CHAPTER V: SUMMARY
Key Findings
This research supports the hypothesis, as statihe introduction, that the data
from the assessments given to determine eligibftitySpecific Learning Disabilities
have discrepancies in the scoring and that inflatedles have a direct impact on whether
a student will be placed for Special Needs servié@scumentation from the scored
protocols is the supporting evidence.

The following points are additional notable finggthat the research provided;

these points may provide topics for future researofects:

1. The amount of instructional training given on hanatiminister and score
assessments showed no correlation between evauatditheir perception of
their competence. As training increased the evatgalid not perceive they
were more competent. The group that receivedeist kraining felt they
were adequately trained and felt comfortable adstening the WJR-III.

2. 33% of all of the persons surveyed who adminigteragducational evaluation
discussed in this study did not feel adequateipeéch Even though they felt
they had not been adequately trained they wetedthinistering the WJIR-
lll. These individuals are making decisions alibetfutures of children with
possible learning disabilities. If they are nodrsng protocols correctly,
students may not receive the services they need.

3. Examiners must have adequate training on admimgtassessments.

Sixteen to thirty-two minutes is not ample timddgarn how to give and score



a test. Lack of training and practice causes isisbency and discrepancies
which ultimately affects student eligibility.

4. The chairperson for the Special Needs Departmesdah school should be
an individual who is knowledgeable about curreahtis and issues for
students who have disabilities. This person, bezad his/her knowledge,
should be a mentor to other Special Needs stafbffied support. This
person should be familiar with the evaluation psscand the assessments that
are being given. Only 59% of the chairpersons védsponded to the survey
have had any training with the most widely usedcational evaluation.

Recommendations

Training seminars on instructing evaluators howdminister and interpret
assessments need to be increased. Evaluatorsnoeedime to practice during the
seminar to ensure that they understand how to pyopeéminister and score the test.
Subtests that are open to interpretation and huerran need to be covered more
intensely. The “Administering and Scoring Guide fiodividual Subtests” should be an
integral part in the interpreting of protocols béttraining process. It needs to be
covered during the training along with the Appen8irf the scoring manual. The
Appendix B of the scoring manual does not provideugh information to give a
complete score of protocol answers. Some additimeammendations are as follows:

1. The WRJ-lll Achievement Battery has training videckages and evaluator

training workbooks that are available for purcha$éese resources would be

invaluable in helping evaluators who are learniog/to give the assessment
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to target their strengths and weaknesses. It@menended that they be used
as an integral part of the training.

2. WJR-III Educational Achievement training shouldrbandatory for all
Special Needs Teachers and Counselors. Thisrtgaghiould provide a
support network for staff and provide the knowledgeessary to interpret
data that is disseminated to parents during tlggbdity process whenever
possible.

3. Whenever possible, protocols should be scored byewaluators who come
to a consensus. If this procedure is followedhduld alleviate discrepancies
that could prevent eligibility. If this is not esomically feasible, then it is
recommended that a district-wide auditor be empddgerandomly check
protocols for accuracy. Inconsistencies found &hba corrected and
additional training should be offered to the evedua

Further Research and Study

Through this research, specific areas have begopited that need to be
addressed in order to ensure that students whopgwssble learning disabilities will be
given accurate assessments and proper identificafitis research was limited to one
school district in North Carolina.

This research could be expanded to cover othel éaltacation agencies within
the state to determine if testing discrepanciehawng an impact on student eligibility
across the state, or nation. Also, further reseeotlld be conducted to determine if

assessment training is the same across the $tallew-up studies might be conducted to
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try to determine how much time is needed for trgror how to redesign the program so

that evaluators are competent in administering Va&-111.
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