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Summary of Changes for Speech or Language Impairment Rule
The following is a summary of the changes to Section 1 PI 11.36 (5) of the Wisconsin
Administrative Rule addressing identification for Speech or Language Impairment (SLI).
Individualized Education Program (IEP) teams must use the new criteria to identify a
speech or language impairment for referrals for special education dated on or after
August 01, 2021. The updated rule may be found at Wisconsin Legislature CR 20-074
Rule Text.
Greater Focus on Evidence-Based Assessment
The language in the rule was revised and adjusted to be in line with evidence-based
research and current best practices in assessment by experts in the field. Making
adjustments to the types of assessments emphasized in the rule supports an evaluation
process that is fair to each student and better ensures that evaluations are conducted to
correctly identify students with a speech or language impairment that has an educational
impact on their learning.
●

Elimination of cognitive referencing as an exclusionary factor for identification of
SLI.
○

The American Speech-Language-Hearing Association (ASHA) has a position
statement against cognitive referencing, stating that there is no evidence to
suggest that language skills cannot surpass cognitive skills for students with
intellectual disabilities (ASHA, n.d.).

●

Inclusion of evidence-based intelligibility rating scales (McLeod, Harrison &
McCormack 2012) and stimulability testing (Miccio 2002).

●

Removal of the arbitrary cut off score of -1.75 SD on formal assessments.
○

As a profession, there has been an overreliance on formal (i.e.,
norm-referenced) assessments in identification of speech-language
impairments (Fulcher-Rood, Castilla-Earls, & Higginbotham 2018; Ireland &
Conrad 2016), and research has shown that test selection is often not
dependent on student need or psychometric properties of the test (Merrell
& Plante 1997; Betz, Eickhoff, & Sullivan 2013; Fulcher-Rood, Castilla-Earls,
& Higginbotham 2020).

○

The chance of obtaining a score of -1.75 SD across more than one formal
assessment is highly unlikely and has not shown to be evidence of an
impairment (Plante and Vance 1994; Spaulding et al. 2006).

○

The removal of this arbitrary cutoff score and the addition of other
evidence-based assessment practices in the criteria will allow SLPs to use
their clinical judgment as well as use norm-referenced assessments in the
way they are intended. (Plante & Vance 1994; Spaulding, Plante, & Farinella
2006; Ireland & Conrad 2016).

Greater Focus on Disorder within Diversity
The language in the rule was revised to highlight the need to use culturally and
linguistically responsive assessment practices in determining speech-language differences
from speech-language disorders for students who are culturally and linguistically diverse
(CLD). “Dialects of a language should not be interpreted as a language disorder” (Oetting
et al. 2016, p.29). The field of speech-language pathology has shifted its language from
“difference versus disorder” to “disorder within dialect” and most recently “disorder
within diversity”. This shift in focus acknowledges that disorders can exist within different
dialects of General American English as well as for students who are bilingual or
multilingual (Oetting 2018).
●

Definition of “home languages” and alignment of requirements from IDEA that
assessments should be conducted in the child’s home language, unless it is not
feasible to do so.

●

Inclusion of other assessment methods in determining speech or language
impairment that do not compare students to monolingual norms (e.g., dynamic
assessment, language sample analysis).

●

Revision of exclusionary factors to include students whose language differences
are consistent with their home language(s) or dialect should not be considered for
SLI unless they have a delay in their home language or dialect.

●

Addition that a school-based professional knowledgeable about first and second
language instruction and second language acquisition is to be an IEP team member
if the student evaluated is an English Learner or potential English Learner.

Additional Requirements and Clarifications to Ensure a Comprehensive Special
Education Evaluation of the Whole Child
● Requirement of observation in natural environment
○

Natural environment is defined as school, home, or community.

●

Additional clarification in determining a fluency disorder
○

The previous rule had one sentence describing fluency disorder: “The
student has characteristics of a fluency disorder.”

Addition of Language for Re-evaluation
The new rule includes the addition of language for re-evaluation to allow a child who met
initial identification criteria and continues to demonstrate a need for special education,
including specially designed instruction, to be determined to be a child with a disability.
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