for any changt_in pladCtenti including_dismissal from
special_education. l'he_annUal teiliew results in an updated IEP,_and may
result in_a change in pladeMent if it is_determined that the student_
needs a different pladeMent,_that the student no longer_fitedt; Special
education serVices, or that the student no longer qUalifieS for services.
No more specific criteria for placement change tit diaMiasal are provided.

Both districts'_procedurea Manualt; directly quoted state policy
concerning reevaluation. State policy mandates that:

(1) _a revieW in which the ARD committee bases its decidions on new
indiVidual assessment information must occur at leaf:a -Once every three
years;

(2)_ the three year interval shall be balled on_the anniversary date
of the student's initial plateteUt in special education;_

the professional-a responsible for assessing each_area of
functioning and deterMining the handicapping conditioh shall determine
and dOcument the degree to which new assessment IA necetiatity; and

(4) the ARD committee may requeat additional information for any
area.

3
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Neither district directly aamedithe_personnel to be inVOlVed in the
reevaluation and_reviewprocess. However, policy Concerning the
membership of the ARD_committee suggested that at a tinimum_the
threeyear review must include representativeii_of administration,
instruction,_and assessment, an educatiorial liaison, the student's
parenti guardian or representative, and the student if appropriate.

Provisiona for LEP Students

NO specific reference:to how the revieco roceSs ihrkild be carried
out for children:who_are not native Speaker-a:of Engliah_was made by
either district's policy manual. J'ederal pOlicy regarding the
reevaluation does state that testing must be_carried out in the,primary
language, by trained personnel using tests which are valid for the
purpose_fOr Whith:they are used. However, no guidelines as_to_how theSe
testa Shall be Selected or how the assessment procedure shall be
ir-plemented are provided in policy at any level.
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V

IMPLICATIONS FOR POLICY, PRACTICE, AND RESiARCH

This study:of reevaluation procedures Suggests that_tbe_placement of
language_minority students in programs fOr_the learning:disabled may be
an artifact of the lack of consideratiOn Of_language status in_the
identification, assessment, and plaCOMent process. It is understandable
if_educators involved on review_committees are frustrated_that the
majority of students are recommerx;ed for_continued special &Ideation_
placement due to evidence of poor academic prOgresd, eVen after three _

years_of specialized:instruction. Houeveri Of:fat greater significance
are the negative effects on studentil Oho Are placed in programs that are
apparently not appropriate tO their educational needs.

Improving special educationservices for language minority Students
will_requite formulation:of policies and_procedured, spetific to this
population, which_can guide:practice. The frillbWing_Settions suggest
pOlicy:and recommend practices which tan help aCCOMpliSh the goal of
providing all handicapped children Appropriate services and helping them
achieve their maximum potential.

Assessment Policy

Both_federaI and_state policy,require that_tests and evaluations for
determining special_education eligibility be conducted in the student's
primary language unless it is clearly not feasible to do so.Assessment
of language competencies is_to_be one of the first steps in the
totprehensive individual assessment so_that the resultS Can be used to
deterMine the_language(s) of assessment, the tests to adtinistered,
WOW the_resulta_will be interpreted, and, finAllY, the_.Commendation_for
placement. There is_a lack of policy specifiO to the txplementation of
this mandate for initial assessments:and tAndatóry_triannual evaluations.
This_is somewhat understandable in that, for the most pert, tests of
dominance and_proficiency are considered_to be:primarily for the_purpOse_
of determining eligibility for specird language programs (i.e., bilingual
education_or_English as_a_second language). Eligibility for these
programs_is based_on evidence_that a_child cannot profit frot_instruction
delivered_in Englishi_even though native language akilla_May be assessed
to:determine thei_nature of bilingual inattUdtiOn to_be provided. For the
purposes of determining special_edOdation eligibility, however, dominance
and_proficiency assessments in both languages will assure thaz the thild
is tested in_hia/het Stronger language and that problems noted are not
the tekilt of limited English proficiency.

Comprehemaive-Language_Assessment

According to Cummins_(1982),_moit language:assessment instruments
used to measure language dominance or proficiency reflect the
mistOnCeption that proficiency_can be_judged on_the badid Of students'
Mastery of the surface structures of language (i.e., phoncilogyi syntax,
grammar, etc.). Many students, however, experiende academic failure
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because; while they_have good convertatiOnal Skills, they_lack_cognitive
academic language proficiency (cALP), the literacy=related aspects of
language. For_these student-Si learning problems resulting_from limited
English prficiency may erroneously be attributed to a learning
disability.

_Placement of language minority students in prograMi_for the learning
disabled should not be allowed whet the ohly Meat:lire of language
proficiency is that provided by the:language_proficiency assessment used
for placement of studentSin epeCial_language programs or_by informal
ratings of teachers or othets_regarding proficiency. State approved
language domiande_and_proficiency tests, because they_arei for the most
part, measures_of the accuracy of surface structured, di) not provide
adequate data to determine whether the_student_Cad_handle the_more
abstracti_context-reduced language of indtrUCtional tasksji.e.;__CALP).
Instearli=Ianguage-minority StUdenti referred tospeciaIeducation_should-
aIso_include_language assessment beied on maturallimmmunication_samples,
and_measures which tap cognitive acadeMiclanguage=proficiency-and
pragmatic skills. data_should-be
old tO ASSure they reflect_current language-status.

EValuation of_Other_Abilities

The strong language in P.L. 94=142_relative to assessment in the
native language, and the manifest_importance of native language
evaluation to apptopriate_placement and evaluation,_make it_clearjhat
schoolidistricts have specific_responsibility_to establish_lack of
feasibility in providing native language_tel;ting,(RWS nd). State_
departments _o_feducatIon_L=should-establish criteria to determine when_it
is_7_clearlyinot±feasible" to-test_in the natiVe language. Local
education agencies_should, titia Minimumi_be requiied to document good
faith efforts to find appropriate_appraisal personnel. Such
documentation_could indlisde, for example, attempts_to contract the
services of bil:ngual_examiners or affirmative action plans to recruit
and hire bilingual assessors to assure that_lafighage Minority students _

have_access_to_nonbiased assessmentS._ spedial education policies shouldrequire only_assessMents.

Documentation of Adaptation of Testing_Procedures

Practiceo (Peed to assess intelligence_and achievement of language
minority students,_incIuding adaptations of StandardiZed procedures, _

should_be_clearly documented in psychosdhcatiohal reports._ Scores should
never_be reported as valid inditatord Of A Child's functioning level if
test_administration or scoring proCeddres_violated_the_original
standardization. Normsused in interpreting student performance were
developed under an establiihed Set of conditions; to change_these
conditions will change_the_scoresito an,unknown extent._ All
psychoeducationaLlreports_should-describe adaptatiohs of accepted_________
procedures_an&state_that_caution MdSt be tic-et-cited in the interketation
aLresults:. Otherwise, school perSonnel thd_parents may grosslir
misinterpret scoref:s because they are not properly explained by the
examiner.



68

Eligibility Criteria

StateJeducation agencies should developLeligibility-criterla-which_

Ltr_cifictolandeant. _These criteria are critical
to compliance with the mandate for certification that a child't problemt
are ebt the result of differences of language, culture, socioeConomic
Status' or to not having had opportunity to learn.

EVidence_of s_Iearninudisability in the native language

_ A learning disability is a problem_which occurs because of_some type
of abnormal cognive process or_deficit. If_the learning disability
occurs in atm language,_it should_occur_in the other_language_as well.
Therefdre, liMited EnglialyLprolicient,students should_hOt be labeled
learninkdisabled-Ainleas_evideuce-tt presented thät_the handicsuing
Condition e.7_f;_s_ta in the_primary--language and hot only 111_11411th.

IlmitetrEnslish Proficient Students, When_a_LEP_student is rel.erred
to special eductiont_assessment of native language performance_is of
greater iinpOrtance than is information_about English_language functioning
bet/lute the_handicapping condition_must be docntented in the native
language._ To be eligible for_services_under the Clattification of
learning disabilities, a significant dittrepahdy_between_intelligence and
Spanish language achievement must be shown. Otherwise, it is not
possible to_determine wheth achievement difficulties are the result of
limited Englidh proficiency or whether they can be attributed to A
handitapping condition.

Ealialenudent6._ It appears that the issue of native
language assessment was considered MOot for now-LEP Hispanic students.
Since the child was judged Englith proficient, eligibility_decisions_were
based on results Of tests conducted in English. _Assessment of_relative
langoage profidiencyi though, is ae important for non-LEPs AS it isifor
LEP studenta._ Although a chiId_may_be English_proficienti theilevel of
dovtloptent of_native_language_skiiis must still be addertained in order
tO determine the_child's_stronger language._ The ditcrepancy which
qualifies the child_as:__LD must be_shotit to be between_the child's
intelligence and_achievement_results on teatt administered in the
language of greatest_strength. AS an_exampIei the referral may_be_ofia
non-LEP student WhO had previously been_classified as LEP, taught basic
skills in the native language., andiwas_then transitioned_into an English
language program.Under_these circumstances,_the COMprehensive
atiessment may indeedidocument_a_discrepancy betWeen intelligence and
English language_achievement, but a tritidal Oeition is whether_a
similar discrepancy_exists between IQ and Spanish achievement, since
basic skills were first taught in that language.

__Other non-LEP children will_be English proficientiiand in_some cases
English Monolinguali_ when they begin their school ditpetieOce and will not
be_eligible for bilingual education prograMO. Againi_while they may be
proficient in interpersonalcommuhitotion_skills In,English, they will
experience achievement_difficulties if they have not developed cognitiVe
academic language profiCiency (Cummins, 1982). These students are likely
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candidetei for special_education unless they are proVided intervemtion
programs in the mainstream aimed at developing langUage akills
commensurate with their Anglo peers. Their litited English proficiency
could easily be interpreted as a learning disability without appropriate
language data.

Training

That a handl:capping condition must_exiat in bdth the_native and the
second language_has impIications_regarding the qualifications of
Appraisal_personneI. Besides being certified_as educational__
diagnosticians or as school psychologistsi_and:being thoroughly trained
in_the use_of the teats they administeri_appraisal=personnel Whin_ test
IanguageAftinorityiatOdenta shouldlbe_biIingual. That_s6 feW Stith
personnel are AVAilable highlights a manpower neel Which tuat be
addreaSed by institutions of higher educatiOn.

If_they_do not have available bilingual appraisal personnel, school
districtuat_shobvevidence that theiriaasessorisLhave_been-trained in
areasspecific_ta=the evaluation of_languageAlanority students before
they=can_assess thete dtddents. Statedepartments-of education Should
deveLap- minimum requirements_for_such_training.

Admission, RevieW, and Dismissal Committees

It is critical that ARD committees include members who Arit
knowledgeable about linguistic issues_and who are able to interpret
assessment data, discuss eligibility and placement alterhatiVesi and make
recommendations that would beithe most appropriate for a LEP_student who
IS Also learning disabled.i_Al-least one_metber of theAxlatement
committee_shouirLbe_proficient in_the child's native_-_Ianguage=and-possess
e:XkertiaerNout_the:_influence of linguistic Aifferences_onischool
yerformaneL This 1.8 not An express requirement of federal or state law
at this time.

:The ARD tritmittee _should laclude-representatiVeS fee* all_programs
in Which the thildi=isr±being_sezved. Furthermore, the positiOn or roles
Of all participants should Lc tlearly specified on required reporting
forms. Representation across_programs will help_assure that servites are
coox.linated and that pall; and Objectives addressed by_respectiVe
programs are consistent with both the handicapping condition And other
unique needs.

EdutatiOnal Programming

Two findings suggest a critical need for research in the area of
intervention: _the_decline of full-scale and verbal-scale NS despite
increased leveli of English proficiency and the lack of progress in the
Achievement domain, even after three years of special education services.
While this study did not include investigation of actual services
provided through special education, there is evidence to suggest that
children's LEP status i.als little influence on the development of
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itvitviduallzed & Ortiz (1986),_
up-n_examilation of r'iv IEPs:Of 396 subjects drawn from the_same sample
as those_in this study, found that_native language instruction Was
recommended for only 2% of students.

Speciateducation_services, even if they ihdliida individualized
instruction and_specialized approaches and materials, appear to be_futile
without accomodation of the thilCi language status._ It is unlikely that
handicapped LEP students Will profit from instruction in their weaker
language; If native language instruction is not feasible_betadad of
limited availability of bilingual_speciai educators, apetial education__
interVention for_LEP_students must, at_a minimumi indorporate_English as
second_language instruction, and childreh_tUtt be given an opportunity

te develop adequate English language profiCiendvi before improvement of
achievement can be expected.

There IA also a need to_investigate_the effectiveness of M-Aifistream
instruction in order to understand why_studants_achieve_poorlyi even when
ifidttucted in their native language; Rotsearch ia heeded to determine
Whether low performance_resuIts from such variablati Aai _(a) teachers!
lowered expectations for handicapped_StUdentS;_(b) a premature shift to
English Ianguage_because of the Child's_handicapping condition;_and/or
(c) failure of bilingual educators to adapt native language instruction
to accomodate the child!s_handicapping condition. It may be necessary to
focus Upon teacher training to assure_that students profit from
mainatream and special education services.

7Q
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