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 About James Hiramoto 
 Graduate of California Public 

Education Elementary to Graduate 
School 

 Approaching 20 years working in 
public education 

 Substitute Teacher, School 
Psychologist, Assistant Professor, 
Director for Masters and Doctoral 
Programs, Twice Elected School 
Board Member 

 Worked in large SF Bay Areas 
Districts (primarily Santa Clara 
Unified) 

 For fun, enjoys spending time with 
family, photography and playing  
music 



 
OBJECTIVES 
We want you leave this workshop with:  
 Examine the elements of a comprehensive special 

education evaluation for African American students in 
light of Larry P and understand why it is still with us today 

 
 Introduce the MATRIX process, a system DCN has 

developed to meet the demands of a Comprehensive 
Assessments for determining eligibility for special 
education for African American Students 
 

 Explain how DCN use Informal Assessments as a vital 
tool to fill out a comprehensive assessment for 
determining eligibility  



 
OBJECTIVES 
We want you leave this workshop with: 

 
 Provide an opportunity to actively engage with peers 

utilizing informal assessment techniques, by exercising 
and sharing your professional judgment, on what 
cognitive skills can be observed in everyday activities, 
especially in play 

 
 Develop some healthy skepticism of relying on 

standardized tests and some guidance on what district 
need to consider when determining if a test is OK to use 

 
 Learn how informal assessments can reveal information 

that standardized assessments cannot answer  



 
OBJECTIVES 
We want you leave this workshop with: 

 
 Understand how to use data on cognitive strengths and 

weaknesses to make a determination of eligibility 
 
 How to put all of this information into a report 
 
 Develop a renewed confidence in your own expertise in 

the field  



 

Disproportional 
Identification in California 
 

So well over 30 years after 
the original Larry P 
decision… 
How do you think we are 
doing? 



For this we’ll need data… 
 

Easily obtainable from… 
http://data1.cde.ca.gov/dataquest 
 
 



Disproportionality Chart 
Risk Index by E% 
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What does this chart really say?  
African Americans are: 
150% over represented in ED. 
75% over represented in OHI. 
65% over represented in SLD. 
50% over represented in MR (ID) 
and 45% over represented in Multiple 

Disability and TBI 
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So using IQ testing is 
vindicated because we are still 
disproportionate right? 

The answer is No. 
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Confronting Inequity in Special Education, Part I: Understanding the Problem of Disproportionality
By Amanda L. Sullivan, Elizabeth A'Vant, John Baker, Daphne Chandler, Scott Graves, Edward McKinney, & Tremaine Sayles NASP Communiqué, Vol. 38, #1�September 2009
“Disproportionality is an issue of equity and access in general and special education. It refers to “the extent to which membership in a given … group affects the probability of being placed in a specific disability category” (Oswald, Coutinho, Best, & Singh, 1999, p. 198).”
“As Figure 1 shows, nationally, Black students, particularly those identified as mentally retarded or emotionally disabled, have been consistently overrepresented for more than 3 decades. “







Disproportionality is a  
National Problem 

Even while group differences have been 
shrinking. 
The “racial” IQ gap has been 

shrinking.   “Over the last 30 years, the 
measured I.Q. difference between black 
and white 12-year-olds has dropped from 
15 points to 9.5 points.” 

Nisbett, R. E. (2009) Intelligence and how to get it. W.W. Norton & 
Company  

 
 
 
 



Wait a minute… 
If the difference is shrinking shouldn’t 
disproportionality be decreasing? 
 
 



A little bit on 
Reliability and Validity 



Reliability and Validity 



Taking A Look At The Norm 
Sampling Data Of Some Of 
Our Most Often Used Tests of 
Intelligence/Cognitive 
Ability/General Ability. 



 



Predictive Validity 
 The APA’s 1996 report stated that g correlated 

with school grades r = .50, which was about the 
same for social status (25% of variance) and with 
income (r = .41,  16.67% of  variance). 

 However when parental SES is controlled for it 
eliminates about a quarter of this predictive 
power. Therefore g in and of itself is at best only 
one of many factors that influence social 
outcomes. 

 g is a very poor predictor of happiness and only 
slight better than chance at predicting law 
abidingness. 

 
Ulrich Neisser, et al. "Intelligence: Knowns and Unknowns," 
American Psychologist 51(2) 1996:77-101. 

 
 

http://www.gifted.uconn.edu/siegle/research/Correlation/Intelligence.pdf
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Disproportionality is not just a 
Special Education Issue 



What Does the Law Say? 

Given all of this information, what is 
expected of us when we conduct 
an assessment on an African 
American student for special 
education? 



Specific Learning Disability 
(SLD) California Ed. Code 30 EC 56337    

“(a) A specific learning disability, as defined in Section 
1401(30) of Title 20 of the United States Code, 
means a disorder in one or more of the basic 
psychological processes involved in using language, 
spoken or written, which may manifest itself in an 
imperfect ability to listen, think, speak, read, write, 
spell, or perform mathematical calculations, and has 
a severe discrepancy between intellectual ability 
and achievement in one or more of the academic 
areas…” 

 



Specific Learning Disability 
(SLD) California Ed. Code 30 EC 56337    
“(a) A specific learning disability, as defined in 
Section 1401(30) of Title 20 of the United States 
Code, means a disorder in one or more of the 
basic psychological processes involved in 
understanding or in using language, spoken or 
written, which may manifest itself in an imperfect 
ability to listen, think, speak, read, write, spell, or 
perform mathematical calculations” and has a 
severe discrepancy between intellectual 
ability and achievement in one or more of the 
academic areas 

 



Specific Learning Disability (SLD) Cont. 

“The term "specific learning disability" includes 
conditions such as perceptual disabilities, brain injury, 
minimal brain dysfunction, dyslexia, and 
developmental aphasia. That term does not include a 
learning problem that is primarily the result of visual, 
hearing, or motor disabilities, of intellectual disabilities, 
of emotional disturbance, or of environmental, cultural, 
or economic disadvantage.” 
 



Specific Learning Disability (SLD) Cont. 
“(b) Notwithstanding any other law and pursuant to 
Section 1414(b) (6) of Title 20 of the United States 
Code, in determining whether a pupil has a specific 
learning disability as defined in subdivision (a), a 
local educational agency is not required to take into 
consideration whether a pupil has a severe 
discrepancy between achievement and intellectual 
ability in oral expression, listening comprehension, 
written expression, basic reading skill, reading 
comprehension, mathematical calculation, or 
mathematical reasoning.” 



Specific Learning Disability (SLD) Cont. 

“(c) In determining whether a pupil has a specific 
learning disability, a local educational agency may 
use a process that determines if the pupil responds to 
scientific, research-based intervention as a part of the 
assessment procedures described in Section 
1414(b)(2) and (3) of Title 20 of the United States 
Code and covered in Sections 300.307 to 300.311, 
inclusive, of Title 34 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations.” 



So if the discrepancy model isn’t 
in CA Ed Code where is it? 



It is part of the California Code of 
Regulations Title 5 Sec 3030j 
 “j) A pupil has a disorder in one or more of the basic 

psychological processes involved in understanding or 
in using language, spoken or written, which may 
manifest itself in an impaired ability to listen, think, 
speak, read, write, spell, or do mathematical 
calculations, and has a severe discrepancy between 
intellectual ability and achievement in one or more of 
the academic areas specified in Section 56337(a) of 
the Education Code. For the purpose of Section 
3030(j):”  

   
 



“(1) Basic psychological processes include attention, 
visual processing, auditory processing, sensory-motor 
skills, cognitive abilities including association, 
conceptualization and expression.  

 
(2) Intellectual ability includes both acquired learning 
and learning potential and shall be determined by a 
systematic assessment of intellectual functioning.  
  
(3) The level of achievement includes the pupil's level 
of competence in materials and subject matter 
explicitly taught in school and shall be measured by 
standardized achievement tests.”  



“(4) The decision as to whether or not a severe 
discrepancy exists shall be made by the individualized 
education program team, including assessment 
personnel in accordance with Section 56341(d), which 
takes into account all relevant material which is 
available on the pupil. No single score or product of 
scores, test or procedure shall be used as the sole 
criterion for the decisions of the individualized 
education program team as to the pupil's eligibility for 
special education. In determining the existence of a 
severe discrepancy, the individualized education 
program team shall use the following procedures:”  
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“(A) When standardized tests are considered to be 
valid for a specific pupil, a severe discrepancy is 
demonstrated by: first, converting into common 
standard scores, using a mean of 100 and standard 
deviation of 15, the achievement test score and the 
ability test score to be compared; second, computing 
the difference between these common standard 
scores; and third, comparing this computed difference 
to the standard criterion which is the product of 1.5 
multiplied by the standard deviation of the distribution 
of computed differences of students taking these 
achievement and ability tests.” 



“A computed difference which equals or exceeds this 
standard criterion, adjusted by one standard error of 
measurement, the adjustment not to exceed 4 common 
standard score points, indicates a severe discrepancy 
when such discrepancy is corroborated by other 
assessment data which may include other tests, scales, 
instruments, observations and work samples, as 
appropriate. 
 
(B) When standardized tests are considered to be invalid 
for a specific pupil, the discrepancy shall be measured by 
alternative means as specified on the assessment plan.”  
 



“(C) If the standardized tests do not reveal a severe 
discrepancy as defined in subparagraphs (A) or (B) 
above, the individualized education program team may 
find that a severe discrepancy does exist, provided that 
the team documents in a written report that the severe 
discrepancy between ability and achievement exists as 
a result of a disorder in one or more of the basic 
psychological processes. The report shall include a 
statement of the area, the degree, and the basis and 
method used in determining the discrepancy. The 
report shall contain information considered by the team 
which shall include, but not be limited to:”  
 



  
“1. Data obtained from standardized 
assessment instruments;   
2. Information provided by the parent;  
3. Information provided by the pupil's present 
teacher;  
4. Evidence of the pupil's performance in the 
regular and/or special education classroom 
obtained from observations, work samples, 
and group test scores;  
5. Consideration of the pupil's age, particularly 
for young children; and  
6. Any additional relevant information.  

 
(5) The discrepancy shall not be primarily the result of 
limited school experience or poor school attendance.”  

 



When was the last time CCR 
Title 5 Sec 3030 updated? 

HISTORY  
1. New Article 3.1 (Sections 3030 and 3031) filed 1-31-
83; effective thirtieth day thereafter (Register 83, No. 6). 
2. Amendment filed 2-11-86; effective thirtieth day 
thereafter (Register 86, No. 7). 
3. Amendment filed 3-21-88; operative 4-20-88 
(Register 88, No. 15). 
 
5 CCR § 3030, 5 CA ADC § 3030  
This database is current through 3/8/13 Register 
2013, No. 10 
 



The Discrepancy Model 
AKA “Wait to Fail” 

Cannot be Forced on LEA’s to 
Determine Eligibility for a Specific 
Learning Disability by the State 



34 CFR§ 300.309 Determining the 
existence of a specific learning disability 

“(a) The group described in § 300.306 may 
determine that a child has a specific learning 
disability, as defined in § 300.8(c) (10), if 

(1) The child does not achieve adequately 
for the child’s age or to meet State-
approved grade-level standards in one or 
more of the following areas, when provided 
with learning experiences and instruction 
appropriate for the child’s age or State-
approved grade-level standards:” 

Presenter
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Code of Federal Regulations

Spelling isn’t expressly “spelled out” but would most likely fall under written expression.



“(i) Oral expression. (ii) Listening 
comprehension. (iii) Written expression. (iv) 
Basic reading skill.(v) Reading fluency skills. 
(vi) Reading comprehension. (vii) 
Mathematics calculation. (viii) Mathematics 
problem solving. 

(2) 
(i) The child does not make sufficient progress 
to meet age or State-approved grade-level 
standards in one or more of the areas identified 
in paragraph (a)(1) of this section when using a 
process based on the child’s response to 
scientific, research-based intervention; or 
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Code of Federal Regulations

Spelling isn’t expressly “spelled out” but would most likely fall under written expression.



 
(ii) The child exhibits a pattern of 
strengths and weaknesses in 
performance, achievement, or both, 
relative to age, State-approved grade level 
standards, or intellectual development, 
that is determined by the group to be 
relevant to the identification of a specific 
learning disability, using appropriate 
assessments, consistent with Sec. Sec. 
300.304 and 300.305; and 



(3) The group determines that its findings under 
paragraphs (a)(1) and (2) of this section are not 
primarily the result of— 

(i)   A visual, hearing, or motor disability; 
(ii)  Mental retardation;  
(iii) Emotional disturbance;  
(iv) Cultural factors; 
(v)  Environmental or economic disadvantage; 

 or  
(vi) Limited English proficiency. 

 



“(b) To ensure that underachievement in a child 
suspected of having a specific learning disability is 
not due to lack of appropriate instruction in reading 
or math, the group must consider, as part of the 
evaluation described in §§ 300.304 through 
300.306 
 

(1) Data that demonstrate that prior to, or as a 
part of, the referral process, the child was 
provided appropriate instruction in regular 
education settings, delivered by qualified 
personnel; and 

 



(2) Data-based documentation of repeated 
assessments of achievement at reasonable 
intervals, reflecting formal assessment of student 
progress during instruction, which was provided to 
the child’s parents. 
 

(c) The public agency must promptly request 
parental consent to evaluate the child to determine if 
the child needs special education and related 
services, and must adhere to the time frames 
described in §§300.301 and 300.303, unless 
extended by mutual written agreement of the child’s 
parents and a group of qualified professionals, as 
described in § 300.306(a)(1) 
 



 
(1) If, prior to a referral, a child has not made adequate 
progress after an appropriate period of time when 
provided instruction, as described in paragraphs (b)(1) 
and (b)(2) of this section; and  
 
(2) Whenever a child is referred for an evaluation. 
(Authority: 20 U.S.C. 1221e–3; 1401(30); 1414(b)(6))”  



Where does Larry P. fit in? 

Given all of this information, what is 
expected of us when we conduct 
an assessment on an African 
American Student for Special 
Education? 



Courts and the CDE 
 Larry P.  
 1979 Court ruled ban on IQ tests to place 

students in EMR classes or “substantial” 
equivalent 

 1986 Decision modified to expand previous 
ruling to ban use of IQ testing for all African 
American students for special education 

 Crawford v. Honig (1992) 
 District court summary vacated the ‘86 

modification to the Larry P. injunction 



Stated that regardless of the Crawford v 
Honig decision, districts should use in lieu 
of IQ tests, alternative means of 
assessment to determine identification and 
placement.  “Such techniques should 
include, and would not be limited to: 

CDE in 1994 issued a Legal 
Advisory 



Assessments of the pupil’s personal 
history and development 

Adaptive behavior 
Classroom performance 
Academic achievement 
Evaluative instruments designed to point 

out specific information relative to a pupil’s 
abilities and inabilities in specific skill 
areas” 



There is no Banned Test List 
 

Contrary to popular belief, since the 
1994 Memorandum, there has not been 
an updated list. 



1997 CDE Legal Memorandum 
”No other list of tests has been recognized by the  
Department of Education for the purpose of finding 
school districts out of compliance in testing African-
American students for special education…the original 
Larry P. decision was not limited to a specific set or 
sets of standardized intelligences tests, school 
districts should be advised that any standardized 
measure of intelligence should not be used with 
African-American students until such time as they are 
validated as unbiased by the State Board of Education 
and approved by the court.  There should be no “on-
the-spot” judgments that result in finding districts out of 
compliance for using tests that are not listed.” 

 



Why No Updated list? 
 

The CDE is placing its trust in school 
psychologists to be knowledgeable and 
ethical in their practice in following this 
rule. Who better than school 
psychologists to know what intelligence 
is, right?  



Isn’t there a difference between 
measures of general ability, tests of 
intelligence and IQ? 

No, they are synonymous.  In the literature 
they are used interchangeably. 
 



 “This section contains a review of seven instruments 
that use a nonverbal format to measure 
intelligence…The tests reviewed were the: 
Comprehensive Test of Nonverbal Intelligence 
(CTONI ); General Ability Measure for Adults 
(GAMA); Leiter-R; Naglieri Nonverbal Ability 
Tests – Individual Administration (NNAT-I); the 
Nonverbal Scales of the Stanford Binet Fifth 
Edition; Test of Nonverbal Intelligence – Third 
Edition; and the Universal Nonverbal Intelligence 
Test (UNIT).” 
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Chapter from D. P. Flanagan & P. L. Harrison (Eds.) Contemporary intellectual assessment, third edition: theories, tests, and issues

“The DAS estimates the g factor only by those subtests that are the best estimators of g, in contrast to virtually all other cognitive batteries.  The DAS does not refer to g by the terms intelligence and IQ, but by the descriptive term General Conceptual Ability (GCA).” Elliott (2005)

“The Planning, Attention, Simultaneous, and Successive (PASS; Naglieri & Das, 1997) theory is rooted in the work of A. R. Luria (1966, 1973a, 1973b, 1980) on the functional aspects of brain structures.  We used Luria’s work as a blueprint for defining the important components of human intelligence (Das, Naglieri, & Kirby, 1994).





Test makers want you to think 
there is, but look carefully. 

DAS 
 “The DAS estimates the g factor only by those 

subtests that are the best estimators of g, in contrast 
to virtually all other cognitive batteries.  The DAS does 
not refer to g by the terms intelligence and IQ, but by 
the descriptive term General Conceptual Ability 
(GCA).” Elliott (2005) 

CAS 
  “The Planning, Attention, Simultaneous, and Successive 

(PASS; Naglieri & Das, 1997) theory is rooted in the work 
of A. R. Luria (1966, 1973a, 1973b, 1980) on the 
functional aspects of brain structures.  We used Luria’s 
work as a blueprint for defining the important 
components of human intelligence (Das, Naglieri, & 
Kirby, 1994). 
 

 



As most recently as Dec. 13, 2011 a 
school district argued in front of an 
administrative law judge that the 
Naglieri Nonverbal Ability Test NNAT 
isn’t a test of intelligence and won. 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
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How can you say it is wrong when the 
administrative law judge says it’s ok? 
 
“The NNAT-I is a nonverbal measure of 
general ability that is predictive of academic 
success. Like traditional tests of general 
ability (e.g., Wechsler Intelligence Scales for 
Children-Third Edition, Wechsler, 1991) the 
NNAT-I is designed to measure general 
ability.” 
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“The concept of general ability, as measured by a traditional IQ test such as the Wechsler scales, has had a long and successful history in psychology and education - so much so that the tests have been used to define intelligence…
The greatest advantage of a nonverbal test of general ability is that it measures intelligence without using test questions that are unduly reliant on verbal skills…”

Wechsler stated that “the subtests are different measures of intelligence, not measures of different kinds of intelligence” , and that he “viewed verbal and performance tests as equally valid measures of intelligence” (Wechsler & Naglieri, 2006, p, 1).  Furthermore Bracken and Naglieri (2003) and Naglieri (2003a, 2003b, 2008a, 2008b) have clarified that the term nonverbal refers to the content of the test, not the type of ability, and that the goal is to measure general ability.

He based his conclusion on why it was an unbiased and culture free assessment based on the test makers web page, which makes this claim.



But if the Judge says it’s OK, 
it’s OK Right? 

 
 

No. When case law does not follow the CDE 
Legal Memorandum, it doesn’t give us 
license to break the rules. 
 
Remember the 1997 Memorandum states, 
“until such time as they are validated as 
unbiased by the State Board of Education 
and approved by the court.“ That has not 
happened. 



But we’ve been through a Coordinated 
Compliance Review (CCR) by the state and 
they didn’t say anything about the DAS II etc… 
“There should be no “on-the-spot” judgments that 
result in finding districts out of compliance for 
using tests that are not listed.” 1997 CDE 
Memorandum. 
 
In this area we are to police ourselves, until such a 
time as the courts and the state department of 
education agree that a specific test can be used.  
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They are not going to.  Share what was shared at CASP luncheon April 2013 by Dr. Balcom.



So what do we do in the mean time? 
 
How are we to know what we can and can’t use? 
 
We think Riverside County SELPA has a very good 
way to make this determination. 



Riverside County SELPA 
Guidelines for Assessing African-
American Students 
In making a determination of whether a test falls under 
the IQ test ban for African-American student one 
should consider:  
 (a) Is the test standardized and does it purport to 

measure intelligence (cognition, mental ability or 
aptitude)?  

 (b) Are the test results reported in the form of IQ or 
mental age?  

 (c) Does evidence of the (construct) validity of the 
test rely on correlations with IQ tests?  

Presenter
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What if we just don’t report the 
standard score? 

 No measures of intelligence, means no measures, 
period. 

 Nothing from these tests: No age equivalents, No 
grade equivalents, No percentile ranks. 

 If a competent school psychologist can figure out 
the standard scores from that information don’t 
use it. 

 And yes, the subtests of an intelligence test 
represent measures of intelligence. 



What about similar tests? Digit Span 
or some form of it can be found in 

tests of intelligence or Memory etc.? 
 The TAPS-3 and CTOPP’s, as well as all tests of 

memory have some form of digit span.  As long 
as you are interpreting the scores within the 
construct of its intended use, you are OK. 

 However, do not use similar subtest from 
intelligence test batteries as the theory and co-
norming to other subtests are designed to or 
imply larger, boarder intellectual capabilities i.e. 
“g” or an equivalent. 



What about children of mixed ethnicity?  
Can you use IQ tests on them? 

The answer is a qualified “maybe.”  Parents can 
identify the racial identification of their children.  If 
they designate their child as other than African 
American, you may be able to conduct the 
assessment, and may be required (depending 
upon parent request) to do so, as the child is not 
by parent report African American. 
 
If the box is left blank by the parent, according to 
federal regulations the school clerk is authorized to 
fill it in. 
 



What do you if an African American student comes to 
your district with an IQ score in their File? 

 The CDE issued a directive (Campbell, 1987): 
“a qualified professional should identify appropriate 
data to be copied and purged of all IQ scores or 
references to information from IQ tests.” 
The term purged has been interpreted as redacted 
(eliminating the reference by black pen making what is 
underneath unreadable).  
 
See also, Student v. New Haven Unified Sch. Dist. 
(OAH 2007)  
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Now to the assessments themselves. 
What are we at the DCN using? 

 It is not just one thing, a new test, a new 
protocol, or survey. 

 It is a process. Much like what you are doing. 
A process that is as conscientiously, 
comprehensive as possible, culminating in the 
IEP team mapping out significant processing 
areas to determine if eligibility has been met 
or not. We call it The MATRIX. 



 

Per the Larry P Mandate, we can’t use 
standardized tests of intelligence, so we 
can’t use the discrepancy model 

The Matrix provides another method to 
determine SLD, a Processing Strengths 
and Weaknesses Model (PSW). 

The Matrix complements RtI and MTSS 
 

Using the Matrix to determine 
SLD eligibility  

Presenter
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 “Relying primarily upon an ability-achievement 
discrepancy as the means of identifying children 
with specific learning disabilities is at odds with 
scientific research and with best practices.” 

 “(a) use a variety of assessment tools and 
strategies to gather functional, developmental, 
academic information, (b) use of technically 
sound instruments, (c) nondiscriminatory 
assessment, (d) use of educationally relevant 
assessment tools and strategies” 

NASP Position Statement on SLD (2007) 



 
Learning rules to a novel or not so novel 
game 

Know and understand the rules? 
Apply the rules? 
Strategy? 

Type of game 
Interaction amongst peers? 
Visual memory? Spatial awareness?  
Visual discrimination? 
Selective attention? Sustained 
attention? 
How does student form conclusions 

Matrix 
Identify Strengths/Weaknesses under each domain; note emerging skill/important information in Comments 

Domains  Reasoning  Language/ 
Communication 

Social Cognition  Executive Function  Visual-Spatial  

Description  • Problem Solving  
• Abstract Thought  
• Deduction  
• Inferential Thinking  

• AAC 
• Abstract Language/ 

Reasoning 
• Artic/Phonological/ Oral 

Motor 
• Fluency/Prosody/Voice 

 

• Knowledge acquired, 
directly attributed to 
observations of others 
in social context 

• Cultural Competency 
• Learns Social Rules 

• Selective attention 
• Organization 
• Strategizing 
• Flexibility /Shifting 

Cognitive Sets 
• Multiple Perspectives 
• Self Monitoring 
• Working Memory 

• Pattern Completion 
• Spatial Awareness 
• Part to Whole Reasoning 
• Visual Memory 
• Visual Motor Integration 

   Strengths   
  

         
  
Weaknesses 

    Comments 



Reviewing School Records 
 Goal: 
 to obtain a global picture of the student’s 

educational history. 
 

 Find more “pieces of the  
puzzle”  



Interviews– 
 Collect background history impacting student’s 

learning and cognitive skills 
 Identify and/or clarify areas of concern and 

strengths 
 Develop and verify hypotheses of student’s 

cognitive profile 
 Identify interventions to assist student 



Tips for Culturally Competent 
Interviewing 

 If unfamiliar with the culture, seek help 
from the “cultural broker” 

Be flexible and responsive to the family’s 
interaction and interview style 

Speak naturally-do not attempt to conform 
to student’s or family’s speech style 

Remember that each individual and family 
is unique 



Observations  
Purpose 
 Application of skills in everyday life 
 How a student integrates skills 
 Find cognitive strengths, weaknesses, and styles 
 Identify environmental contributions to skills 
 Behavioral needs and supports 

Where to Look 
 Community – Field trips, vocational courses, 

supported work environments 
 School – Break time, cafeteria, group work, sports 

fields, independent work 



Is formal testing ever used 
as part of a MATRIX 
assessment? 
 

Yes.  But unlike the other procedural 
categories, formal testing is optional. 
 

Strategically selected tasks taken 
from formal tests that are not 
prohibited may yield data that can be 
used to help: 
 

• Extend or clarify our understanding 
of a student.  

• Confirm or reject hypotheses based 
on results of other procedures.  



Does James Just Hate IQ Tests? 
 

No, quite the contrary. 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
First, let me dispel any doubt.  I have a very, very healthy respect for IQ tests and measures of cognitive ability. I understand how their designs are based on empirical factor analytic research and the robust statistical constructs (latent variables) they represent.  In fact, I played a minor role in a widely used and respected test of cognitive ability.  I dare say my respect for them surpasses the majority of practicing school psychologists



But it can tell us so much.  What 
is wrong with using IQ tests? 
 For the same reason you don’t wear binoculars 

when you drive.  They make clear those things that 
are fuzzy and unclear in the distance by bring them 
into sharp focus.  The tradeoff is that it narrows your 
field of vision, and becomes a driving hazard. 

 
A little bit on Factor Analysis and test construction.  (I 
promise no math problems.) 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Describe factor analysis, test construction (kids getting ice cream) and CHC briefly.

How many of you have conducted an IQ test (even some processing tests), found nothing significant, and yet the resource teacher is telling you the child can’t read?  We’ve all been there.  It’s not the fault of the test(s).  It’s how they are designed.  They are so focused on specific  areas they are missing the forest for the tress.

Most likely the reason is they have to do with Executive Functioning, Attention, Emotional Regulation or a Language Processing disorder (neurological).  These are not normally distributed and therefore testing for them is often qualitative, but has great impact on assessment performance.  Other issues like school failure…sterotype threat…have profound effects.




Informal Assessment 
 In the context of the MATRIX, informal assessment 

includes a wide range of non-statistically normed, non-
standardized activities which provide opportunities for 
a student to demonstrate various strengths and 
challenges 

 
 The information derived from these activities 

complements data gathered through observations, 
interviews, work samples, and record reviews.  

 
 
 



Informal Assessment 
 Informal assessment may be used to gather 

general information about a student’s 
functioning or to try out hypotheses and clarify 
specific abilities.  

 
 Informal assessment data often replace some 

data previously gathered through formal testing 
 



Informal Assessment 
Can include elements from observations and 
interviews of the student as they include a wide 
variety of conversations and activities  
 
Activities may:  
 Be unstructured or highly structured 
 Occur indoors or outside 
 Include 2 or more people 

 



Norm are norms, whether 
they be national or… 
Local norms: 
Classroom 
Grade Level 
Group Level 



We incorporate familiar and preferred 
games as part of our assessment: 
 What age range/development level is the game 

designed for? 
 How long did it take them to learn the rules? 
 Can they explain the rules to me to a peer? 
 Do they just know the basics or are they able to 

employ strategy? 
 Compared to local norms how does s/he do in 

with respect to the domains? 



We incorporate unfamiliar, but high 
interest games as part of our assessment: 
 What age range/development level is the game 

designed for? 
 How long does it take them to learn the rules? 
 Can they learn in it? 
 Can they explain the rules to a peer? 
 Do they just know the basics or are they able to 

employ strategy? 
 Compared to local norms how does s/he do in with 

respect to the domains? 
 



Our Informal Assessment 
Process is highly influenced by: 
Dynamic Assessment 
Authentic Assessment 
The professional expertise of practitioners 

who are already asked to interpret data 
that is highly subjective such as surveys 
and interviews 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Is it such a stretch for to be able to interpret performance in the real world and how it applies in other situations?




Domains 
Reasoning – 
 Language Communication -  
Social Cognition - 
Executive Functioning - 
Visual/Spatial -  

 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Reasoning: Problem Solving, Abstract Thought, Deductive Thinking. Inductive/Inferential Thinking; Intuitive Thinking

Language Communication: AAC, Abstract Language/ Reasoning, Articulation/Phonological/ Oral Motor, Fluency/Prosody/Voice, Language Literacy, Language Processing, Semantic Abilities, Social Communication/Pragmatics, Syntax & Morphology, Verbal Formulation, Auditory Processing in general (including Gsm and Glr)

Social Cognition: Knowledge acquired, directly attributed to observations of others in context of social interaction/experience, Cultural Competency, Learns Social Rules


Executive Functioning: Selective Attention, Sustained Attention. Organization, Strategizing, Flexibility /Shifting Cognitive Sets, Multiple Perspectives, Self Monitoring, Working Memory

Visual/Spatial: Pattern Completion, Spatial Analysis, Part to Whole Reasoning, Visual Memory, Visual Motor Integration





 Grades 2 
 75% understand that what they have seen shouldn’t 

have happened and are curious about why 
 75% of those who understand, are willing to attempt 

to learn how to do it  
 and 25-50% of those can master it after four 

attempts 
 
 Grades 1 
 50% understand that what they have seen shouldn’t 

have happened and are curious about why 
 50% of those who understand, are willing to attempt 

to learn how to do it  
 and 10% of those can master it after four attempts 
 

 
 
 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Adults
10% can figure out how the trick is done without showing them
70% can learn this task after one demonstration
and 95% of can master it after two

High Schoolers
 5% can figure out how the trick is done without showing them. 
50% can learn this task after one demonstration
and 75% of can master it after two.

Middle Schoolers
 1% can figure out how the trick is done without showing them. 
25% can learn this task after one demonstration
50% of can master it after two 
and 75% of can master it after three

Grades 3-5
 0% can figure out how the trick is done without showing them. 
1% can learn this task after one demonstration
25% of can master it after two 
and 50% of can master it after three

Grades 2
75% understand that what they have seen shouldn’t have happened and are curious about why
75% of those who understand, are willing to attempt to learn how to do it 
and 25-50% of those can master it after four attempts

Grades 1
50% understand that what they have seen shouldn’t have happened and are curious about why
50% of those who understand, are willing to attempt to learn how to do it 
and 10% of those can master it after four attempts

Kindergarteners
25% understand that what they have seen shouldn’t have happened and are curious about why
50% of those who understand, are willing to attempt to learn how to do it 
1% of those are able to learn it after four attempts





What domains can you look for while 
doing and learning this magic trick? 



Time To Have Some Fun 

Come On Down: 
• Select a game 
• Break up into groups of 4-6 
• Start playing 

 



Informal Assessment - 
Games 

Keep in mind … 
1. What domain(s) does your game require? 

• Reasoning 
• Language 
• Executive Functioning 
• Visual-Spatial 
• Social Cognition 

2. Be prepared to share out 1-2 examples of how those 
domains apply to your game.  



OK…the games were fun, but how 
is this keeping in compliance with 
special education law? 

The MATRIX was designed to follow 
best practices and be easily 
implementable in accordance with the 
law. 



34 CFR§ 300.311 Specific documentation for 
the eligibility determination  
(a) For a child suspected of having a specific learning 
disability, the documentation of the determination of 
eligibility, as required in § 300.306(a) (2), must contain 
a statement of— 

(1) Whether the child has a specific learning 
disability; 
(2) The basis for making the determination, including 
an assurance that the determination has been made 
in accordance with § 300.306(c)(1); 
(3) The relevant behavior, if any, noted during the 
observation of the child and the relationship of that 
behavior to the child’s academic functioning; 
(4) The educationally relevant medical findings, if 
any; 
 



 
(5) Whether 

(i) The child does not achieve adequately for the 
child’s age or to meet State-approved grade-level 
standards consistent with § 300.309(a) (1); and 
 
(ii)  

(A)The child does not make sufficient progress 
to meet age or State approved grade-level 
standards consistent with §300.309(a)(2)(i); 
or 
(B) The child exhibits a pattern of strengths 
and weaknesses in performance, 
achievement, or both, relative to age, State-
approved grade level standards or intellectual 
development consistent with § 300.309(a) 
(2)(ii); 
 



(6) The determination of the group concerning the 
effects of a visual, hearing, or motor disability; 
mental retardation; emotional disturbance; 
cultural factors; environmental or economic 
disadvantage; or limited English proficiency on 
the child’s achievement level; and 



(7) If the child has participated in a process that 
assesses the child’s response to scientific, 
research-based intervention— 

(i) The instructional strategies used and the 
student-centered data collected; and  
(ii)The documentation that the child’s parents 
were notified about 

(A) The State’s policies regarding the amount 
and nature of student performance data that 
would be collected and the general education 
services that would be provided; 
(B) Strategies for increasing the child’s rate of 
learning 
(C) The parents' right to request an evaluation. 

 



(b) Each group member must certify in writing whether the 
report reflects the member’s conclusion. If it does not 
reflect the member’s conclusion, the group member must 
submit a separate statement presenting the member’s 
conclusions. (Authority: 20 U.S.C. 1221e–3; 1401(30); 
1414(b)(6))  



How the Matrix can be used  
to identify SLD? 



Putting the pieces together 
Share information: 
School Psychologists 
Speech and Language Pathologist 
Education Specialists 
Teacher 
Parents 

Discussion of each others findings/information 
 

Using the MATRIX 



 Plot data across each domain 
 Strengths = average or above average skills 

for the student’s peer group 
 Weakness = skills are noticeably below 

those of the student’s peer group 
 Comments = additional background 

information, low average skills, emerging 
skills, conflicting information. 
 

First steps in using the Matrix to 
determine eligibility 



Matrix 
Identify Strengths/Weaknesses under each domain; note emerging skill/important information in Comments 

Domains  Reasoning  Language/Communication Social Cognition  Executive Function  Visual-Spatial  

Description  • Problem Solving  
• Abstract Thought  
• Deduction  
• Inferential Thinking  

• AAC 
• Abstract Language/ Reasoning 
• Artic/Phonological/ Oral Motor 
• Fluency/Prosody/Voice 
 

• Knowledge acquired, directly 
attributed to  obsvtn of others in 
context of social interaction/ 
experience 

• Cultural Competency 
• Learns Social Rules   

• Selective Attention  
• Organization  
• Strategizing  
• Flexibility/Shifting Cognitive Sets  
• Multiple Perspectives  
• Self-Monitoring  
• Working Memory  

• Pattern Completion 
• Spatial Analysis 
• Part to Whole Reasoning 
• Visual Memory  
• Visual Motor Integration 

   Strengths -use of nonverbal problem 
solving skills (use of 
manipulatives to solve math 
problems) 
-average performance on 
NEPSY Animal Sorting 

-references peers to 
determine what to do 
-works collaboratively 
with peers 
-encourages and 
compliments others 
-demonstrates cultural 
competency across 
different environments 
 

-work is accurate, self 
monitors 
-materials well organized 
-plans before reproducing 
design responses 
-attentive/focused on 
nonverbal tasks 
-transitions well between 
activities and to changes in 
routines 

-penmanship 
-drawing with details and 
3-D perspective 
-accurately copying info 
-visual memory; - 
accurately reproduced > 
90% of details of Rey 
Complex Figure; 
accurately reproduction 
after time delay 
-Lego construction 
-assembles IKEA 
furniture at home 

Weaknesses -generalizing/applying skills -decoding, blending sounds, 
struggling much more so than 
classroom peers  
-following verbal directions 
-word finding  
-verbal formulation 

-performance on working 
memory subtests 
difficulty remembering more 
than 2 step directions 

 
  
  
  
  
  

  Comments   
  
  
  
  
  
  

-identified with language 
impairment at age 5 
-history of difficulty learning 
letter sounds  
-slow progress in reading 

   
  
  



The Matrix can be used to identify: 
Skill strengths and weaknesses 

How these skills relate  to processing areas and 
academic achievement 



Matrix will show us: 
• Strengths (average or above average abilities) in 

at least two or more domain areas  
• How processing strengths and weaknesses 

relate to academic achievement 
• If there is/are significant weakness(es) that 

warrant(s) an SLD. 

Specific Learning Disability  





Education Code 3030, section (h) 
definition: significantly below average 
general intellectual functioning 
existing concurrently with deficits in 
adaptive behavior and manifested 
during the developmental period, which 
adversely affect a pupil's educational 
performance. 
 

 
  
 

   
 
 
 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
If you want to know more about ID and any changes due to DSM-5, I have a training on that.



 Plot functioning across each domain 
 Domains = we would expect weaknesses 

across all or most domains 
 May find relative strengths in imitation, rote 

memory 
 

How the Matrix can be used  
to identify ID 



Matrix 
Identify Strengths/Weaknesses under each domain; note emerging skill/important information in Comments 

Domains  Reasoning  Language/ 
Communication 

Social Cognition  Executive Function  Visual-Spatial  

Description  • Problem Solving  
• Abstract Thought  
• Deduction  
• Inferential Thinking  

• AAC 
• Abstract Language/ Reasoning 
• Artic/Phonological/ Oral Motor 
• Fluency/Prosody/Voice 

 

• Knowledge acquired, 
directly attributed to 
observations of others in 
social context 

• Cultural Competency 
• Learns Social Rules 

• Selective attention 
• Organization 
• Strategizing 
• Flexibility /Shifting Cognitive 

Sets 
• Multiple Perspectives 
• Self Monitoring 
• Working Memory 

• Pattern Completion 
• Spatial Awareness 
• Part to Whole Reasoning 
• Visual Memory 
• Visual Motor Integration 

   Strengths -Eye contact, 
gesturing 
-smiles at others 
- recognizes others’ 
emotions 

  
  

Weakness -applying learned skills  
-limited problem solving 
-difficulty following new 
routines 
-requires assistance and 
practice to complete 
ABAB patterns 
 

-following simple 
directions; 1 step only 
-unintelligible speech 
-receptive & expressive 
language around 2-3 
year old level 
-uses 1-2 word phrases 

-Relies on 
scaffolding for 
simple pretend play 
- simple turn taking 
with prompts 

-relies on individual 
adult support to stay 
on task 
-impulsive in answers; 
did not look at all 
choices 
-short attention span 
-relies on scaffolding 
to complete most 
tasks 

- Slow learning of 
letters 
-delayed fine motor 
-difficulty forming 
letters 
-copies simple lines 
and circle 
approximations 
-not yet drawing simple 
people/stick figures 
-completes inset 
puzzles 

  Comments -Slow academic 
progress 
-Follows simple routines 
  
 
  

All milestones delayed 
-has learned basic 
concepts with repetition 
and intense 
interventions 

-mostly approaches 
adults and not peers 
-beginning to 
socialize with peers 
that take a motherly 
role 
 

  
  
  
  
  
  



Once Matrix is complete, the team can 
compare Adaptive Behavior measures. 
 
If Adaptive Behavior measures are impacted 
as well the ID is the appropriate special 
education disability category. 



OK Lets Look at some reports 

How we at the DCN report our findings… 



 
I hope I was able to meet the 
objectives and you are leaving this 
workshop with: 



 
 An understanding of the elements of a 

comprehensive special education evaluation for 
African American students in light of Larry P and 
understand why it is still with us today 

 A good introduction to the MATRIX process, a best 
practices model developed by the DCN 

 Feeling comfortable about Informal Assessments as 
a vital tool to fill out a comprehensive assessment for 
determining eligibility  



 
 Opportunity to actively engage with peers utilizing 

informal assessment techniques, to sharing your 
professional judgment, on what cognitive skills can be 
observed in everyday activities, especially in play 

 
 An understanding of how informal assessments can 

reveal information that standardized assessments just 
cannot answer  



 
 An Understanding of how to use data on cognitive 

strengths and weaknesses to make a determination of 
eligibility and how this would fit into report 

 
 A renewed confidence in your own expertise in the field  



Q & A 
 



Thank You 

Further questions please feel free to 
contact me at 

  jhiramoto@dcn-cde.ca.gov 
 

Contact us through 
 www.askaspecialist.org 
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