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Abstract 

This capstone explores the  misplacement and misidentification of bilingual and English 

Language Learners in special education services. This paper focuses on studying the layers of 

language acquisition and how it can potentially look similar to various learning disabilities, 

wrongfully administered assessments along with cultural ignorance. It also uses previous case 

studies and instances in which scholars of ELL backgrounds have been inaccurately placed in 

special education. Additionally, it takes a deep dive into how assessments appear to be biased in 

that they are created centering English speakers and can possibly aid in the misplacement of 

scholars struggling with language learning vs. learning disabilities. Lastly, it explores how 

educators, classroom teachers specifically adjusting or not adjusting their practices are a barrier 

as well. This paper provides a literature review, case study, and identification of interventions. 

         Keywords: Special education, English Language Learners (ELL), evaluation, equitable, 

cultural responsiveness, learning disabilities, language acquisition 
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Introduction 

The growing differences of language backgrounds that are utilized  in classrooms has 

placed increased importance on understanding how English Language Learners (ELLs) are 

identified and supported within special education systems. While certain mandates make access 

to education equitable , concerns remain present on the misdiagnosis and misplacement of ELL 

students into special education programs. In language development and learning assessment, 

many English Language Learners are at risk of being inappropriately labeled with learning 

disabilities due to bias, language barriers, and screwed evaluation practices. 

Research highlights the different layers  of this issue. Mancilla-Martinez et al., (2004) 

show that special education representation varies significantly by language status, with both 

underrepresentation and over-representation evidence in  disability categories. Their state-level 

analysis in Tennessee highlights the importance of creating a pipeline to differentiate between 

native speakers, proficient bilinguals, and current English learners to effectively interpret 

placement data. In the article by Sanatullova-Allison and Robinson-Young (2016), they provide 

a comprehensive examination of the system issues surrounding English Language Learners 

identification, emphasizing the inconsistencies and possible gaps that can lead to 

misclassification rather than meaningful intervention. Also, Liu and Bradley (2021) shed light 

on assessment problems within standardized tests can be a disadvantage ultimately adding to 

inequitable  academic profiles wrong special education referrals. 

This capstone will explore the  causes and effects of misdiagnosing English Language 

Learners with learning disabilities, advocating for better assessment protocols, training, and 

policy reform to ensure that linguistic difference is not mistaken for cognitive deficit. 
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Literature Review 

History of IDEA 

The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) has its origins in 1975, when 

Congress passed the Education for All Handicapped Children Act (EAHCA), a landmark federal 

law that shifted the educational landscape for students with disabilities (TEA, n.d.). Prior to this 

legislative milestone, millions of children with disabilities were systematically denied access to 

public education or placed in highly segregated, low-expectation environments where 

meaningful instruction was inconsistent or entirely absent. The passage of EAHCA, and its later 

evolution into IDEA, required public schools to provide free, appropriate educational 

opportunities in settings where students could learn, engage, and be included alongside their 

peers. This law introduced essential safeguards, including individualized learning plans, 

procedural protections for families, and clearly defined rights to inclusive education. Over time, 

IDEA has been amended to reflect modern understandings of equity, assessment, academic rigor, 

and the importance of data-driven, evidence-based decision-making. 

Present Levels of Academic Achievement 

The Present Levels of Academic Achievement and Functional Performance also known 

as the (PLAAFP) statement serves as the structure of a student’s Individualized Education 

Program (IEP). According to the Texas Education Agency, the PLAAFP is the framework for a 

student’s current academic skills, functional abilities, strengths, and areas of need while also 

describing how the disability impacts the student’s progress in the general education curriculum 

(Texas Education Agency, n.d.). This section is not simply descriptive, it establishes the 

framework from which every other component of the students Individualized Education Plan is 
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built. It ensures the team has a shared and accurate understanding of the student’s present 

performance.TEA guidance further clarifies that a solid PLAAFP must be grounded in 

comprehensive, high-quality data. This is inclusive of classroom performance, formal and 

informal assessments, observations, parent input, and functional information relevant to the 

student’s daily school experience (Texas Education Agency, n.d.). By embedding together these 

data sources, the PLAAFP becomes a clear and actionable summary that directly informs 

measurable annual goals, specially designed instruction (SDI), accommodations, and supports. 

When a PLAAF is  written effectively, it helps prevent common IEPs by anchoring all decisions 

to the unique needs of the individual learner, thus it is known as an Individual Education Plan 

(IEP).  

Scholarly research reinforces this critical role. Harmon, Street, Bateman, and Yell 

(2020) explain that the PLAAFP is one of the most important elements of an IEP because it 

integrates academic, behavioral, developmental, and functional information into a cohesive 

learning profile that guides instruction. They stress that inadequately written PLAAFP 

statements lead to vague or misaligned goals, ultimately impede a student progress (Harmon et 

al., 2020). Their work highlights that a high-quality PLAAFP not only meets legal expectations 

but strengthens the instructional planning process, ensuring that students with disabilities receive 

effective, individualized, and evidence-based support. 

Patterns of Strengths and Weaknesses 

The Patterns of Strengths and Weaknesses (PSW)  is an approach that is  used in 

identifying Specific Learning Disabilities (SLD) and  focuses on examining the relationship 

among a student’s cognitive strengths, cognitive weaknesses, and specific academic shortages. 
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Rather than relying solely on traditional achievement discrepancy methods, PSW seeks to 

understand whether a student’s mental assessment is consistent with what research suggests 

about how learning disabilities manifest. Flanagan, Ortiz, and Alfonso (2013) emphasize that the 

PSW model is intended to create a comprehensive picture of a learner by integrating multiple 

data points, cognitive processes, neuropsychological reasoning, and academic achievement. 

Consequently allowing teams to pinpoint the processing gaps that are most closely linked to the 

student’s academic struggles. This PSW model emphasizes that a true specific learning disability  

should reflect not just low achievement, but a meaningful pattern showing why a student is 

experiencing specific difficulties. 

Miciak et al. (2015) conducted an influential study evaluating whether students who met 

PSW criteria demonstrated different responses to intensive reading intervention compared to 

peers who did not fit PSW profiles. Their findings showed that PSW classifications did not 

predict differential intervention outcomes, meaning that students identified as having a PSW, 

consistent learning disability did not respond differently to instruction than those classified as 

non-PSW (Miciak et al., 2015). This raised important questions about whether cognitive 

processing patterns, as identified through PSW models, provide actionable predictive 

information for educators seeking to match instruction to a student’s cognitive profile. In other 

words, while PSW may offer a descriptive picture of learner characteristics, it may not 

effectively guide which interventions will produce the strongest academic gains. 

These findings highlight a larger debate within special education assessment research. 

While Flanagan et al. (2013) argue that PSW provides a theoretically grounded framework for 

identifying SLD by connecting academic weaknesses to cognitive processing deficits, Miciak et 
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al.’s (2015) empirical evidence suggests that such patterns do not necessarily translate into 

meaningful differences in treatment response. This discrepancy underscores the need for 

practitioners to balance cognitive assessment information with robust progress-monitoring and 

empirically supported instructional practices. For school teams, the message is clear: PSW may 

offer valuable descriptive data, but instructional decisions must be guided by how students 

actually respond to evidence-based interventions rather than by cognitive profiles alone. This 

reinforces the importance of data-driven decision-making in designing special education services 

that are responsive, targeted, and grounded in observable student performance. 

Measurable Goals 

Measurable IEP goals serve as the roadmap for a student’s individualized instruction, 

clearly articulating what the learner is expected to achieve and how progress will be monitored. 

Diehm (2017) emphasizes that writing meaningful goals begins with “unpacking” academic 

standards and breaking broad expectations into specific, observable skills that align with the 

student’s needs. By analyzing the concrete skills embedded in standards, teachers can design 

goals that are directly tied to grade-level expectations while remaining individualized to the 

student’s present performance. Diehm notes that measurable goals should explicitly identify the 

target behavior, the conditions under which the behavior will occur, and the criteria for mastery, 

ensuring that each goal is not only aligned to standards but also precise enough to guide 

instruction and document progress effectively. 

In addition to unpacking standards, scholars argue that measurable goals must be 

grounded in high-quality assessment data. Bateman and Cline (2016) explain that well-written 

IEP goals emerge from a clear understanding of the student’s strengths and specific deficits 
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identified in the PLAAFP statement. They stress that a measurable goal should never be vague or 

overly generalized; rather, it must describe exactly what the student will do and how the team 

will know the goal has been met. This requires using quantifiable criteria; such as accuracy rates, 

frequency counts, or performance timelines, paired with consistent progress-monitoring tools. 

Their research highlights that measurable goals not only ensure legal compliance but also 

enhance instructional effectiveness by creating direct, observable links between a student’s 

assessed needs, planned instruction, and future outcomes. 

Together, these perspectives emphasize that measurable IEP goals are both instructional 

anchors and accountability tools. Diehm (2017) underscores how grounding goals in unpacked 

standards ensures alignment to curriculum expectations, while Bateman and Cline (2016) 

highlight the necessity of precision, clarity, and data-based decision-making. When educators 

integrate these principles, they create goals that are actionable, transparent, and responsive to 

student needs. As a result, teachers are better equipped to deliver targeted instruction, families 

gain clearer insight into their child’s progress, and students receive interventions that support 

meaningful academic and functional growth. 

Specially Designed Instruction 

Specially Designed Instruction (SDI) refers to the individualized adjustments educators 

make to content, methodology, or instructional delivery to meet the unique needs of students 

with disabilities. Rodgers (2021) explains that SDI is not a single strategy but an organized , 

structured , evidence-informed process that ensures students can access the curriculum and 

progress toward their IEP goals. Rodgers' systematic review found that SDI is often 

misunderstood or /and inconsistently implemented because educators may not have a clear 
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understanding about its essential components. Rodgers emphasizes that SDI must be 

intentionally planned, directly connected to identified student needs, and centered in ongoing 

assessment data. Importantly, SDI differs from accommodations by altering instruction itself, not 

simply the way students access or demonstrate learning, but by providing targeted, tailored 

instruction that bridges gaps created by a disability (Rodgers, 2021). 

Browder et al. (2014) further contribute to the definition of SDI by highlighting the 

importance of explicit, systematic, and scaffolded instructional approaches for students with 

significant learning needs. The work demonstrates that effective SDI requires teachers to break 

complex skills into smaller, digestible, teachable steps while providing repeated opportunities for 

practice, feedback, and reinforcement. They argue that SDI becomes truly powerful when it 

incorporates evidence-based practices matched to the learner’s identified strengths and 

weaknesses. In this sense, SDI is not merely modifying instruction, it is an intentional 

remodeling  of the learning experience that ensures students can succeed where typical 

instruction may not be sufficient. Browder et al. (2014) also stress that SDI must be implemented 

consistently and progress monitored regularly so instructional adjustments can be made in 

response to student growth. 

Together, Rodgers (2021) and Browder et al. (2014) illustrate that Specially Designed 

Instruction is the instructional engine of the IEP—driving meaningful, individualized learning by 

connecting assessment data, targeted instructional methods, and progress monitoring. When SDI 

is implemented with fidelity, teachers move beyond one-size-fits-all approaches and instead 

construct instruction that directly addresses disability-related needs. This ensures that students 

receive high-quality, personalized support designed to accelerate growth rather than simply 
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accommodate challenges. Ultimately, SDI empowers students with disabilities to access grade-

level content, develop essential academic and functional skills, and make measurable progress 

toward their IEP goals. 

High Leverage Practices 

High-Leverage Practices (HLPs) in special education are  sets of research-based 

instructional strategies that have been identified as essential for improving outcomes for students 

with disabilities. According to McLeskey et al. (2017), HLPs  include practices such as 

explicitly teaching academic content, using evidence-based interventions, providing 

individualized supports, and systematically monitoring student progress. These practices are 

considered “high-leverage” because they have a strong impact on student learning and can be 

applied across grade levels, content areas, and disability types. HLPs emphasize intentionality 

and consistency, helping educators focus their instruction on the strategies that are most likely to 

improve student outcomes. 

Integration with Response to Intervention (RTI) enhances the effectiveness of HLPs by 

providing a structured framework for instruction and progress monitoring. Fletcher and Vaughn 

(2009) highlight that RTI uses a multi-tiered system to identify and support students who are 

struggling academically, with instruction intensity increasing at each tier. When HLPs are 

implemented within an RTI framework, teachers can systematically deliver evidence-based 

interventions, monitor student responses, and make data-driven decisions to adjust instruction. 

This alignment ensures that students receive both high-quality core instruction and targeted 

interventions based on their individual needs. 
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HLPs also emphasize collaboration, differentiated instruction, and a focus on both 

academic and functional skills. McLeskey et al. (2017) note that these practices require teachers 

to work with other educators, specialists, and families to design instruction that addresses 

students’ diverse needs. Fletcher and Vaughn (2009) further suggest that the systematic 

monitoring and individualized adjustments inherent in RTI complement HLPs by providing 

continuous feedback on student progress, ensuring that instruction is responsive and tailored. 

Together, HLPs and RTI provide a coherent framework for special education that promotes 

evidence-based, individualized, and high-impact instruction for all students, including those with 

complex learning needs. 

Progress Monitoring 

Progress monitoring is a systematic process for regularly assessing student performance 

and evaluating the effectiveness of instruction or intervention in special education. Vaughn 

(2015) argues that for many students with disabilities, typical instruction—even in inclusive 

settings, fails to produce meaningful academic or behavioral progress; thus, frequent assessment 

and intervention adjustment are essential to improve outcomes. In Vaughn’s view, progress 

monitoring becomes the mechanism through which educators can determine whether 

interventions are working, when they need to be intensified, or when they should be redesigned 

entirely; without it, providing access alone does not guarantee that students will benefit 

academically or behaviorally. 

In addition to Vaughn’s insights, empirical research confirms that progress monitoring, 

when implemented properly, supports data-based decision making in special education. For 

instance, Schatschneider et al. (2016) found that using repeated measures, such as 
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curriculum-based reading assessments, helps predict which students will respond well to 

interventions and which will continue to struggle, enabling educators to adjust instruction 

proactively. Progress monitoring therefore serves not merely as documentation, but as a dynamic 

tool: it helps personalize instruction, supports early detection of persistent learning difficulties, 

and guides decisions about intensifying or changing intervention strategies. 

          The history leading up to IDEA lifts the importance of these individualized practices. 

Court decisions such as Pennsylvania Association for Retarded Children (PARC) v. Pennsylvania 

(1971) and Mills v. Board of Education (1972) established that students with disabilities had 

constitutional rights to public education. These court case rulings affirmed that exclusion, 

segregation, and unequal instruction violated equal protection guarantees, creating the legal and 

moral foundation for EAHCA and eventually leading to  IDEA. As IDEA developed through 

further renewals, it expanded expectations around inclusion, data-based decision-making, and the 

use of research-supported interventions to ensure that students not only receive access to 

education but benefit meaningfully from instruction.  

Vaughn (2015) emphasizes that while IDEA provides this access, it is only the starting 

point for ensuring student success. It is not enough standing alone. Many students, particularly 

those for whom typical instruction is not effective, require individualized and intensive 

interventions to make measurable gains. Vaughn’s research highlights the critical role of progress 

monitoring (PM), a cyclical process in which educators consistently  assess a student’s 

performance using brief, reliable measures. This is known as progress monitoring (PM). These 

data results allow teachers to adjust instruction in real time by modifying the rigor, frequency, 

duration, or type of support provided. This approach reflects the principle that instruction must 
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develop in response to student needs, ensuring that the PLAAFP becomes not just a freeze frame 

or momentary piece of information,  but a living guide for instructional decision-making 

(Vaughn, 2015). Regular progress monitoring also helps educators identify emerging patterns of 

strengths and weaknesses (PSW), which is necessary for understanding the unique academic and 

behavioral profiles of individual students rather than relying on broad assumptions associated 

with disability categories. 

            This commitment to individualized, responsive instruction aligns with the High-Leverage 

Practices (HLPs) identified in special education. HLPs, such as explicit instruction, scaffolding, 

modeling, frequent checks for understanding, structured practice opportunities, and systematic 

collaboration with families provide concrete instructional moves that support students with 

disabilities in progressing toward IEP goals. These practices strengthen SDI by ensuring it is 

intentional, consistent, research-aligned, and accessible to diverse learners (TEA, n.d.). When 

paired with progress monitoring, HLPs form a powerful framework for elevating student 

achievement and ensuring that students receive the right support at the right moment. 

This framework becomes especially significant when considering the experiences of 

English Language Learners (ELLs). ELL students, whose primary language is not English, bring 

rich cultural and linguistic assets into the classroom but also require instruction and assessment 

that acknowledge their developing language skills. Vaughn (2015) notes that ELLs are uniquely 

vulnerable to misidentification—either underrepresentation in special education because 

language differences are mistaken for academic gaps, or overrepresentation if language 

acquisition challenges are misinterpreted as disabilities. Accurate PLAAFP statements, culturally 

responsive SDI, and rigorous progress monitoring help differentiate between language-related 
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challenges and disability-related needs. For ELLs, this means ensuring that assessments consider 

language proficiency, that interventions incorporate linguistic supports, and that instruction 

honors students’ cultural backgrounds and home languages. Culturally responsive evaluation 

also reduces the risk of inappropriate labeling and supports equitable access to high-quality 

education. 

By integrating the historical foundation of IDEA with contemporary practices such as 

PLAAFP development, data-based decision making, progress monitoring, high-leverage 

instructional practices, and culturally responsive support for diverse learners, educators are 

equipped to make informed, equitable, and deeply individualized decisions. This holistic 

understanding strengthens the ability of teachers and school leaders to design instruction, 

interventions, and learning environments where all students—especially students with disabilities 

and English Language Learners can thrive academically, socially, and emotionally (Vaughn, 

2015; TEA, n.d.). 

Bilingual Scholars in Special Education 

Bilingual or English‑language learner (ELL) students face unique challenges when 

schools attempt to identify learning disabilities or other special needs. Emerging bilinguals are 

still acquiring English proficiency, which can affect their performance on 

assessments—especially standardized, English-only tests making it difficult to distinguish 

between a true learning disability and normal second-language development (Artiles & Ortiz, 

2002). Research shows that using traditional IQ‑achievement discrepancy or low-achievement 

models without adjusting for language acquisition may lead to overidentification of ELLs as 

having learning disabilities (Klingner et al., 2006). 
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Given these risks, identification and service decisions for bilingual students must rely on 

culturally and linguistically responsive assessment practices rather than one-size-fits-all methods. 

Studies recommend using a combination of native-language data, performance across contexts, 

and careful interpretation of assessment results (Articles & Ortiz, 2002). Additionally, instruction 

for bilingual students with disabilities should incorporate culturally relevant pedagogy, 

acknowledging language background, home culture, and the additive value of bilingualism, 

rather than treating language difference as a deficit (Klingner et al., 2006).When special 

education supports are needed for bilingual learners, the field benefits from integrating both 

individualized, data-driven decision making and culturally responsive practices. Rather than 

relying solely on English-based assessments or deficit-based frameworks, schools should gather 

data from multiple sources such as native language performance, classroom observations, and 

dynamic assessments and interpret them with an understanding of second-language development, 

cultural context, and social-linguistic background. This combined approach helps reduce 

misdiagnosis, ensures that supports truly match student needs, and promotes equitable 

educational opportunity for bilingual learners (Artiles & Ortiz, 2002; Klingner et al., 2006 

Case Study 

During my 10-week, I focused on a fifth-grade student who qualifies for special 

education services under the category of a Learning Disability. For the purpose of maintaining 

student confidentiality, this student will be referred to as Glinda. Glinda presents with multiple 

academic and functional needs that significantly impact her ability to access grade-level 

curriculum independently. The primary areas of concern observed during this timespan include 

reading (with a subarea in phonics), mathematics, social-emotional regulation, and 
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communication skills. This case study highlights Glinda’s present levels of performance, 

measurable instructional goals, and the supplementary aids and services necessary to support her 

continued growth and access to learning. 

Demographics 

Glinda is a fifth-grade student whose primary language is English; no additional 

languages have been noted. She receives special education services due to identified learning 

disabilities that affect her academic performance and self-regulation skills. Throughout the 

period, Glinda demonstrated a strong desire to succeed academically but experienced frustration 

when her current skill level did not align with grade-level expectations. This frustration often 

influenced her engagement and behavior within the classroom setting. 

Present Levels of Academic Achievement and Functional Performance (PLAAFP) 

In the area of reading, Glinda demonstrates the ability to independently decode and read 

text; however, diagnostic assessments indicate significant gaps in her phonetic foundations that 

limit her overall reading fluency and independence. According to the UFLI Foundations 

Intervention Placement Test, Glinda consistently placed in Set 1 during both the fall and winter 

administrations, which focuses on short vowel patterns. Despite this placement, Glinda displays 

higher-level reading-related skills, including the ability to read vowel teams, decode 

multisyllabic words, apply prefixes and suffixes, and use context clues to support 

comprehensionAssessment data further indicates that when text is read aloud to her, Glinda 

demonstrates strong comprehension skills across multiple domains. Based on i-Ready diagnostic 

data, she comprehends informational texts at approximately a second-grade level, vocabulary at a 
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third-grade level, and literary text at a fourth-grade level. However, when required to read 

independently at the fifth-grade level, Glinda becomes easily frustrated, which negatively 

impacts her confidence and persistence. These foundational phonics gaps create a barrier that 

prevents her from fully accessing grade-level reading, writing, and spelling tasks. 

In mathematics, Glinda exhibits learning gaps across several subareas, including algebra 

and algebraic thinking, measurement and data, numbers and operations, and geometry. During 

the winter administration of the Basic Math 1 assessment, she scored 64% accuracy. This 

assessment was not read aloud to her, though she was permitted to use a calculator for basic 

computation. i-Ready data indicates that Glinda is currently performing at a first-grade level in 

mathematics. Additionally, during the district ANET assessment, when the text was read aloud, 

Glinda performed at grade level; however, without read-aloud support, she scored 0% 

accuracy.These results demonstrate a significant adverse impact on her ability to independently 

access grade-level mathematical content without appropriate support. 

Functionally, Glinda has also experienced challenges in self-regulation and 

social-emotional functioning. I observed moments in which she became withdrawn during 

instruction and displayed limited active engagement. Periods of heightened dysregulation 

occasionally resulted in confrontational or disrespectful behavior toward peers and adults. While 

Glinda has made meaningful progress in identifying emotional triggers, increasing 

self-awareness, and applying coping strategies, continued social work support remains essential. 

Without consistent support, there is a high likelihood of regression that would further limit her 

access to the learning environment. 
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Lastly, Glinda presents with ongoing needs in the area of communication, specifically 

expressive and receptive language. Although she has shown improvement over the past three 

months, deficits in her ability to receive, process, and express information persist. These 

communication challenges impact her written work and her ability to clearly articulate thoughts 

and ideas during classroom discussions, further affecting her academic performance. 

Measurable Goals 

Based on Glinda’s present levels of performance, measurable annual goals are necessary 

to support her academic and functional growth. In reading, a phonics-based goal will focus on 

strengthening foundational skills, including vowel patterns and phoneme–grapheme 

correspondence, to increase Glinda’s reading fluency and independence. This goal will 

incorporate structured, explicit phonics instruction to bridge the gap between her current 

decoding abilities and fifth-grade reading expectations. In mathematics, a measurable goal will 

target Glinda’s understanding of foundational concepts within algebraic thinking, number 

operations, and geometry. The goal will emphasize problem-solving strategies and conceptual 

understanding while gradually increasing independence with grade-level tasks. 

Additionally, a functional goal addressing self-regulation will support Glinda’s ability to 

remain engaged during instruction, utilize coping strategies appropriately, and interact 

respectfully with peers and adults. A communication-focused goal will address expressive and 

receptive language skills to improve her ability to comprehend directions, organize thoughts, and 

express ideas clearly in both oral and written formats. 

Supplementary Aids and Services 
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To ensure Glinda can access the general education curriculum, several supplementary 

aids and services are necessary. Academic supports include explicit, systematic phonics 

instruction, small-group interventions, and access to read-aloud accommodations for complex 

texts. In mathematics, supports such as visual models, guided practice, chunked instruction, and 

calculator use for basic computation are essential to reduce cognitive load and promote 

understanding. 

Social-emotional supports, including continued access to school social work services, are 

critical to maintaining Glinda’s progress in self-regulation and emotional awareness. 

Classroom-based supports such as check-ins, structured routines, and clear behavioral 

expectations further support her engagement. Speech and language services addressing 

expressive and receptive communication skills are also necessary to strengthen her ability to 

follow directions, participate in discussions, and complete written tasks effectively. 

Glinda is a capable and motivated learner whose academic and functional challenges 

significantly impact her ability to independently access grade-level instruction. Through targeted 

phonics-based reading intervention, foundational math support, consistent social-emotional 

services, and communication-focused strategies, Glinda can continue to make meaningful 

progress toward independence and academic success. This case study highlights the importance 

of individualized support and specialized instruction in addressing learning gaps while honoring 

student strengths. With continued intervention and appropriate supplementary aids and services, 

Glinda is well-positioned to build confidence and achieve sustained growth across academic and 

functional domains. 

Intervention Lesson 
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Introduction to the Lesson 

This intervention lesson was designed to address Glinda’s primary area of academic need 

in reading, specifically within phonetic foundations that impact her ability to independently 

access fifth-grade text. While Glinda demonstrates strengths in comprehension when text is read 

aloud, her gaps in foundational phonics create frustration and limit her reading fluency and 

confidence. This lesson utilizes specially designed instruction grounded in the High-Leverage 

Practice (HLP) of explicit instruction to strengthen phonics skills while supporting her emotional 

regulation and engagement. The lesson is structured using the I do, We do, You do model and is 

intended for small-group or one-on-one instruction. 

Instruction Using I Do, We Do, You Do 

 The focus of this lesson is decoding vowel teams within multisyllabic words to increase 

reading fluency and independence. 

I Do (Teacher Modeling) 

I begin the lesson by clearly stating the objective in student-friendly language: "Today, 

we are going to practice reading words with vowel teams so you can read longer words more 

confidently on your own." I explicitly model how to identify vowel teams within multisyllabic 

words by thinking aloud as I decode. For example, I underline the vowel team, segment the word 

into syllables, and demonstrate how to blend the sounds smoothly. During this phase, Glinda 

observes while I model the skill multiple times using different examples. This step is critical 

because it removes ambiguity and shows her exactly what successful decoding looks and sounds 

like. 
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We Do (Guided Practice) 

Next, Glinda and I practice together. I present words that contain familiar vowel teams 

and guide her through the decoding process using prompting and questioning, such as “What 

vowel team do you see?” or “Let’s blend this syllable together.” During this stage, I gradually 

release responsibility while still providing immediate corrective feedback. If Glinda makes an 

error, I respond with supportive, specific feedback and re-model the skill as needed. This 

collaborative practice allows her to build confidence while still feeling supported. 

You Do -Independent Practice 

In the final phase, Glinda practices decoding independently using a short list of words 

and a brief controlled text that includes the targeted vowel teams. I observe and collect data 

while allowing her to apply the skill on her own. During this time, I reinforce effort and strategy 

use rather than speed or perfection. If Glinda becomes frustrated, I prompt her to use coping 

strategies previously taught, such as pausing, rereading, or chunking the word. 

Implementing Explicit Instruction With Scaffolded Supports 

To ensure Glinda’s understanding, scaffolded supports are embedded throughout the 

lesson. These supports include visual cues that consist of highlighted vowel teams, structured 

word lists that progress from simple to more complex, and verbal prompts that guide her thinking 

without giving answers. Additionally, I intentionally pace the lesson and limit the number of new 

skills introduced at one time to reduce cognitive overload. As Glinda demonstrates increased 

accuracy and confidence, support is gradually faded to promote independence. These scaffolds 
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are essential not only for academic access but also for reducing frustration and supporting 

emotional regulation during challenging tasks. 

Progress Monitoring: Process and Importance 

Progress monitoring is an essential component of this intervention lesson. I collect data 

during the You Do phase by tracking accuracy, error patterns, and level of independence when 

decoding targeted words. This data is reviewed regularly to determine whether Glinda is making 

positive  progress toward her reading goals. Progress monitoring allows me to adjust instruction 

in real time either by reteaching skills, increasing practice opportunities, or modifying scaffolds. 

For Glinda, consistent progress monitoring is particularly important because it ensures that 

instruction is responsive to her needs and prevents prolonged frustration that could negatively 

impact her engagement and self-confidence. 

This explicit instruction lesson demonstrates how specially designed instruction can be 

used to address Glinda’s foundational reading needs while honoring her strengths and supporting 

her social-emotional growth. By using the I do, We do, You do framework, scaffolded supports, 

and ongoing progress monitoring, this intervention promotes skill development, independence, 

and access to grade-level content. Explicit instruction not only strengthens Glinda’s phonetic 

foundations but also empowers her as a learner by providing clarity, structure, and 

opportunities.for success 

Conclusion 

The capstone experience reinforced the importance of providing educators with 

opportunities to fully engage in the realities of special education through authentic practice. 
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Through case study analysis, intervention design, and implementation, several critical 

understandings emerge that define effective special education practice. These understandings 

emphasize that special education is not centered on compliance or isolated interventions, but on 

intentional planning, ongoing reflection, and advocacy grounded in the individualized needs of 

students. One essential understanding for all special educators is that the Individualized 

Education Program (IEP) must be treated as a living instructional tool rather than a static legal 

document or a task of compliance. While knowledge of IEP structure and legal requirements is 

necessary, effective practice requires using the IEP as a daily guide for instruction and support. 

When goals are clearly aligned with present levels of performance and instructional needs, 

planning becomes more purposeful and student progress becomes more visible and measurable. 

Another critical area of knowledge is the importance of precision and clarity in IEP goal 

writing. Goals that are measurable, specific, and directly connected to instructional strategies 

allow for meaningful progress monitoring and timely instructional adjustments. In addition, 

special educators must understand their role as advocates. Ensuring that accommodations and 

services are implemented with fidelity requires ongoing collaboration and communication with 

general education teachers and related service providers. Advocacy is not optional in special 

education; it is a core professional responsibility that directly impacts student outcomes and 

contributes to a culture of shared accountability. 

High-Leverage Practices are also essential for effective special education instruction 

when implemented with consistency and fidelity. These practices shape inclusive learning 

environments that benefit students receiving special education services as well as students in 

general education settings. Beginning with universal accommodations shifts instructional 
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planning and reflection, ensuring access for all learners. For example, the consistent use of 

sentence starters and clearly defined expectations for discussion and writing promotes student 

independence across classroom settings. High-Leverage Practices are foundational to effective 

special education classrooms, particularly for students with specific learning disabilities. 

Collaboration is a critical component of these practices, as close coordination between special 

education and general education teachers ensures aligned expectations across push-in and 

pull-out instructional models. Progress monitoring is a foundational component of effective 

special education instruction. Instructional decisions must be guided by data rather than simply 

documenting outcomes. Ongoing data collection provides essential insight into the effectiveness 

of interventions and allows special educators to make timely, responsive adjustments when 

student progress slows.The findings underscore critical knowledge that every special educator 

must possess, beginning with a clear understanding of second language acquisition and how its 

developmental stages may closely resemble characteristics of learning disabilities. Without this 

foundational knowledge, multilingual learners are at heightened risk for inappropriate referral 

and placement. Additionally, this  highlights the necessity for special educators to critically 

evaluate assessment practices, particularly those normed on monolingual English-speaking 

populations, as such tools can produce culturally and linguistically biased results when applied to 

English Language Learners. Equally important is the role of instructional practice, as failure to 

implement culturally responsive, linguistically appropriate supports within general education 

settings often results in premature special education referrals. Through this lens, special 

educators are positioned not only as evaluators but as advocates responsible for ensuring that 

language difference is not misconstrued as disability. Ultimately, equitable identification and 

placement requires not just special educators but all educators to apply informed assessment 
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decision-making, collaborate intentionally with classroom teachers, and adjust instructional 

practices to safeguard multilingual learners from systemic misidentification. 

In conclusion, effective special education practice requires a comprehensive 

understanding of instruction, collaboration, and advocacy. Special educators must view IEPs as 

dynamic instructional roadmaps, implement High-Leverage Practices with fidelity, and use 

progress monitoring as a continuous tool for instructional decision-making and student advocacy. 

When these practices are intentionally integrated, special education moves beyond compliance 

and becomes a responsive, equitable system that supports meaningful growth, access, and 

success for all learners. 
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	Abstract 
	This paper will provide a literature review, case study, and identification of interventions. In this paper we will explore the  misplacement and misidentification of bilingual and English Language Learners in special education services. Through studying the layers of language acquisition and how it can potentially look similar to various learning disabilities, wrongfully administered assessments along with cultural ignorance. I will use previous case studies and instances in which scholars of ELL backgrounds have been inaccurately placed in special education. By taking a deep dive into how assessments appear to be biased in that they are created centering English speakers and can possibly aid in the misplacement of scholars struggling with language learning vs learning disabilities. Lastly we will explore how educators, classroom teachers specifically adjusting or not adjusting their practices are a barrier as well. 
	Keywords: Special education, English Language Learners (ELL), evaluation, equitable, cultural responsiveness, learning disabilities, language acquisition 
	Introduction 
	The growing differences of language backgrounds that are utilized  in classrooms has placed increased importance on understanding how English Language Learners (ELLs) are identified and supported within special education systems. While certain mandates make access to education equitable , concerns remain present on the misdiagnosis and misplacement of ELL students into special education programs.In  language development and learning assessment, many English Language Learners are at risk of being inappropriately labeled with learning disabilities due to bias, language barriers, and screwed evaluation practices. 
	Research highlights the different layers  of this issue. Mancilla-Martinez, Oh, Luk, and Rollins (2024) show that special education representation varies significantly by language status, with both underrepresentation and overrepresentation evidence in  disability categories. Their state-level analysis in Tennessee highlights the importance of creating a pipeline to differentiate between native speakers, proficient bilinguals, and current English learners to effectively interpret placement data. In the article by Sanatullova-Allison and Robison-Young (2016) , they provide a comprehensive examination of the system issues surrounding English Language Learners identification, emphasizing the inconsistencies and possible gaps that can lead to misclassification rather than meaningful intervention. Also, Liu and Bradley (2021) shed light on assessment problems within standardized tests can be a disadvantage  ultimately adding to inequitable  academic profiles wrong special education referrals. 
	This capstone will explore the  causes and effects of misdiagnosing English Language Learners with learning disabilities, advocating for better assessment protocols,  training, and policy reform to ensure that linguistic difference is not mistaken for cognitive deficit 
	Literature Review  
	History of IDEA 
	The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) has its origins in 1975, when Congress passed the Education for All Handicapped Children Act (EAHCA), a landmark federal law that shifted the educational landscape for students with disabilities (TEA, n.d.). Prior to this legislative milestone, millions of children with disabilities were systematically denied access to public education or placed in highly segregated, low-expectation environments where meaningful instruction was inconsistent or entirely absent. The passage of EAHCA, and its later evolution into IDEA, required public schools to provide free, appropriate educational opportunities in settings where students could learn, engage, and be included alongside their peers. This law introduced essential safeguards, including individualized learning plans, procedural protections for families, and clearly defined rights to inclusive education. Over time, IDEA has been amended to reflect modern understandings of equity, assessment, academic rigor, and the
	Present Levels of Academic Achievement 
	The Present Levels of Academic Achievement and Functional Performance also known as the (PLAAFP) statement serves as the structure of a student’s Individualized Education Program (IEP). According to the Texas Education Agency, the PLAAFP is the framework for a student’s current academic skills, functional abilities, strengths, and areas of need while also describing how the disability impacts the student’s progress in the general education curriculum (Texas Education Agency, n.d.). This section is not simply descriptive, it establishes the framework from which every other component of the students Individualized Education Plan is built. It ensures the team has a shared and accurate understanding of the student’s present performance.TEA guidance further clarifies that a solid PLAAFP must be grounded in comprehensive, high-quality data. This is inclusive of classroom performance, formal and informal assessments, observations, parent input, and functional information relevant to the student’s daily school
	Scholarly research reinforces this critical role. Harmon, Street, Bateman, and Yell (2020) explain that the PLAAFP is “one of the most important elements of an IEP” because it integrates academic, behavioral, developmental, and functional information into a cohesive learning profile that guides instruction. They stress that inadequately written PLAAFP statements lead to vague or misaligned goals, ultimately impede a student progress (Harmon et al., 2020). Their work highlights that a high-quality PLAAFP not only meets legal expectations but strengthens the instructional planning process, ensuring that students with disabilities receive effective, individualized, and evidence-based support. 
	Patterns of Strengths and Weaknesses  
	The Patterns of Strengths and Weaknesses (PSW)  is an approach that is  used in identifying Specific Learning Disabilities (SLD) and  focuses on examining the relationship among a student’s cognitive strengths, cognitive weaknesses, and specific academic shortages.  
	Rather than relying solely on traditional achievement discrepancy methods, PSW seeks to understand whether a student’s mental assessment is consistent with what research suggests about how learning disabilities manifest. Flanagan, Ortiz, and Alfonso (2013) emphasize that the PSW model is intended to create a comprehensive picture of a learner by integrating multiple data points, cognitive processes, neuropsychological reasoning, and academic achievement. Consequently allowing teams to pinpoint the processing gaps that are most closely linked to the student’s academic struggles. This PSW model emphasizes that a true specific learning disability  should reflect not just low achievement, but a meaningful pattern showing why a student is experiencing specific difficulties. 
	Miciak et al. (2015) conducted an influential study evaluating whether students who met PSW criteria demonstrated different responses to intensive reading intervention compared to peers who did not fit PSW profiles. Their findings showed that PSW classifications did not predict differential intervention outcomes, meaning that students identified as having a PSW, consistent learning disability did not respond differently to instruction than those classified as non-PSW (Miciak et al., 2015). This raised important questions about whether cognitive processing patterns, as identified through PSW models, provide actionable predictive information for educators seeking to match instruction to a student’s cognitive profile. In other words, while PSW may offer a descriptive picture of learner characteristics, it may not effectively guide which interventions will produce the strongest academic gains. 
	These findings highlight a larger debate within special education assessment research. While Flanagan et al. (2013) argue that PSW provides a theoretically grounded framework for identifying SLD by connecting academic weaknesses to cognitive processing deficits, Miciak et al.’s (2015) empirical evidence suggests that such patterns do not necessarily translate into meaningful differences in treatment response. This discrepancy underscores the need for practitioners to balance cognitive assessment information with robust progress-monitoring and empirically supported instructional practices. For school teams, the message is clear: PSW may offer valuable descriptive data, but instructional decisions must be guided by how students actually respond to evidence-based interventions rather than by cognitive profiles alone. This reinforces the importance of data-driven decision-making in designing special education services that are responsive, targeted, and grounded in observable student performance. 
	Measurable Goals 
	Measurable IEP goals serve as the roadmap for a student’s individualized instruction, clearly articulating what the learner is expected to achieve and how progress will be monitored. Diehm (2017) emphasizes that writing meaningful goals begins with “unpacking” academic standards and breaking broad expectations into specific, observable skills that align with the student’s needs. By analyzing the concrete skills embedded in standards, teachers can design goals that are directly tied to grade-level expectations while remaining individualized to the student’s present performance. Diehm notes that measurable goals should explicitly identify the target behavior, the conditions under which the behavior will occur, and the criteria for mastery, ensuring that each goal is not only aligned to standards but also precise enough to guide instruction and document progress effectively. 
	In addition to unpacking standards, scholars argue that measurable goals must be grounded in high-quality assessment data. Bateman and Cline (2016) explain that well-written IEP goals emerge from a clear understanding of the student’s strengths and specific deficits identified in the PLAAFP statement. They stress that a measurable goal should never be vague or overly generalized; rather, it must describe exactly what the student will do and how the team will know the goal has been met. This requires using quantifiable criteria; such as accuracy rates, frequency counts, or performance timelines, paired with consistent progress-monitoring tools. Their research highlights that measurable goals not only ensure legal compliance but also enhance instructional effectiveness by creating direct, observable links between a student’s assessed needs, planned instruction, and future outcomes. 
	Together, these perspectives emphasize that measurable IEP goals are both instructional anchors and accountability tools. Diehm (2017) underscores how grounding goals in unpacked standards ensures alignment to curriculum expectations, while Bateman and Cline (2016) highlight the necessity of precision, clarity, and data-based decision-making. When educators integrate these principles, they create goals that are actionable, transparent, and responsive to student needs. As a result, teachers are better equipped to deliver targeted instruction, families gain clearer insight into their child’s progress, and students receive interventions that support meaningful academic and functional growth. 
	Specially Designed Instruction 
	Specially Designed Instruction (SDI) refers to the individualized adjustments educators make to content, methodology, or instructional delivery to meet the unique needs of students with disabilities. Rodgers (2021) explains that SDI is not a single strategy but an organized , structured , evidence-informed process that ensures students can access the curriculum and progress toward their IEP goals. Rodgers' systematic review found that SDI is often misunderstood or /and inconsistently implemented because educators may not have a clear understanding about its essential components. Rodgers emphasizes that SDI must be intentionally planned, directly connected to identified student needs, and centered in ongoing assessment data. Importantly, SDI differs from accommodations by altering instruction itself, not simply the way students access or demonstrate learning, but by providing targeted, tailored instruction that bridges gaps created by a disability (Rodgers, 2021). 
	Browder et al. (2014) further contribute to the definition of SDI by highlighting the importance of explicit, systematic, and scaffolded instructional approaches for students with significant learning needs. The work demonstrates that effective SDI requires teachers to break complex skills into smaller, digestible, teachable steps while providing repeated opportunities for practice, feedback, and reinforcement. They argue that SDI becomes truly powerful when it incorporates evidence-based practices matched to the learner’s identified strengths and weaknesses. In this sense, SDI is not merely modifying instruction, it is an intentional remodeling  of the learning experience that ensures students can succeed where typical instruction may not be sufficient. Browder et al. (2014) also stress that SDI must be implemented consistently and progress monitored regularly so instructional adjustments can be made in response to student growth. 
	Together, Rodgers (2021) and Browder et al. (2014) illustrate that Specially Designed Instruction is the instructional engine of the IEP—driving meaningful, individualized learning by connecting assessment data, targeted instructional methods, and progress monitoring. When SDI is implemented with fidelity, teachers move beyond one-size-fits-all approaches and instead construct instruction that directly addresses disability-related needs. This ensures that students receive high-quality, personalized support designed to accelerate growth rather than simply accommodate challenges. Ultimately, SDI empowers students with disabilities to access grade-level content, develop essential academic and functional skills, and make measurable progress toward their IEP goals. 
	 
	High Leverage Practices 
	High-Leverage Practices (HLPs) in special education are  sets of research-based instructional strategies that have been identified as essential for improving outcomes for students with disabilities. According to McLeskey et al. (2017), (HLPs) include practices such as explicitly teaching academic content, using evidence-based interventions, providing individualized supports, and systematically monitoring student progress. These practices are considered “high-leverage” because they have a strong impact on student learning and can be applied across grade levels, content areas, and disability types. HLPs emphasize intentionality and consistency, helping educators focus their instruction on the strategies that are most likely to improve student outcomes. 
	Integration with Response to Intervention (RTI) enhances the effectiveness of HLPs by providing a structured framework for instruction and progress monitoring. Fletcher and Vaughn (2009) highlight that RTI uses a multi-tiered system to identify and support students who are struggling academically, with instruction intensity increasing at each tier. When HLPs are implemented within an RTI framework, teachers can systematically deliver evidence-based interventions, monitor student responses, and make data-driven decisions to adjust instruction. This alignment ensures that students receive both high-quality core instruction and targeted interventions based on their individual needs. 
	HLPs also emphasize collaboration, differentiated instruction, and a focus on both academic and functional skills. McLeskey et al. (2017) note that these practices require teachers to work with other educators, specialists, and families to design instruction that addresses students’ diverse needs. Fletcher and Vaughn (2009) further suggest that the systematic monitoring and individualized adjustments inherent in RTI complement HLPs by providing continuous feedback on student progress, ensuring that instruction is responsive and tailored. Together, HLPs and RTI provide a coherent framework for special education that promotes evidence-based, individualized, and high-impact instruction for all students, including those with complex learning needs. 
	Progress Monitoring 
	Progress monitoring is a systematic process for regularly assessing student performance and evaluating the effectiveness of instruction or intervention in special education. Vaughn (2015) argues that for many students with disabilities, typical instruction—even in inclusive settings, fails to produce meaningful academic or behavioral progress; thus, frequent assessment and intervention adjustment are essential to improve outcomes. In Vaughn’s view, progress monitoring becomes the mechanism through which educators can determine whether interventions are working, when they need to be intensified, or when they should be redesigned entirely; without it, providing access alone does not guarantee that students will benefit academically or behaviorally. 
	In addition to Vaughn’s insights, empirical research confirms that progress monitoring, when implemented properly, supports data-based decision making in special education. For instance, Schatschneider et al. (2016) found that using repeated measures, such as curriculum-based reading assessments, helps predict which students will respond well to interventions and which will continue to struggle, enabling educators to adjust instruction proactively. Progress monitoring therefore serves not merely as documentation, but as a dynamic tool: it helps personalize instruction, supports early detection of persistent learning difficulties, and guides decisions about intensifying or changing intervention strategies. 
	The history leading up to IDEA lifts the importance of these individualized practices. Court decisions such as Pennsylvania Association for Retarded Children (PARC) v. Pennsylvania (1971) and Mills v. Board of Education (1972) established that students with disabilities had constitutional rights to public education. These court case rulings affirmed that exclusion, segregation, and unequal instruction violated equal protection guarantees, creating the legal and moral foundation for EAHCA and eventually leading to  IDEA. As IDEA developed through further renewals, it expanded expectations around inclusion, data-based decision-making, and the use of research-supported interventions to ensure that students not only receive access to education but benefit meaningfully from instruction.  
	​Vaughn (2015) emphasizes that while IDEA provides this access, it is only the starting point for ensuring student success. It is not enough standing alone. Many students, particularly those “for whom typical instruction is not effective,” require individualized and intensive interventions to make measurable gains. Vaughn’s research highlights the critical role of progress monitoring (PM), a cyclical process in which educators consistently  assess a student’s performance using brief, reliable measures. This is now as progress monitoring (PM). These data results allow teachers to adjust instruction in real time by modifying the rigor, frequency, duration, or type of support provided. This approach reflects the principle that instruction must develop in response to student needs, ensuring that the PLAAFP becomes not just a freeze frame or momentary piece of information,  but a living guide for instructional decision-making (Vaughn, 2015). Regular progress monitoring also helps educators identify emerging
	This commitment to individualized, responsive instruction aligns with the High-Leverage Practices (HLPs) identified in special education. HLPs, such as explicit instruction, scaffolding, modeling, frequent checks for understanding, structured practice opportunities, and systematic collaboration with families provide concrete instructional moves that support students with disabilities in progressing toward IEP goals. These practices strengthen SDI by ensuring it is intentional, consistent, research-aligned, and accessible to diverse learners (TEA, n.d.). When paired with progress monitoring, HLPs form a powerful framework for elevating student achievement and ensuring that students receive the right support at the right moment. 
	​This framework becomes especially significant when considering the experiences of English Language Learners (ELLs). ELL students, whose primary language is not English, bring rich cultural and linguistic assets into the classroom but also require instruction and assessment that acknowledge their developing language skills. Vaughn (2015) notes that ELLs are uniquely vulnerable to misidentification—either underrepresentation in special education because language differences are mistaken for academic gaps, or overrepresentation if language acquisition challenges are misinterpreted as disabilities. Accurate PLAAFP statements, culturally responsive SDI, and rigorous progress monitoring help differentiate between language-related challenges and disability-related needs. For ELLs, this means ensuring that assessments consider language proficiency, that interventions incorporate linguistic supports, and that instruction honors students’ cultural backgrounds and home languages. Culturally responsive evaluation 
	​By integrating the historical foundation of IDEA with contemporary practices such as PLAAFP development, data-based decision making, progress monitoring, high-leverage instructional practices, and culturally responsive support for diverse learners, educators are equipped to make informed, equitable, and deeply individualized decisions. This holistic understanding strengthens the ability of teachers and school leaders to design instruction, interventions, and learning environments where all students—especially students with disabilities and English Language Learners can thrive academically, socially, and emotionally (Vaughn, 2015; TEA, n.d.). 
	Bilingual Scholars in Special Education  
	Bilingual or English‑language learner (ELL) students face unique challenges when schools attempt to identify learning disabilities or other special needs. Emerging bilinguals are still acquiring English proficiency, which can affect their performance on assessments—especially standardized, English-only tests making it difficult to distinguish between a true learning disability and normal second-language development (Artiles & Ortiz, 2002). Research shows that using traditional IQ‑achievement discrepancy or low-achievement models without adjusting for language acquisition may lead to overidentification of ELLs as having learning disabilities (Klingner, Artiles, & Barletta, 2006). 
	Given these risks, identification and service decisions for bilingual students must rely on culturally and linguistically responsive assessment practices rather than one-size-fits-all methods. Studies recommend using a combination of native-language data, performance across contexts, and careful interpretation of assessment results (Articles & Ortiz, 2002). Additionally, instruction for bilingual students with disabilities should incorporate culturally relevant pedagogy, acknowledging language background, home culture, and the additive value of bilingualism, rather than treating language difference as a deficit (Klingner et al., 2006).When special education supports are needed for bilingual learners, the field benefits from integrating both individualized, data-driven decision making and culturally responsive practices. Rather than relying solely on English-based assessments or deficit-based frameworks, schools should gather data from multiple sources such as native language performance, classroom observations,
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