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Incorporating language sample analysis into your practice can best be illustrated by working through
a series of case studies. These cases are from our clinical collaborations with SLPs who have
graciously granted permission to present their work. We have taken some liberty with commentary
to explain why certain measures contribute to the overall picture of the oral language skills
presented by each case. The focus is on the description and diagnostic value of the measures with
only general consideration of intervention plans.

A main theme of this book is that language disorders take a variety of forms. In each case, LSA
provides insight into the overall picture of oral language skill in naturalistic, everyday communication
demands. As you read through these cases, focus on the story that the test scores and language
sample measures tell us about overall communication effectiveness. The challenging part of our
work as SLPs is figuring out what it means once diagnostic information is collected. Enjoy the cases
as they capture a range of oral language problems. For additional case studies, please visit the SALT
website or go to www.marleenwesterveld.com.
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Case Study 1: DANIEL

SALT Transcripts: Daniel Nar AGL.slt and Daniel Nar NZPN.slt’

Daniel is 5 years, 10 months old and attends Year 1 of his local primary school (in New Zealand).
Daniel has a history of speech/language difficulties and has received speech-language intervention
for articulation, language comprehension, vocabulary, expressive syntax and morphology, and
phonological awareness. The current language samples were elicited as part of a six-monthly
intervention review process.

Clinical Evaluation of Language Fundamentals-Preschool (CELF-P2) (Wiig, Secord, & Semel, 2004)
Word Structure: SS6

Expressive Vocabulary: SS9
Recalling Sentences: SS6
Sum of Expressive language scores: SS 83
Basic Concepts: SS11
Concepts and Following Directions: SS5
Sentence Structure: SS8
Sum of Receptive language scores: SS 89

The language sample was elicited to review Daniel’s language skills in two language contexts
relevant to the school curriculum, i.e., story retelling and personal narratives. It was decided to start
with a warm-up activity as Daniel was unfamiliar with the examiner. This was followed by the story
retelling task Ana Gets Lost (Swan, 1992), in which Daniel listened to the story once, answered the
comprehension questions, then listened to the story again, before retelling the story without
referring to the pictures. Refer to Appendix B for the story retelling protocol. Daniel only answered
one question correctly (Question: “who found Ana?” Answer: “the policeman™). This puts him well
below expectations for his age (Fig 9-1).

In between the two exposures to the Ana Gets Lost story, the Personal Narrative section of the
Language Sampling Protocol was administered (see Appendix C for the prompts and elicitation
procedures). The examiner adhered closely to the language sampling protocols and Daniel was
attentive throughout the session and happy to participate. The results are therefore considered to
be representative of Daniel’s spoken language skills. The samples were recorded using a digital voice
recorder and transcribed using SALT.

Daniel’s story retelling sample contained 7 C&I utterances and 45 words. His personal narrative
language sample contained 42 C&I utterances (215 words). Both samples were compared to a
database of age-matched peers to assign age-specific performance levels. They will be discussed, in
turn, below.

" Daniel’s sample transcripts are included with the software.
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STORY RETELLING (AGL)

Daniel’s sample was compared to the NZ-AU Story Retell database using the following settings:
Subgroup: AGL
Ethnicity: all - Location: all
Age match plus or minus 6 months
110 samples matched by age: 5;4 — 6;4
110 samples based on entire transcript, regardless of length

Database Menu: Standard Measures Report (Figure 9-1 — next page)

Daniel produced fewer utterances than his peers to retell the story and the sample contained fewer
total words compared to the database. In contrast, mean length of utterance in words, number of
different words, and intelligibility were appropriate. While Daniel produced very few maze words
(only 2.2%) compared to his peers, his % utterances with errors was significantly higher than his
peers. He produced significantly more errors at word level than expected for his age — this warrants
further investigation.

Analyze Menu: Word Code Tables (Figure 9-2)

To investigate the type of errors Daniel made when retelling the story (he made 6 word errors and 1
utterance error), the Word Code Tables (Table Expanded by Words & Codes) was selected from the
Analyze menu. It was noted that most of his errors were pronoun errors. There was also one

Daniel Nar AGL
Analysis Set: C&I Verbal Utts
WORD CODE TAELE
Table Expanded By Words And Codes
CE&I Verbal Utts - Main Body
1st Speaker
Child Examiner
Total Expanded Total

[EF:HER] 1 0

HIS[EP:HER] 1
[EF:SHE] 3 0

HE[EF:SHE]

HIM[EF:SHE] 2
[EW:TOOK] 1 0

TAKE[EW:TOOK] 1
[EW] 1 0

OF[EW] 1

instance of a verb tense error.
Figure 9-2
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Daniel Nar AGL
TRANSCRIPT INFORMATION DATABASE INFORMATION
Speaker: Daniel (Child) Database: NZ-AUStory Retell
Sample Date: 110 Samples Matched By Age
Current Age: 5,10 97 Samples Cut at 45 Number Total Words
Context: Narration (AGL) Context: Narration (AGL)
' STANDARD MEASURES REPORT
Compared to110Samples Matched by Age
LANGUAGE MEASURE Child DATABASE
Score | +/-SD Mean = Min | Max | SD
CurrentAge (5;10) 583 034 595 | 533 | 633 034
TRANSCRIPT LENGTH
© Total Utterances 7*| 121 1261 | 4 | 25 | 463
C&I Verbal Utts 7* 112 1208 | 4 23 454
All Words Including Mazes 45+ 124 9683 | 19 | 226 | 4187
Elapsed Time (0:59) 098 0.72 156 043 | 650 080
INTELLIGIBILITY '
9% Intelligible Utterances 100% 0.31 98.87 7500 | 100.00 3.72
% Intelligible Words 100% 032 | 9982 | 9706 & 100.00 056
'MACRO ANALYSIS ' '
Oral Narrative Quality 16*  -122 2416 | 12 | 40 668
Oral Narrative Comprehension 1* 376 626 . 2 | g 1.40
'SYNTAX/MORPHOLOGY " ' '
MLU in Words 643 037 687 | 385 | 1038 118
MLUin Morphemes 686 | 034 729 | 423 | 1113 126
9% Utterances With Verbs 857%%  -118 9449 | 7273 | 10000 746
Mean Verbs per Utterance 129 059 145 | 091 | 278 029
'SEMANTICS
Number Total Words (NTW) 45% | 112 8325 | 18 | 183 | 3416
Number Different Words (NDW) 32 | -088 4620 | 13 94 1619
Moving-Average NTW 45 0.29 4367 | 18 | 45 461
Moving-Average NDW 32 089 2871 | 13 36 368
Moving-Average Type-Token Ratio(TTR) | 071 0.94 066 051 | 080 006
'VERBAL FACILITY
" Words per Minute 4576 089 6745 | 1415 | 13333 | 2438
Pause Time As % of Total Time 00% -0.65 642 | 000 | 5222 981
Maze Words As % of Total Words 00%*  -1.40 1204 | 000 | 4242 857
9% Abandoned Utterances 00% | -051 273 000 | 2000 535
ERRORS
% Utterances With Errors 100%* 504 1803 000 | 7778 1627
Number of Omissions 1 099 034 | 0 3 067
Number of Error Codes 7t 254 205 . 0 | 10 195

*Atleast 15D (** 2 SD) from the database mean
Italicized measures count occurrences and can be significantly affected by the different sample lengths.
Calculations based on C&1 Verbal Utts: Syntax/Morphology and Semantics sections, Maze Words As % of Total Words
Database selection criteria: Age +/- 6 months (54 - 6;4)

Figure 9-1
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Analyze Menu: Bound Morpheme Tables (Figure 9-3)

Daniel omitted one bound morpheme (/ed). He used two types of bound morpheme when retelling
the story, present progressive /ing, and past tense /ed. Past tense /ed was used correctly on one
occasion and omitted on one occasion, resulting in %0bligatory context of 50%.

BOUND MORPHEME TABLE
C&I Verbal Utts - Main body
1st Speaker
Child
Number Number | % Obligatory
Occurred  Omitted Context
JED 1 1 50.00
JING 2 0 100.00

Figure 9-4

Database Menu: Explore Plus Line Values - ONQ

The quality of Daniel’s story retelling was analyzed using the Oral Narrative Quality Rubric (see
Appendix B). Daniel obtained a total score of 16, which was hand coded and the template was
inserted at the end of the transcript (Edit > Insert Template > Oral Narrative Quality (AGL)). Scores
for individual characteristics were: intro: 1; theme: 3; main: 3; supporting: 1; conflict: 1; coherence:
1; resolution: 3; conclusion: 3.

Comparing Daniel’s performance to that of his peers reveals (see Standard Measures Report — Figure
9-1) below average performance.

Database Menu: Explore Plus Line Values - ONC

Daniel’s story comprehension was evaluated using the ONC (see Appendix B). Daniel obtained a total
score of 1, which was entered and the template was inserted at the end of the transcript (Edit >
Insert Template > Oral Narrative Comprehension (AGL)).

Comparing Daniel’s performance to that of his peers reveals (see Standard Measures Report — Figure
9-1) severely below average performance (i.e. more than 3SD below the mean).

INTERPRETATION OF DANIEL’S STORY RETELLING PERFORMANCE

The results from the SALT analysis indicates poor performance in story retelling in areas of verbal
productivity (number of utterances), grammar (pronouns and verb tense), story quality, and story
comprehension. Because the story retelling sample only contained 7 utterances, it is important to
analyze a longer language sample (e.g., the personal narratives), so that a more complete analysis of
Daniel’s strength and weaknesses across the domains of semantics, syntax, and morphology can be
conducted.

You may choose to run a Database: Quick Look report.

Alternatively you can create a Performance Report (Database: Performance Report):

Performance Report

Daniel Nar AGL

Age: 5;10

Language Sample Analysis with SALT Software
Elicitation Task and Database Overview
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Daniel completed a narrative story retell of '‘Ana gets lost' (Swan, 1992). He listened to the story once and
was then asked 8 comprehension questions. He listened to the story a second time and then retold the
story using his own words, without the use of the pictures. Measures of sample length, intelligibility,
narrative quality, comprehension, syntax/morphology, semantics, verbal facility, and errors were
calculated from his language sample and compared with samples from 110 speakers completing the same
task. These speakers were within 6 months of Daniel's age. Although most measures were calculated from
the entire sample, a few measures, such as total pause time and number of errors, can be affected by
different sample lengths, i.e., the longer the sample, the more opportunity to produce them. For these
measures, Daniel's sample was compared with a subset of 97 samples matched in length by the same
number of words. All measures were interpreted using a standard deviation interval of 1.00 SD.

Transcript Length

Daniel produced 7 utterances using a total of 45 words, which were both less than his database peers
completing the same task. His number of utterances and words were 1.21 SD lower and 1.24 SD lower,
respectively, than the database mean. He took 59 seconds to complete this task, which was within normal
limits.

Intelligibility
Daniel's sample was 100% intelligible.

Macro Analysis

The Oral Narrative Quality rubric was used to assess the structure and content of Daniel’s narrative. The
following categories were included: introduction, theme, main character, supporting characters, conflict,
coherence, resolution, and conclusion. Daniel's composite score of 16 out of a possible 40 points was 1.22
SD below the database mean of 24.16. He demonstrated particular difficulty with the category of
supporting characters.

Comprehension
After listening to the story for the first time, Daniel was asked 8 comprehension questions. He answered 1
of them correctly, which was more than 3 SD below the database mean of 7.39.

Syntax/Morphology

Daniel's mean length of utterance (MLU) in words was 6.43, which was within the normal range
compared to his database peers. His MLU in morphemes was 6.86, which was also within the normal
range. 85.7% of Daniel's utterances contained verbs with an average of 1.29 verbs per utterance. The
percent of utterances with verbs was lower than the database mean by 1.18 SD, while the average
number of verbs per utterance was within normal limits.

Semantics

Daniel used 32 different words (NDW) within an analysis set of 45 total words (NTW). This compares
with database means of 46 different words within 83 total words to complete the same task. NDW can be
affected by the length of the sample, so the moving-average NDW was calculated for the database samples
by averaging NDW across the sample, looking at each set of 44 NTW. This showed that Daniel's NDW was
within the normal limits, indicating typical vocabulary diversity.

Verbal Facility

Daniel's rate of speech, at 46 words per minute, was within the normal range. No pauses were marked in
his sample. None of the words in Daniel's sample were filled pauses, false starts, repetitions, or
reformulations. This was a strength at 1.40 SD lower than the database mean of 12.0% of the words.

Errors

100.0% of Daniel's utterances contained errors, which was more than 3 SD higher than the database
mean. He omitted the past tense bound morpheme once, although he produced it once. He used the
present progressive bound morpheme twice. His sample contained the following pronoun errors:
HE[EP:SHE] once, HIM[EP:SHE] twice, and HIS[EP:HER] once, the following extraneous word: OF[EW],
and the following other word-level error: TAKE[EW:TOOK]. His sample also contained the following
utterance-level error:

C Anna was go/ing out of the door [EU].
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PERSONAL NARRATIVES (NZPN)

Daniel’s personal narrative sample was compared to the NZ-AU Personal Narrative database using
the following settings:

129 samples matched by age: 5;4 - 6;4

119 samples matched by age and same number of analysis-set utterances (42)

Daniel Nar NZPN

TRANSCRIPT INFORMATION | DATABASE INFORMATION

Speaker: Daniel (Child) |Database: NZ-AU Personal Narrative

Sample Date: 1129 Samples Matched By Age

Current Age: 5;10 1119 Samples Cutat 178 Number Total Words

Context: Narration (NZF N) |Context: Narration

STANDARD MEASURES REPORT
Compared to 129S5amples Matched by Age
LANGUAGE MEASURE Child | DATABASE
Score | +/SD  Mean |  Min | Max | SD
Current Age (5;10) 583 | -025 | 592 | 533 | 633 | 035
TRANSCRIPT LENGTH _
Total Utterances [ 59 | 080 | | 8636 | s | 227 | 3408
C& Verbal Utts %% 117 | | 8034 | 5 219 | 3283
All Words Including Mazes 215* 131 | | 51210 | 17 1453 | 22746
Elapsed Time [ - .| 758 | 000 | 1660 | 298

INTELLIGIBILITY ' ' ] ' '

% Intelligible Utterances 89.6%" -2.96 9762 | 8571 | 10000 | 271
% Intelligible Words 976%** -290 | 9949 | 9596 & 10000 | 066
SYNTAX/MORPHOLOGY _
MLU in Words 424* 120 549 | 318 807 104
MLU in Morphemes 457*| 126 | | 596 | 360 841 1.10
9% Utterances With Verbs | 381%* 364 | | 7473 | 4429 @ 9481 1006
Mean Verbs per Utterance I o0s0® 265 | | 101 | 060 152 | 019

SEMANTICS '

" Number Total Words (NTW) | a7e*| 133 | | 44345 | 17 1328 | 19899
Number Different Words (NDW) | 8* 134 | | 15815 | 14 344 | 5167
Moving-Average NTW . 100 | 010 || 9926 | 17 100 734
Moving-Average NDW 53 | -061 5661 | 14 66 540
Moving-Average Type-Token Ratio(TTR) 053 | -087 057 | 044 | 082 004

VERBAL FACILITY
Words per Minute 6745 | 1533 | 13335 | 2300
Pause Time As % of Total Time | = | | | 215 | o000 | 2034 | 354
Maze Words As % of Total Words | sa% | 079 | | 976 | 000 | 4045 | 559
% Abandoned Utterances 17% | -004 | 177 | 000 | 930 199

ERRORS ' ' || ' '

" %Utterances With Errors | 186%* 217 || 801 | 000 | 2875 | 489
Number of Omissions ‘ o | -08 | | 157 | 0 12 | 182
Number of Error Codes 12* | 148 572 | 0 23 425

*Atleast 15D (**2SD) from the database mean

Italicized measures count accurrences and can be significantly affected by the different sample lengths.

Calculations based on C&I Verbal Utts: Syntax/Morphology and Semantics sections, Maze Words As % of Total Words
Database selection criteria: Age +/- 6 months (54 - 6;4)

Figure 9-4
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Database Menu: Standard Measures Report (Figure 9-4)
e Transcript Length: Daniel produced a total of 57 utterances of which 15 were either incomplete

or unintelligible.

o Intelligibility: Intelligibility was only 89% (well below expectations).

¢ Syntax/Morphology: Daniel produced significantly shorter utterances than his peers. Closer
inspection of his utterance types reveals there were no complex sentences (containing
dependent clauses). There was also a higher than expected number of errors. This warrants
further investigation.

e Semantics: Number of Different Words (NDW) was within normal limits.

e Verbal facility: Mazing behavior was within normal limits. However, there was a higher than
expected number of within utterance pauses.

Additional information is provided in subsequent reports.

Analyze Menu: Word Code Tables (Figure 9-5)

To investigate the type of errors Daniel made when narrating personal narratives, the Word Code
Tables (Table Expanded by Words & Codes) was selected from the Analyze menu. Daniel showed
two instances of overgeneralization, pronoun errors, and two prepositional errors.

Child
Total Expanded
[EQ:FELT] 1
FEEL/ED[EO:FELT] 1
[EQ:SEALICE] 1
SEALICE/S[EO:5EALICE] 1
[EF:HE] 2
HIM[EP:HE] 2
[EW:IN] 1
AT[EW:IN] 1
[EW:MANY] 1
MUCH[EW:MANY] 1
[EW:PERSON] 1
PEOPLE[EW:PERSON] 1
[EW:TO] 1
AT[EW:TO] 1
[EW] 1
CAUSE[EW] 1
Figure 9-5

Analyze menu: Utterance Code Tables (Figure 9-6)
As shown in Figure 9-6, the errors at utterance level consist of word order difficulties and omission
of clauses. Further visual inspection of Daniel’s language sample shows little syntactic complexity.

UTTERANCE CODE TABLE
Table Expanded by Utterances
C&I Verbal Utts - Main body

1st Speaker
Child Examiner
[EU] 3 0

c and the ball/s lots [EU].

c made the earth quake [EU].

c then him[ep:he] got dirty (because) cause got bomb/s on him [eu].
Figure 9-6
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INTERPRETATION OF PERSONAL NARRATIVES — MACROSTRUCTURE

Inspection of Daniel’s personal narratives from a quality point-of-view shows difficulty relating a past
event narrative. Using McCabe and Rollins’ (1994) narrative structure scoring procedure, the
following conclusions can be drawn:

1. Are there two past tense events? — Yes

2. Are there more than two past tense events? — No
Furthermore, his narratives are often difficult to understand and do not take the listener’s
perspective into consideration (see Figure 9-7 for an example).

e so what happened in Fiji?

c made the earth quake [EU].
e did it make the earth quake?
c a little bit.

e ok

e so what happened?

c it was broken a little bit.

e it was broken a little bit.

e hm ok

e anything else?

¢ {shakes no}.

Figure 9-7

OVERALL PERFORMANCE

Strengths

Daniel was happy to participate in the tasks and seemed to enjoy the story as well as the photos that
were used in the personal narrative task. He showed adequate vocabulary in both narrative
conditions (NDW), which is in line with his performance on the Expressive Vocabulary subtest of the
CELF-Preschool. Mazing behavior was not an issue. His mean length of utterance in story retelling
was within normal limits.

Challenges

Daniel’s language sample results reveal difficulties with grammar at word- and utterance-level. This
is in line with the results from the CELF-Preschool which showed impaired performance on subtests
measuring expressive morphology and syntax (Word Structure and Recalling Sentences). Specific
difficulties include overgeneralization errors (e.g., “feeled”, “sealices”), pronoun errors, and verb
tense errors. At utterance-level, Daniel shows difficulty constructing sentences using correct word

order.

Daniel’s verbal productivity was low as characterized by a short story retelling sample, and low
number of total words in both the retelling and the personal narrative contexts. Daniel only
produced 42 utterances in the personal narrative condition (compared to a mean of 85 utterances
for children aged 5;4 - 6;4).

At macrostructure level, Daniel’s ability to retell a good quality story (ONQ) was below expectations.
He also demonstrated difficulty relating a personal narrative containing more than two past events.
His ability to answer questions related to a story was also well below expectations (ONC). This
finding seems in line with his performance on the Concepts and Directions subtest of the CELF-P.

Finally, intelligibility was low in the personal narrative condition and needs further investigation.
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Clinical Impressions

Daniel is a child who has a history of speech and language difficulties. Daniel’s performance on the
CELF-P, a standardized broad-spectrum language test, indicates low average performance in
receptive language and just below average performance on expressive language subtests. Despite
reportedly satisfactory performance following speech and language intervention, and standardized
test results that indicate a ‘mild’ language impairment, the language sample analysis results clearly
show the significant difficulties Daniel has in two spoken language contexts that are highly relevant
to the (New Zealand) education curriculum. The results indicate that during a typical school day
Daniel will struggle understanding novel stories, will have difficulty retelling stories, and will be
unable to effectively share his personal experiences during show and tell. LSA results also reveal the
significant difficulties Daniel has in applying grammatical rules at word- and sentence-level and
provide descriptive detail across the domains of syntax and morphology that is needed to set
intervention goals.

Ideas for Intervention
Recommendations include:
e Working on story grammar to aid comprehension and retelling of fictional stories (see
Westerveld & Gillon, 2008).
e Directinstruction on syntax and morphology within narrative contexts.
e Introducing a personal narrative structure template to aid personal narrative organization
(to include orientation, past tense events, evaluation).
e Practising personal event narratives, using the template and scaffolding from the examiner.
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Case Study 2: LUCY
SALT Transcript: Lucy NZPN.slt®

BACKGROUND

Lucy is a 12;6 year old girl with Down syndrome who attends her local year 1-8 mainstream primary
school. Lucy has received speech and language therapy services from infancy. She currently receives
services via a consultative service delivery model once per school term. She also receives teacher
aide support services in the classroom for five hours per week.

ASSESSMENT MEASURE

Lucy completed a Personal Narrative language sample as part of a wider assessment of her speech,
phonological awareness, and literacy skills. The narrative was elicited using the NZ Personal
Narrative protocol (see Appendix C). Lucy’s personal narrative sample was cut after the presentation
of 10 photo prompts, and contained 102 complete and intelligible utterances. There is no age-
matched database comparison for Lucy’s personal narrative sample, with the NZ-AU Personal
Narrative database containing samples from children aged between 4;5 and 7;7. One method for
interpreting the language sample measures is to compare the sample to those from younger
children, based on cognitive age or language age, with the assumption that they would have
comparative language profiles. However, such a comparison does not fully take into account the
impact of cognitive delay, years of schooling, or life experiences on the children’s language skills, nor
the phenotypic language profile associated with Down syndrome. Lucy’s transcript differs
significantly on all language measures from samples taken from the youngest group of children in
the database. Therefore this case study will examine language measures independent of a database
using measures taken from the Analyze menu, and analyzing both Lucy and her examiner’s
performance.

ADDITIONAL ASSESSMENT MEASURES

New Zealand Articulation Test (Moyle, 2004)

This single word articulation test assesses single and multi-syllabic words elicited by naming pictures.
The test was normed on New Zealand children, with standard scores available for children aged 5;0
to 7;11. The sample was transcribed via broad transcription and analysed using PROPH (Long, Fey, &
Channel, 2008).

Percent Consonants Correct Revised (PCC-R): 88.5
PCC early: 89.7

PCC mid: 89.2

PCC late: 79.5

Percent Vowels Correct (PVC): 94

Clinical Evaluation of Language Fundamentals — Preschool Edition 2 (CELF-P2) (Wiig et al., 2004)
Phonological awareness subtest Raw Score: 24/24

Burt Word Reading Test- New Zealand Revision (Gilmore, Croft, & Reid, 1981)

This single-word decoding test assesses a child’s ability to read real words. Words are presented on a
sheet in order of increasing difficulty. The test provides age-equivalence bands for children aged
over 6.

Raw score: 50

Equivalent Age band: 8;1 - 8;7 (girls’ norms)

8LucyNZPN.slt is one of the sample transcripts included with the software
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Neale Analysis of Reading-Revised (NARA; Neale, 1999).

This reading test consists of a series of passages of increasing difficulty. The child is required to read
each passage aloud to achieve a reading accuracy score, with any reading inaccuracies prompted or
corrected by the examiner. Subsequently, children are required to answer a number of questions
related to the story to achieve a reading comprehension score. The test is standardized on Australian
children and provides normative data on reading levels of children in their first seven years of
schooling. Reading age-equivalent scores in (years;months):

Accuracy: 8;3

Comprehension: 6;10

Rate: 8;9

SALT ANALYSIS

Analyze Menu: Standard Measures Report (Figure 9-8)

Lucy produced a total of 116 utterances, of which 102 were complete and intelligible (C&I). Lucy’s
mean length of utterance in morphemes (MLUmM) was extremely low at 3.43. Her number of
different words used was 148 words and she omitted 9 words. Intelligibility was 85.8%, but was
influenced by the fact that Lucy had her fingers in her mouth during one of the narratives. Her maze
words as a percentage of total words was low at 6.6%. Finally, she made one word level error and no
utterance level errors. We did notice a high number of omissions.

Lucy NZPN
STANDARD MEASURES REPORT
Child Examiner

TRANSCRIPT LENGTH

Total Utterances . 122 139

Analysis Set (C&1 Verbal Utts) ' w0z 138

AllWords Including Mazes 436 572

Elapsed Time ' (6:34) 657
INTELLIGIBILITY '

% Intelligible Utteran ces 85.8% 100%

9% Intelligible Words ' 948% | 100%
SYNTAX/MORPHOLOGY '

MLU in Words ' 321 | 412

MLU in Morphemes . 343 . 432

9 Utterances With Verbs ' 53.9% 60.9%

Mean Verbs per Utterance ' 066 | 0.85
SEMANTICS '

Number Total Words (NTW) . 327 . 568

Number Different Words (NDW) . 148 . 194

Moving-Average NTW 100 100

Moving-Average NDW ' 62 | 61

Moving-Average Type-Token Ratio (TTR) . 062 . 0.61
VERBAL FACILITY

Words/Minute ' 6640 87.11

Pause Time As % of Total Time . US%

Maze Words As % of Total Words . 6.6% . 0.7%

% Abandoned Utterances . 0.8% . 0.0%
ERRORS '

9% Utterances With Errars ' 66% | 0.0%

Number of Omissions . 9 | (1]

Number of Error Codes . 1 | 0

Colculations based on C&I Verbal Utts: Syntax/Morphology and Semantics sections, Maze Words As % of To

Figure 9-8
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Analyze Menu: Syntax/Morphology Summary (Figure 9-9 & 9-10)

Lucy’s very low MLU in morphemes (MLUm) warrants further investigation. The Syntax/Morphology
Summary reveals her MLUmM equates to an expected age range of 28-45 months, which appears low
considering her reading ability. As shown in the Utterance Distribution Table (Analyze > Utterance
Distribution Table), although Lucy was able to produce some longer sentences, nearly 60% of her
utterances had an MLUm of 3 or less.

Lucy NZPN
Analysis Set: C&I Verbal Utts
SYNTAX/MORPHOLOGY SUMMARY
Child Examiner
Analysis Total Analysis Total
Set Utterances Set Utterances
MLU in Words 3.21 3.30 412 4.09
MLU in Morphemes 343 3.33 4.32 4.29
Brown's Stage Early IV |te IV/Early V Late V Late V
Expected Age Range (Months) 28 -45 31-50 37-52 37-52
%% Utterances With Verbs 53.9% 50.0% 60.9% 60.4%
Mean Verbs per Utterance 0.66 0.61 0.85 0.84
Number Total Words 327 402 568 568
Number of Bound Morphemes 23 29 28 28
/D 0 0 2 2
/'RE 0 0 3 3
/'S 4 4 3 3
/'VE 1 1 0 0
/35 0 0 2 2
/ED 3 7 3 3
/ING 1 1 3 3
/NT 6 6 2 2
/5 4 8 9 9
/Z 2 2 1 1
Number of Omitted Words 9 9 0 0
Number of Omitted Bound Morphemes 0 0 0 0
Figure 9-9
Lucy NZPN
UTTERANCE DISTRIBUTION TABLES
NUMBER OF UTTERANCES BY UTTERANCE LENGTH
C&I Verbal Utts
Utterance Length in Words
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15+ lotal
Child 0 27 18 22 12 11 3 2 1 2 1 0 0 0 0 1) 102

Examiner, 0 30 20 17 20 10 12 9 10 3 3 3 1 0 0 0 138

Utterance Length in Morphemes
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15+ lotal
Child, 0 26 17| 16 17 9 9 3 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 1 102
Examiner| 0 30 18 17| 20| 10 13 8 3 3 7 1 3 1 0 0 138

NUMBER OF UTTERANCES BY UTTERANCE LENGTH
Total Utterances

Utterance Length in Words
i1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15+ Total
Child, 2| 34 20 22 12| 13 6 4 3 4 1 0 0 0 ] 1) 122
Examiner| 1 30 20 17 20| 10 12 o 10 3 3 3 1 0 0 0 139

Utterance Length in Morphemes
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15+ lotal
Child 2 33 19 16 17| 11 10 5 0 4 3 0 1 0 0 1 122
Examiner| 1 30 18 17 20, 10§ 13 8 5 3 7, 1/ 3 1, 0 0 139
Figure 9-10
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Analyze Menu: Bound Morpheme Tables (Figure 9-11)

Next, Lucy’s use of bound morphemes is investigated. Lucy used the bound morphemes plural s and
es, possessive s, irregular and regular past tense (ed), ing forms, and contractions (copula, negative,
and auxiliary). Furthermore, she did not omit any obligatory bound morphemes.

Child

Number | Number % Obligatory

Occurred | Omitted Context
/5 4 0 100.00
J'VE 1 0 100.00
J/ED 5 0 100.00
SING 1 0 100.00
/NT 6 0 100.00
/5 4 0 100.00
fZ 2 0 100.00
Figure 9-11

Analyze Menu: Standard Word Lists (Figure 9-12)

To further investigate Lucy’s low MLUm, her use of conjunctions was examined. The list of
conjunctions, selected from the Standard Word List Tables, shows Lucy used predominantly and,
with limited use of but, or, and so.

STANDARD WORD LISTS
C&I Verbal Utts
Main body

Conjunctions
Child

AFTER
AND
AS
BECAUSE
BUT
IF
OR
SINCE
S0
THEN
UNTIL
WHILE

O o o NO RNO OO O -0

-
il

Total Frequency
Figure 9-12
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Analyze Menu: Omissions and Error Codes (Figure 9-13)

Next, the high incidence of omitted words (9) needs further inspection. The Omissions and Error
Codes report reveals that Lucy often omits the subject of the sentence (omitted words are preceded
with an asterisk). When reading through Lucy’s personal narratives transcript, it is noticed that she
frequently starts with a single word or abbreviated phrase without the subject and on occasion she
also omits the verb.

Lucy NZPN
Analysis Set: C&I Verbal Utts

OMISSIONS AND ERROR CODES
Total Utterances
1st Speaker

Child
Total Expanded
Omitted Words a
*HAD
*HAVE
*
*IT
*WE
*WENT
79 |C*we *had something to eat.
107 | C*Ihit my head.
138 | C*we *went to the marae.
223 |CI*have been to a dentist before.
254 |C*it did/n't even hurt.
255 |C*Idid/n't scream or anything.
200 |C*Ithink it was.

Al

Omitted Bound Morphemes 0
Word-Level Error Codes
=[EW:=] 1
THEM [EW:THOSE] 1
49  C (we xx, we had a) we play/ed hide_and_go_seek (in the) in behind them[ew:those] xx thing/s.
Utterance-Level Error Codes

Figure 9-13

Explore Menu (Figure 9-14)

Lucy’s use of nonspecific vocabulary such as thing, thingy, and thingy-ma-bob suggests that she may
have low expressive vocabulary or experience word finding difficulties. The Explore menu was used
to look at all the words beginning with “thing” (select Explor > List > Word and Code List: enter
thing=, click OK). In the dialogue box (Explore >List) select Total utterances as the Utterance Base
and click Expand words and codes (under List Words and Codes) and click List. This will ensure we
look for “thing="anywhere it occurs in the transcript. Figure 9-14 shows the results.

Explore Words and Codes
Table Expanded by Words
Total Utterances
Main body & Mazes
Child
Total Expanded
thing= | 4 |

THING/S | | 1
THINGY ) 3
THINGY_MA_BOE 1

28 | Cwell we had birthday thingy (you know] food.
52 |C (wexx, we had a) we play/ed hide_and_go_seek (in the] in behind them[ew:those] xx thing/s.
ag _C thingy_ma boh.
94 | Cxxthis wee (cup) cup thingy.
161 C=xx crash xx down xx thingy.
247 | C1think they got this thingy.

Figure 9-14
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Macrostructure analysis of personal narrative quality

Lucy’s personal narratives were analyzed and coded for personal narrative quality (PNQ) with the
best three narratives analysed using “high point analysis” (McCabe & Rollins, 1994). The narratives
of children with typically developing language normally follow a developmental sequence of two-
event narratives by age 2 to 3;6, leapfrog narratives by age 4, end-at-high-point narratives by age 5,
and classic narratives by age 6 (McCabe & Rollins, 1994). Lucy was able to produce narratives which
demonstrated an ability to correctly sequence past tense events including one example of a classic
narrative (the dentist) where the narrative built to a high point with a resolution (see also van
Bysterveldt, Westerveld, Gillon, & Foster-Cohen, 2012).

INTERPRETATION

Lucy’s language production is characterized by low MLUm and simplified sentence structure. These
skills appear out of line with her other spoken and written language skills. Lucy’s intelligibility is
further reduced by her stop-start speech and finger mouthing.

Strengths

Lucy was engaged with the task and was responsive during the assessment. She enjoyed the visual
prompts and was enthusiastic about relating her own narrative. With support Lucy was able to
sequence her ideas to relay a series of past tense events in a chronological order with a high point
and resolution.

Challenges

Lucy has a very low MLUm which gives her language a telegraphic quality. She has difficulty
connecting her ideas and needs considerable support from her listening partner to enable her to get
her ideas across. She struggles to find specific words for items and events and resorts to generic
words such as thing or thingy. Lucy also uses phrases such as “that’s handy” which she uses as a
filler-phrase to give herself time to think or as a place holder for her turn, but this is not always
appropriate.

Clinical impressions

The stop-start nature of Lucy’s narrative along with the low MLUm results in making Lucy a
challenging discourse partner. When recalling her personal narrative, Lucy frequently began with a
single word or abbreviated phrase without the subject and on occasion she also omitted the verb. As
well as requiring a considerable amount of effort by the listener to make sense of the narrative,
Lucy’s narrative lacked cohesion and was not easy to follow. When a repetition of the word or
phrase was provided by the listener, Lucy was then able to expand on the narrative using longer
phrases and more complete sentences. This required patience and support by the listener to enable
Lucy to tell her story. These challenges are likely to limit Lucy’s opportunities to engage with her
peers and to contribute in the classroom setting.

Ideas for Intervention

e Vocabulary enrichment around topics to support Lucy to participate more fully in class-,
peer-, and teacher interactions.

e Linking ideas using coordinating conjunctions to create longer and more complex sentences
and reduce the telegraphic nature of her narratives.

e Use of a personal narrative graphic organizer to provide visual supports for Lucy to recall,
sequence, and organize her ideas.

e Improve metalinguistic awareness by providing Lucy with feedback when she is not
understood.
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Case Study 3: CARTER
SALT Transcript: Carter PGHW.slt®

BACKGROUND

Carter is 8;1 and is in the second grade. He is diagnosed with Autism Spectrum Disorder (ASD) and
Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD). He has a normal IQ according to neuro-
psychological testing. He is receiving speech/language services for speech articulation, which has
improved his speech intelligibility. Carter also received therapy services as a preschooler that
focused on expressive/receptive language and social skills. He is being assessed for language skills
following teacher concerns and SLP observations of difficulty with utterance formulation in both
speaking and writing. Carter was attentive to assessment tasks and followed directions well
throughout the evaluation.

ASSESSMENT MEASURE

A story retell narrative task was the best choice to assess Carter’s presenting language challenges.
The narrative task challenged his word, utterance, and text-level proficiency, and the skills required
for the narrative closely mirror the demands of the school curriculum. Carter listened to the story
Pookins Gets Her Way (Lester, 1987) and then retold the story using the book with the text covered.
He listened carefully to the instructions and gave his best effort retelling the story. The results are
considered to be representative of his oral language skills. The recorded sample was transcribed and
then coded for sentence complexity (SI, see Appendix O) and narrative structure and content (NSS,
see Appendix P). It took Carter 5% minutes to retell the story and his sample contained 480 words
and 46 utterances. Carter’s sample was compared to samples selected from the Narrative Story
Retell database (see Appendix I).

Selected database samples:
82 samples matched by age: 7;7 - 8;7
39 samples matched by age and same number of total words (NTW)

Database Menu: Standard Measures Report (Figure 9-15)

e Transcript Length: The sample was age appropriate in length for the number of utterances and
words, as well as elapsed time.

o Intelligibility: Intelligibility did not impact the sample.

o Macro Analysis: Analysis of the Carter’s story revealed that his NSS Composite Score, although low,
was within the normal range of performance.

o Syntax/Morphology: MLU in words and morphemes were also within normal limits. However,
Carter’s utterances, while of appropriate length, did not include the more complex structure
typical for his age and grade. This was evidenced by the SI Composite Score, a measure of clausal
density.

o Semantics: Carter’s number of different words (NDW) was higher than the database average. So
was his Moving-Average NDW, a comparison of NDW which is independent of sample length.
These are measures of vocabulary diversity and the positive SDs indicate a strength in the area of
semantics.

 Verbal Facility: Carter’s rate of speech was comparable to his peers at 86.75 Words per Minute
(WPM). Also noted were a high number of pauses within utterances at 1.80 SD above the database
mean. Slightly over 25% of Carter’s words were maze words. This is just over three standard
deviations higher than the database mean and warrants a more in-depth look at mazes.

% Carter PGHW is one of the sample transcripts included with the software.
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e Errors: 17% of Carter’s utterances contained errors, which was within normal limits. However,
Carter’s sample contained 2 omissions and 11 errors which should be examined for patterns.

SALT ANALYSIS
Carter PGHW
‘Wird Base: Exclude |{parenthetical remarkis))
TRANSCRIPT INFORMATION DATABASE INFORMATION
Speaker; Carter (Child) Dratabase: Narritive Stary Retell
Samphe Date: B2 Samples Matched By Age
Current Age: 8,1, Grode: 2 3% Samples Cat ar 312 Number Total Words
Context: Narration [PGHW) Context: Marration [PGHW)
STANDARD MEASURES REPORT
Compared 1o 82 Samples Matched by Age
LANGUAGE MEASURE Child DATARASE
Score +/50 Mean Min Max s
Current Age (8:1) ROB =01, Bla 758 B5e [ 1]
TRANSCRIPT LENGTH
Total Utterances 46 036 4151 22 BS 12.46
CEI Verbal Uns 40 .09 39.00 21 76 11.66
All Words Incliding Muzes 480 084 37538 186 923 2141
Elapasd Tiene [5:32) 551 083 4.26 147 10,57 152
INTELLIGIBILITY
%% Intelligible Urterances WL -082 9630 6341 1000 659
W Intelbigible Wornds 98.6% 0497 99.50 94.64 L le ] 091
MACRO ANALYSIS
NSE Composite Score 19 <094 2289 12 32 413
SYNTAX MORPHOLOGY
ML i Words TEBD -0.46 824 612 1064 094
MLL im Morphemes BBS -0.37 9.25 692 12.00 107
% Urterances With Verbs 97.5% 0.1z 97.07 8485 100.00 155
Mean Verbs per Unernes 148 -0.85 L1635 Loe 212 0ll
1 Companite Scare Li13* =114 127 Lo L62 niz
SEMANTICS
Number Toral Words (NTW] 2 0,09 2140 139 T8 10569
Number [Nfferent Words (NDI] 145 .57 129.04 &9 225 2820
Moving-Mverage NTW 100 0.00 100,00 100 100 0.nn
Moving-Average NDAW 66" 193 57.06 41 65 439
VERRAL FACILITY
Warda per Minute BL.TH =023 q1.a8 40.25 144,26 21.74
Paizse Thme As % of Total Timne 16056 027 1339 0.0 3598 950
Maze Words As % of Total Words 540" 152 1127 248 2824 558
¥ Abandoned Unerances 0.0% -0.57 124 Q.00 1467 219
ERRORS
%% Utternnces With Errors 17.4% 021 1559 0,00 4545 Th
Numiber of Omizsions 2 -0.39 X112 (1] 17 250
Number of Error Codes 1= 2.29 420 0 12 297
* At learr ] SD ™2 S0 from the databese mean
Ralicited measires coint eocurrences mnd can be significonsly afected by che diferent sample lengths.
Calculations baved on C&] Verbal Uit Syntax,Morphology and Semmntics sections, Moze Words As % of Toa! Words
Database selecifon criferar .r'lpu- tl,:‘- & moviths (7,7 - 8 ?;l

Figure 9-15 (Standard Measures Report based on entire transcript)

Database Menu: Quick Look (Figure 9-16)

The Quick Look report is generated from the database menu and provides a very broad overview of
skills in an easy-to-read table format, which is convenient for summary meetings to show strengths
and weakness. Carter’s Quick Look shows that his relative weaknesses are in SI (syntax skills) and in
Verbal Facility, specifically a high number of mazes. His relative strength is his semantic skills
(Moving-Average NDW). All other language measures were within normal limits.
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QUICK LOOK
Compared to 82 Samples Matched by Age

LANGUAGE MEASURE Strength WNL Weakness
MACRO ANALYSIS

NSS Composite Score X
SYNTAX/MORPHOLOGY

MLU in Words X

% Utterances With Verbs X

SI Composite Score X
SEMANTICS

Moving-Average NDW X
VERBAL FACILITY

Words per Minute X

Pause Time As % of Total Time X

Maze Words As % of Total Words X

% Abandoned Utterances X
ERRORS

% Utterances With Errors X
Database selection criteria: Age +/- 6 months (7,7 - 8;7)

Figure 9-16 (Quick Look based on entire transcript)

Based on these reports, additional information would be valuable for several measures: SI, mazes,
and error codes. Additional information is provided in subsequent reports.

Database Menu: Subordination Index (Figure 9-17)

The Subordination Index (SI) is a relatively fast way to document the use of complex syntax (see
Appendix O). This is an important measure from Carter’s sample to confirm the SLP’s observation of
infrequent use of complex syntax and the frequent mazes which may be associated with utterance
formulation problems, i.e., limited command of complex syntax. Sl is a measure of clausal density,
calculated by dividing the number of clauses by total number of utterances. SALT calculated the
score and compared it to the matched database samples. Carter’s S| composite score was 1.13,
which is 1.81 SD below the database mean of 1.30. Most of his utterances contained one clause.

SUBORDINATION INDEX
Calculations Based on C&I Verbal Utts
Compared to 39 ples Eq d By Same Number of Total Words
LANGUAGE MEASURE Child DATABASE
Score +/-SD Mean Min Max SD
[SI-0] 0 -0.51 0.46 0 4 0.91
[SI-1] 34* 1.59 26.13 16 38 4.96
[SI-2] 5 -1.36 8.72 2 14 2.74
[SI-3] 0* -1.07 1.13 0 4 1.06
[SI-4] 0 -0.23 0.05 0 1 0.22
[SI-5] 0 -0.16 0.03 0 1 0.16
SI Composite Score 1.13* -1.81 1.30 1.00 1.52 0.10
*At least 1 SD (** 2 SD) from the database mean
Database selection criteria: Age +/- 6 months (7;7 - 8;7)

Figure 9-17 (Sl based on the first 312 words)

Database Menu: Verbal Facility Summary (Figure 9-18)

The Verbal Facility Summary shows that Carter produced mazes at the word and phrase level. His
word-level mazes were mostly repetitions while the revisions were more prominent at the phrase
level. These data points provide support for both word retrieval as well as utterance formulation
problems.
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. O
MAZE SUMMARY

Total Maze Words 106 % 357 41.69 B 74 18.02
Maze Words As % of Total Words 25.4% " 3.05 11.56 250 1917 453
Total Number of Mazes 37 209 2036 5 40 797
Average Words per Maze 286* 1.59 205 1.00 3.07 0.51
Average Mazes per Utterance 093* 1.62 0.55 0.17 1.26 023
Utterances With Mazes 25 211 1533 5 25 458
Utts With Mazes As % of Total Verbal Utes 62.5% " 178 40.90 17.24 7097 1212
Total Maze Companents 69" 444 2418 a8 53 10.10
Revisions Part Word 2 -0.08 215 o 8 1.84

Word T 2.64 233 o 8 L77

Phrase 12* L77 641 o 13 315

Repetitions Part Word ¢ ol 272 2.26 o 9 1.74

Word 26 704 379 o 13 316

Phrase B** 229 228 o 9 250

Filled Pauses Single Word 7 042 4.69 o 24 555
Multiple Words 0 «0,29 026 o 5 088

Maze Components As % of Total Components. 18,19 ** 4.01 7.11 2.50 14.52 274

Figure 9-18 (Verbal Facility Summary: Maze Summary based on the first 312 words)

Explore Menu: Utterances without mazes (Figure 9-19)
To better understand Carter’s frequent use of mazes, let’s examine his utterances which don’t
contain any mazes.

Selected Utterances 15

20 |C She sticked|stick[EQ:stuck] her tongue out [SI-1].

24 |C She threw apple/s [SI-1].

23 |C She yell/ed [SI-1].

32 |C 50 she gave it[EW:them] to her cat [SI-1].

34 |C She had all the toy /s she want/ed which was no fair ((maybe]) [5I-1].
44  C She brought her apple/s just in case [SI-1].

46 |C The troll[REF] rub/ed his hat [SI-1].

47 C And she had cowboy boots [SI-1].

50 |C The troll[REF] rub/ed her[EWhis] hat [SI-1].

531 |CIt came true [SI-1].

52 |C Next she want/ed to be a flower [SI-1].

59 C He rubfed his hat, %gpoof [SI-1].

61 |C She turn/ed into a flower [SI-1].

66 |C She grew and grew_and_grew_and_grew_and_grew [5I-1].

73 |C "First you have to give me all your temper tantrum/s stuff to me [SI-1].

Figure 9-19

Notice that all of the fluent utterances had simple syntax (grammatical form). Was he attempting to
produce more than one proposition at a time without command of complex syntax to accomplish the
task? Further analysis of complex syntax is warranted. Also notice that the code [REF] was applied
during transcription to mark referencing difficulty, which may be contributing to word retrieval
impairment. The [REF] code was applied to the troll character because Carter referred to this
character previously as an elf.

Analyze Menu: Standard Utterance Lists (Figure 9-20)

Selecting “Utterances with Error Codes” from the Standard Utterance Lists displays all the words and
utterances coded as errors. This follow-up report should be used to look for patterns of errors.
Carter made several pronoun errors, e.g., it for them, her for his, and several word-choice errors,
e.g., before for after, and elf and troll both used to refer to the same character.
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STANDARD UTTERANCE LISTS
Total Utterances
1st Speaker

Utterances with Error Codes
20 | C She sticked|stick[EQ:stuck] her tongue out [SI-1].
22 | C She made (fu*) goofy face s, sticked|stick[EO:stuck] her tongue out [SI-1].
32 | C So she gave it[EW:them] to her cat [SI-1].

39 C And she rollerskate/*ed in the living room which made the cat jump up on the couch and then make[EW:made]
the lamp fall over and then made (the pot) the pot crack and X [SIX].

40 |C Then (all) she stay /ed *up all night (before the) before[EW:after] the owl/s went to bed [SI-2].

50 | C The troll[REF] rub fed her[EW:his] hat [SI-1].

67 C Finally, when she is big, (the) the elf[REF] (ask/ed :02) ask/3s, "(are y*) you (made a w* not wise choice :03)
made a not wise choice” [EU].

69 | C (The the) the elf[EW:troll] [REF] cry/ed, "Oh, I/'m go/ing to lose my power/s in the rain" [SI-2]!

Figure 9-20
STANDARDIZED TEST INFORMATION

Clinical Evaluation of Language Fundamentals-5" Edition
Language Domain with Composite Score:

Core Language: 76

Receptive Language: 59

Expressive Language: 80

Language Content: 78

Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-4 (PPVT-4)
Standard Score: 116

Percentile: 86

Age Equivalent: 8;9

Expressive Vocabulary Test: 2 (EVT-2)
Standard Score: 117

Percentile: 87

Age Equivalent: 8;1

Database Menu: Performance Report (Figures 9-21a & 9-21b)

And to “pull it all together”, SALT includes the Performance Report. This report provides a cohesive
narrative summarizing the language sample analysis outcomes, noting both strengths and
weaknesses. This report can be edited to add your clinical impressions and incorporate outcomes
from standardized testing and/or other informal measures. Or just copy and paste relevant
information from this report into your own report format. The Performance Report is extremely

comprehensive and can save a lot of time when writing up reports.
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Performance Report
Carter PGHW
Age: 8;1, Grade: 2

Language Sample Analysis with SALT Software

Elicitation Task and Database Overview

Carter completed a narrative story retell of 'Pookins Gets Her Way" (Lester, 1987). He listened to the
story and then retold the story using his own words. Measures of sample length, intelligibility,
syntax/morphology, semantics, verbal facility, and errors were calculated from his language sample and
compared with samples from 82 speakers completing the same task. These speakers were within 6
months of Carter's age. Although most measures were calculated from the entire sample, a few
measures, such as total pause time and number of errors, can be affected by different sample lengths,
i.e., the longer the sample, the more opportunity to produce them. For these measures, Carter's sample
was compared with a subset of 40 samples matched in length by the same number of words. All
measures were interpreted using a standard deviation interval of 1.00 SD.

Transcript Length
Carter produced 46 utterances using a total of 479 words in 5 minutes and 32 seconds, which were all
within normal limits for this task.

Intelligibility
Carter's intelligibility was within normal limits with 90.9% intelligible utterances and 98.6% intelligible
words.

Syntax/Morphology

Carter's mean length of utterance (MLU) in words was 7.78, which was within the normal range
compared to his database peers. His MLU in morphemes was 8.75, which was also within the normal
range. 97.5% of Carter's utterances contained verbs with an average of 1.42 verbs per utterance. The
percent of utterances with verbs was within normal limits while the average number of verbs per
utterance was lower than the database mean by 1.09 SD.

Figure 9-20a

Semantics

Carter used 141 different words (NDW) within an analysis set of 311 total words (NTW). This compares
with database means of 129 different words within 321 total words to complete the same task. NDW
can be affected by the length of the sample, so the moving-average NDW was calculated by averaging
NDW across the sample, looking at each set of 100 NTW. Carter produced a moving-average NDW of
64, which was 1.67 SD above the database mean of 57, indicating relative strength in vocabulary
diversity.

Verbal Facility

Carter's rate of speech, at 87 words per minute, was within the normal range. Carter's sample
contained 8 within-utterance pauses for a total time of 30 seconds, with an average pause time of 3.75
seconds. The total number of pauses and total pause time were both higher than the database mean by
1.83 SD and 2.10 SD, respectively, while the average pause time was within normal limits. His sample
also contained 9 between-utterance pauses for a total time of 23 seconds, with an average pause time
of 2.56 seconds. These between-utterance pause values were within normal limits. Pause time as a
percent of total time was 16.0%, which was within normal limits. In Carter's sample, 25.4% of the words
were filled pauses, false starts, repetitions, or reformulations. This percentage of words in mazes was
2.53 SD higher than the database mean of 11.3%. His sample contained 37 mazes, which were found in
62.5% of his utterances. Carter's mazes consisted of a high number of both phrase-level and word-level
revisions and repetitions. A high number of pauses and mazes may indicate difficulty with word
retrieval and/or utterance formulation.

Errors
21.7% of Carter's utterances contained errors, which was comparable to his database peers. He omitted
the past tense bound morpheme once, although he produced it 19 times. He used the plural bound
morpheme 18 times, the 3rd person singular bound morpheme once, the present progressive bound
morpheme twice, and the contracted verb form four times. He also omitted the word UP once. His
sample contained the following overgeneralization error: STICKED[EO:STUCK] twice, the following
pronoun errors: HER[EP:HIS] and IT[EP:THEM], and the following other word-level errors:
BEFORE[EW:AFTER] once, ELF[EW:GNOME] once, MAKE[EW:MADE] once, and TROLL[EW:GNOME]
twice. His sample also contained the following utterance-level error:

C Finally, when she is big, (the) the elf (ask/ed :02) ask/3s, "(are y*) you (made a w* not wise choice

Figure 9-20b
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INTERPRETATION

Performance Profile

Carter’s language sample results are consistent with the word retrieval and utterance formulation
profile. His simple sentence attempts are produced without mazes, consistent with limited complex
syntax use and confirmed by the SI measure. The Verbal Facility Summary provides evidence for
both word retrieval as well as utterance formulation issues. The phrase level mazes are revisions for
the most part, while repetitions are at the word level. His pauses within utterances fit these
observations as his repetitions and revisions did not create enough time to find the right word or the
syntax to combine more than one idea into one utterance.

Strengths

Carter was enthusiastic and enjoyed listening to and retelling the story. He used diverse vocabulary
with number of different words (NDW) being 145, which is slightly higher than the database mean.
And his Moving-Average NDW, a measure of NDW which is independent of sample length, was
significantly higher than the database mean. He also had adequate mean length of utterance at 7.8.
These results are substantiated by his score on the Expressive Vocabulary Test, where he scored well
above average on single word expression. Another area of relative strength is the length of his story.
Carter told the story in average time and his story contained an average number of words and
utterances.

Challenges

Carter’s sample contained an abundance of mazes (repetitions, revisions, and filled pauses) with
25% of his words being maze words. His mazes consisted of part-word, word, and phrase repetitions
as well as word and phrase revisions. The prevalence of pauses within utterances, at 1.80 standard
deviations above the mean, indicates that he spent more time pausing within an utterance than age-
matched peers. This might indicate difficulty with word retrieval as well as overall utterance
organization. Word-level errors were also common throughout Carter’s sample. Errors included
overgeneralization, e.g., sticked for stuck, and pronoun errors, e.g., it for them and her for his. Of
note, Carter was inconsistent when referring to one of the main characters in the story; the gnome.
He referred to the gnome as elf, and troll but not gnome. Carter requested from the clinician the
name of the main character, Pookins, saying that he forgot her name. Some of these errors suggest
delays in specific areas of language, overgeneralization of past tense, and lack of complex sentence
use. The frequent mazes suggest that his self-monitoring of language production results in numerous
changes to get the utterance that he has in mind produced correctly. Improving verbal fluency will
require both direct instruction on complex syntax and strategies to find the right word.

Clinical Impressions

Carter performs in the average range on standardized tests. With the exception of his receptive
language on the CELF-5, all other language domains are in low-average range. His receptive language
score may be due to reduced attention to the task versus actual issues with auditory
comprehension. When looking at his score on the PPVT-4 and EVT-2, Carter presents as though he
has very high expressive and receptive language skills, which is true in some aspects as he has an
average MLU and NDW. However, these tasks are decontextualized and isolate language in a way
that does not assess functional language. When Carter has to use the whole language system
simultaneously, i.e., comprehend picture book, organize thoughts, formulate utterances, his
language system breaks down and he demonstrates utterance and word retrieval difficulties along
with pauses. This can be frustrating as he has complex ideas as well as strong vocabulary skills but
cannot always get his intended message across to the listener. He also uses gestures and non-
specific vocabulary to convey his ideas.
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Ideas for Intervention

Recommendations include:

e Working on references so the listener clearly knows who/what Carter is talking about
e Word retrieval strategies, e.g., description, synonyms, etc.

e Taking time to formulate and organize thoughts before talking

e Direct instruction on complex syntax within a narrative context

e Fluency practice producing only simple sentences, one proposition at a time
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Case Study 4: MAX

SALT Transcript: Max Expo.slt°

BACKGROUND

Max is 11;2 and is in the 5" grade. He began receiving speech/language services when he was four
years old. He was identified with a learning disability in the first grade. Teacher concerns include
difficulty expressing himself in a clear and concise manner. In speech-language therapy Max has
been working on word retrieval, thought organization, and staying on topic. Max's conversational
skills are very good. It is unlikely that someone would realize he has a language impairment from a
casual conversation with him. He asks appropriate questions, makes appropriate comments, stays
on topic (most of the time), and listens to his partner.

ASSESSMENT MEASURE

Max completed an expository language sample where he was asked to tell how to play his favorite
game or sport. The expository task began with a planning phase of 3-5 minutes where Max was
asked to make notes on a template addressing ten required categories for a complete exposition.
Max chose to explain how to play the board game Monopoly. He was compliant during the task and
appeared to give his best effort. The recorded sample was transcribed and then coded for sentence
complexity (Sl, see Appendix O) and expository structure (ESS, see Appendix Q). Max’s sample was
compared to samples selected from the Expository database (see Appendix J).

Selected database samples:
88 samples matched by age: 10;8 - 11;8
83 samples matched by age and same number of total words (NTW)

10 Max Expo is one of the sample transcripts included with the software.
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SALT ANALYSIS
Mk Expi
TRANSCRIPT INFORMATION DATABASE INFORMATION
Speaker: Mox [Child) Database: Expository
Sample Date: 88 Samples Matched By Age
(Carrent Age: 11;2, Grade: 5 83 Samples Cut at 265 Number Total Words
Context: Exposition Context: Expasitien
STANDARD MEASURES REPORT
Campared Lo 88 Samples Matched by Age
LANGUAGE MEASURE Child DATABASE
Score +[-5D Mean Min Max S0
Current Age {11;2) 1017 =0.07 119 a7 1167 032
TRANSCRIFT LENGTH
Tatal Utterances 32 -0.98 5576 13 160 24.24
CE&I Verbal s 30= =103 5384 13 170 2304
All Words Including Mazes 376 =100 69551 172 24232 3Z0A45
Elapaed Time [4:02) 4,03 <073 545 130 1532 195
INTELLIGIBILITY
%o Intelligible Unierances 100 0.63 99,19 G545 1040, 040 129
% lutelligible Wards 1004 .61 992 45 100,00 013
MACRO ANALYSIS
ESS Composite Score 15 =321 3280 13 L] 554
SYNTAX /MORPHOLOGY
MLI in Waords BET* L4 1152 THT 16.24 LB7?
ML in Morphemes 943" -1.5% 1263 BS54 17.62 202
3% Utternnoes With Verbs 0.0 = =214 06T Bo9G 100,00 117
Mean Verhs per Utterance 213 =031 2% 161 335 039
Sl Composite Soore i..“' -1.73 L&7 121 222 023
SEMANTICS
Mumber Total Words (NTW) 265* <127 614.52 169 2108 27472
MNumber ferent Words (NDW) a4 =164 176,95 74 L] 44T
Mawving-werage NTW 100 ad 1000 ({1 100 [ X5]i]
Maving-Average NDW 51* ~1.48 5476 15 i 191
VERBAL FACILITY
Words per Mimte 93.22* 123 12664 5216 19989 2723
Passe Tine As % of Total Time 20.7%* 112 a/T0 0040 4980 1070
Maze Waords Aa % of Total Words m""‘ 396 1033 DES 29.70 4.89
% Abandoned Utterances a3 239 152 0.00 599 1.98
ERROGS
% Utterances With Errors 15.6% o1 10.52 0,00 2750 628
MNumber of (mizsions 3 o449 197 o 12 12
Number af Error Codes 2 0B 439 o 14 294

" A leaat 1 50 ™ 2 50 from the database men

tralicized meazires cownt occwrrences and can be significantly afected by the diferenr smmple lengths,

Cerletalarions bared an CAT Vertal Urte: Symras Morphology
Durrabrse selection criteria: Age + /- 6 months (108 - 11:8)

und Semantics sections, Maze Words Ax % of Toral Werds

Figure 9-22 (Standard Measures Report based on entire transcript)
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Database Menu: Standard Measures Report (Figure 9-22)

e Transcript Length: Max’s expository sample was somewhat shorter in terms of number of
utterances, number of words, and time than what was produced by his age-matched peers.

e Macro Analysis: Max’s ESS Composite Score, which measures the structure and content of the
exposition, was more than 3 SDs below the database mean.

o Syntax/Morphology: Max’s average utterance length was shorter than expected with MLUw at
1.44 SD and MLUm at 1.59 SD below the database mean. His SI Composite Score, which measures
clausal density, was low.

o Semantics: Number of different words (NDW) was 1.68 SD below the database average and his
Moving-Average NDW, a more meaningful comparison of NDW because it is independent of
sample length, was also below the mean at -1.48 SD. These measures indicate weak semantic
skills. Perhaps eliciting a language sample from another context would provide evidence to
determine whether or not this is of significance.

o Verbal Facility: All measures were one or more standard deviations from the database means.
Max’s rate of speech, measured in words per minute, was 1.23 SD below the database mean. The
low rate of speech was a result, at least in part, of the high number of silent pauses. Almost 30% of
Max’s words were in mazes and he abandoned over 6% of his utterances.

e Errors: 15.6% of the utterances in Max’s sample contained errors which was within normal limits
for the task.

Based on this report, additional information would be especially valuable in several areas: Macro
Analysis (low ESS), Syntax/Morphology (low MLU and SI), and Verbal Facility (low WPM, high number
of pauses, mazes, and abandoned utterances). Additional information is provided in subsequent
reports.

Database Menu: Expository Scoring Scheme (Figure 9-23)

The Expository Scoring Scheme (ESS, see Appendix Q) was used to score the structure and content of
Max’s expository sample. His sample was scored on ten categories such as preparations, rules, and
terminology. Most of these categories are based on the planning sheet that Max used to complete
his expository sample. Max’s composite score was 15 out of 50 compared to an average composite
score of 32.8 for age-matched peers. The structure and content of Max’s expository language
sample was in the minimal/emerging range for his age.

EXPOSITORY SCORING SCHEME

Compared to 88 Samples Matched by Age
ESS Category Child DATABASE

Score +/-5D Mean Min Max sD
(Object of Contest 2T -1.49 3.39 1 5 0.93
Preparations il -3.15 3.30 1 5 0.73
Start of Play P -l44 3.34 1 5 0.493
(Course of Play 2T -1.83 347 1 5 0.80
Rules 2* -1.56 3.30 1 5 0.83
Scoring il -257 3.24 1 5 0.87
Duration 2= -1.03 314 0 5 111
Strategy 1l =241 3.27 1 5 0.94
Terminology il -2.49 319 1 5 0.88
Cohesion 1N -3.11 3.17 2 4 0.70
ESS Composite Score il -3.21 32.80 13 44 5.54
* At least 1 S {** 2 5D) from the database mean
[Darabase selection criteria: Age +/- 6 months (10:8 - 11,8)
Figure 9-23

Database Menu: Syntax/Morphology Summary (Figure 9-24 & Figure 9-25)

Max’s MLU in words and morphemes was lower than his age-matched peers.

The Syntax/Morphology Summary from the Database menu (Figure 9-24) was produced to try and

gain further information about words and utterances produced in his sample. This report can often
assist in determining if there are particular forms that may be the primary contributor to low MLU.
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Max produced fewer total bound morphemes than his age-matched peers retelling the same story,
though he used similar types of bound morphemes, e.g., contractions, plurals, and possessives.
However, Max omitted 3 words in obligatory context compared to the database mean of less than 1.

The low MLU can be validated by looking at the Number of Utterances by Utterance Length
distribution tables (Figure 9-25). Notice that Max’s sample contained three utterances which were
only 1 -3 words in length, while none of the database samples contained such short utterances.
Also, only 5 of his 30 utterances contained more than 11 words compared to the database mean of 9
out of 21 utterances.

SYNTAX/MORPHOLOGY SUMMARY
Calculations Based on C&I Verbal Utts
Compared to 83 5 les Eq d By Same Number of Total Words
LANGUAGE MEASURE Child DATABASE
Score +/-8D Mean Min Max sD
ML in Words 883" =1.43 11.86 7.82 19.50 212
MLU in Morphemes 9.43* -1.54 12498 870 21.00 2.30
% Utterances With Verbs 90.00 * -1.60 96.88 8095 100.00 4.30
Mean Verbs per Utterance 2.13 -0.39 2.32 1.13 4,07 0.49
S Composite Score 1.28*% -1.45 1.66 1.04 2.41 0.26
Number Total Words 265 0.00 265.00 265 265 0.00
Number of Bound Morphemes 118* -1.27 25.05 11 37 557
J'D 0 -0.22 0.29 a 10 131
J'LL 0 -0.57 0.41 0 3 0.72
/'™ ] -0.62 0.45 0 3 0.72
J'RE 1 -0.05 1.07 o 6 1.34
/'S 1 -0.86 3.34 o 13 2.72
ST 1 051 0.53 a 4 093
J'us 0 -0.21 0.08 0 2 0.29
J'VE 0 =016 0.0z o 1 0.15
/35 2 -0.89 492 o 16 3.28
JED 0 -0.49 n.22 a 2 0.44
JING 1 0.02 0.98 0 5 113
JN'T 0 -0.51 0.35 o 3 0.69
/S 12 0.01 11.93 1 26 493
JZ ] -0.68 0.49 a 3 0.72
Number of Omitted Words 3= 1.63 0.86 0 9 1.32
Number of Omitted Bound Morphemes 1] -0.33 012 0 2 0.36
*Atleast 1 5D (** 2 5D) from the database mean
Database selection criteria: Age +/- 6 months (10;8 - 11;8)

Figure 9-24 (Syntax/Morphology Summary based on the first 265 words)

UTTERANCE DISTRIBUTION TABLES
Calculations Based on C&I Verbal Utts
Compared to 83 Samples Equated By Same Number of Total Words

NUMBER OF UTTERANCES BY UTTERANCE LENGTH
Utterance Length in Words

1] 1 2z 3 4 5 [ 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15+ Total

Child 0 1 1 1 1 0 4 2 4 4 3 4 0 1 2 2 30

Db Mean 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 2 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 6 21

Utterance Length in Morphemes

1] 1 2z 3 4 5 [ 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15+ Total

Child 0 1 1 1 1 0 2 1 6 4 2 4 2 1 0 4 30

Db Mean 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 2 2 2 2 1 1 1 1 7 23

Database selection criteria: Age +/- 6 months (10:8-11:8)
Figure 9-25 (Utterance Distribution Table based on utterances in the first 265 words)
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Database Menu: Subordination Index (Figure 9-26)

The Subordination Index (SI, see Appendix O) was applied to Max’s sample. The SI measures clausal
density and is computed by dividing the total number of clauses by total number of C-units. Max
yielded a composite score of 1.28 whereas the database mean for age-matched peers is 1.66. Max’s
score was 1.45 SD below the database mean. He used mostly one-clause utterances (14 total) and 9
two-clause utterances.

SUBORDINATION INDEX
Calculations Based on C&I Verbal Utts
Compared to 83 Samples Equated By Same Number of Total Words
LANGUAGE MEASURE Child DATABASE
Score +/-SD Mean Min Max SD
[SI-0] Zhn 3.49 0.13 0 3 0.54
[SI-1] 14 0.40 12.33 4 23 4.24
[SI-2] 9 0.75 7.07 1 15 2,57
[SI-3] 0* -1.48 2.02 0 6 1.37
[SI-4] 0 -0.81 0.60 0 3 0.75
[SI-5] 0 -0.52 025 0 2 0.49
[SI-6] 0 -0.16 0.02 0 1 0.15
[SI-7] 0 -0.19 0.04 0 1 0.19
[SI-8] 0 -0.11 0.01 0 1 0.11
[SI-9] 0 -0.11 0.01 0 1 0.11
SI Composite Score 1.28* -1.45 1.66 1.04 241 0.26
*At least 1 SD (** 2 SD) from the database mean
Database selection criteria: Age +/- 6 months (10,8 - 11;8)

Figure 9-26 (Sl based on the first 265 words)

Database Menu: Verbal Facility Summary

The Verbal Facility Summary gives detailed information about speaking rate, pauses, and mazes,
comparing this information to the database. Each of these sections is highlighted and described
below.

e Rate and Pause Summary (Figure 9-27)

Max’s sample was 4 minutes, 2 seconds in length which was within normal limits for the
expository task. His speaking rate was slower than age-matched peers and his sample contained
a larger number of pauses. His sample contained 10 within-utterance pauses, which totaled 38
seconds and lasted, on average, 3.8 seconds. Max also had 5 between-utterance pauses, which
totaled 12 seconds and lasted 2.4 seconds on average.
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TURRAL UACTLITT SIMMATY
e ] S Lgnated iy e bamber ol Tetal Werds
Lagsn Ly MrasEg Chlal [EIETTET
So (¥ E™ (PP S an alx
s I 1 L ] i i
. - JLANGUAGE MEASURE Child DATABASE
Score +/-5D Mean Min Max 5D
Y RATE SUMMARY
Elapsed Time [4:02) 403" 275 238 138 483 0.60
Words per Minute 93.22° <145 130.85 58.34 20096 26.01
Urterances per Minute 7a93* -1.06 10.64 497 17.21 255
Freu e | PAUSE SUMMARY
roo e ace|  Pause Time As % of Total Time 20.7%* 1.60 568 0,00 46,69 934
Pauses Within Utterances
No. of pauses 10" 513 1.00 o 8 175
Total pause time (seconds) g 244 417 ] 120 1387
Average pause time (seconds) 3.80 0.28 315 2.00 15.00 229
Pauses Between Utterances
T No. of pauses o 126 158 1] 15 2.71
LY Total pause time (seconds) 12 038 6,40 0 110 14,85
M Average pause time (seconds) 240 -0.70 335 2,00 733 134
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Figure 9-27 (Verbal Facility Summary: Rate and Pauses based on first 265 words)
e Maze Summary (Figure 9-28)

29.7% of Max’s total words were in mazes. This is 3.56 standard deviations higher than the
database mean. The number of total mazes was also high as was the average words per maze,
indicating that he produced frequent and relatively long mazes. Max’s mazes were made up of
primarily phrase revisions and word repetitions. The maze distribution tables revealed that a
high percentage of utterances, even utterances that were relatively short, contained mazes. In
fact, Max had mazes in most of his utterances that were longer than 2 morphemes. Compare
Max’s values with the much lower database mean values provided in this distribution table. As
the length of his utterances increased, mazes continued to be present.

VERRA IACTLETY SUspain
Comprdin 41 bmpir D pmaried By S Sommer ol Neiad Mol
[EUEL e il [T
R Muan T ™ L]
" |LANGUAGE MEASURE Child DATABASE
Score +/-5D Mean Min Max 5D
MAZE SUMMARY
Total Maze Words 11z* 4.07 3171 2z 122 19.72
Maze Words As % of Total Words 29.7%* 356 1033 0.75 3152 544
Total Number of Mazes 29* 1.83 15.00 2 54 7.67
Average Words per Maze 386 271 207 1.00 457 0.66
Average Mazes per Utterance 097 098 0.64 0.07 208 033
Utterances With Mazes 21 263 1057 2 22 396
Utts With Mazes As % of Total Verbal Utts 70.09%* 1.53 45.05 7.14 B84.62 16.26
Total Maze Components 49 292 18.14 2 77 10.56
Revisions Part Word 1 -0.10 1.11 [] 5 1.09
Word 3 0.42 2.25 0 7 178
Phrase 19 466 5.11 [ 13 298
Repetitions Part Word 3 0.88 1.29 0 15 194
‘Word kbl 3.27 1.39 0 13 233
Phrase 3+ 132 1.05 ] 8 148
Filled Pauses  Single Word 1 096 5.82 [} 28 538
Multiple Words 1] -0.30 0.13 ] 3 0.4
Maze Components As % of Total Components. 15,69 ** 2.86 6.29 0.75 2251 3.25
- s (L) 113 ]
s am

Figure 9-28 (Verbal Facility Summary: Maze Summary based on first 265 words)
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Analyze Menu: Abandoned Utterances (Figure 9-29)

The Standard Measures Report (see Figure 9-22) indicated that Max abandoned 6.3% of his
utterances which was 2.39 SD above the database mean. Since abandoned utterances are not
common at this age level, with most speakers producing less than one abandoned utterance, it
would be valuable to look at Max’s abandoned utterances. The Standard Utterance Lists, selected
from the Analyze menu, displays lists of various types of utterances, including Abandoned
Utterances, as well as their context within the sample. Max’s language contained two abandoned
utterances. These utterances are displayed in context with 2 preceding and 2 following utterances.

Max Expo
Analysis Set: C&I Verbal Utts

STANDARD UTTERANCE LISTS
Total Utterances
1st Speaker

Abandoned Utterances
20 CAnd thenyou try to go around (the um) the board one time.
21 CThenyou get a two hundred dollar bonus.
22 CAnd thenyou get>
23  CLike the basic rule/s[EW:rule] for this game is (you have to like if you like) you can/'t steal from the banker:
24 CAndifyou do, like you get sent to jail.
37 C(Or the other time the other t* to like get like) And you could sell your property/s too.
38 EMhm.
39 CAnd>
40 -:04
41 Els there anything else you can tell me to learn the game?

Figure 9-29

INTERPRETATION

Performance Profile

The delayed language profile is characterized by low mean length of utterance, low number of
different words, slow speaking rate, and word and utterance-level errors. Max’s language
production fits into this profile. His syntax was limited to simple sentences with few attempts at
complex sentence forms as evidenced by his low Sl scores. All of Max’s language sample scores
contribute to his low scores on the ESS in that his sample is short and syntactic forms do not allow
him to express complex relationships.

Strengths
As mentioned earlier, Max has good conversational skills. He was a willing participant in the
assessment process and made only a few word or utterance errors.

Challenges

Max demonstrated limited lexical diversity with low MLU and NDW. His low SI score indicates that
he uses simple syntax with limited use of subordination. Verbal fluency was decreased as evidenced
by increased mazes and pause times. This could be related in part to utterance formulation difficulty.
Max’s ESS scores indicated problems with cohesion, e.g., overall flow of the sample, organization,
sequencing, etc., and terminology, e.g., adequately defining new terms. Max also scored lower on
the content of his expository sample in areas such as explaining how the game is scored, strategies
used, and preparations for the game.

Clinical Impressions

Max’s performance could be related in part to formulation difficulties as seen by the length of his
mazes and the fact that mazes were present even in short, simple utterances. The expository task is
challenging but revealing of his oral language issues. Comparing his conversational skills with his
expository skills may suggest opportunities to improve his overall verbal output.
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Ideas for Intervention

e Foster vocabulary enrichment, such as pre-teaching content words related to specific areas of the
curriculum

¢ Organize thoughts before speaking by practicing with the ESS matrix to fulfill expectations for
detail

e Practice narrative retell to improve sequencing of events and story structure

e Teach complex sentence forms beginning with conjunctions to expand utterances
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Case Study 5: TIMMY
SALT Transcript: Timmy FWAY st

BACKGROUND

Timmy is a 5-year, 8-month old boy who was in early childhood when he first received therapy for
language delay. He is now in kindergarten and his therapist wants to assess his language production
using a story retell as it relates directly to the kindergarten curriculum,

ASSESSMENT MEASURE

Timmy completed a narrative story retell using the wordless picture book Frog, Where are You?
(Mayer, 1969). First, the clinician told the story using a script, and then Timmy retold the story using
the pictures from the book. Timmy completed the task without prompting and the therapist thought
the sample was a valid indicator of his current level of oral language. The recorded sample was
transcribed and then coded for sentence complexity (S, see Appendix O) and narrative structure
(NSS, see Appendix P). Timmy’s sample was compared to samples selected from the Narrative Story
Retell database (see Appendix I).

Selected database samples:
69 samples matched by age: 10;8 - 11,8
66 samples matched by age and same number of total words (NTW)

SALT ANALYSIS

Database Menu: Standard Measures Report (Figure 9-30)

e Transcript Length: Timmy used significantly fewer utterances, words, and time to retell the story
than his age-matched peers.

o Macro Analysis: Timmy’s NSS Composite Score, which measures the structure and content of the
narrative, was 1.83 SD below the database mean.

o Syntax/Morphology: Timmy’s MLU in words and morphemes was lower than his age-matched
peers though his SI Composite Score, a measure of sentence complexity, was within the normal
range for his age.

1 Timmy FWAY is one of the sample transcripts included with the software.
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Timmy FWAY
TRANSCRIFT INFORMATION DATARASE INFORMATHON
Speaker: Timmy [Child) Database: Narmative Story Retell
Sample Diate: 69 Samples Matched By Age
Current Age: 5.8, Grade: K & Samples Cat at 139 Number Total Words
Context: Narration [ FWAY) Context: Marration [FWAY])
STANDARD MEASURES REPORT
Compared to 6% Samples Matched by Age
LANGUAGE MEASURE Child DATARASE
Soore & /-850 Muan Min Max b1
Current Age (58] 5.67 -0.10 .69 517 617 b9
TRANSCRIPT LENGTH
Tatal Unterances 26" <135 3658 2 0 %30
&1 Verbal Uirs 24" =135 3487 20 Rl B05
All Words Including Mazes 154 «1.72 2R559 150 450 TES7
Elagaed Timse [ 1:54) 104 * =171 352 1L72 7.03 095
INTELLIGIRILITY
% Intelligible Umerances 96.2% 019 9488 T0.59 L0000 6.74
% Intelligible Worda 99.3%: 014 .17 T4.30 100.04¢ L13
MACRD ANALYSIS
NES Composite Score 13® =1.83 18483 11 26 118
SYNTAX MMORPHOLOGY
MLIF in Words S -1.32 GAd 493 BAS na2
ML in Morphemes a54" <117 742 517 a.77 0a3
3% Utternnoes With Verbs 913 =0, 7 nE23 800 100,00 4.72
Mean Verbs per Utterance 113 -0.83 125 097 14 015
SI Composite Score L5 -0.76 L10 196 127 007
SEMANTICS
Nurber Totol Woerds (NTW) 139" 16T 240003 125 368 e
Nurmber Different Words [NDW] 62" -L62 BO.T4 55 136 1715
Moving-Average NTW ] 0.0 100,040 100 100 0.00
Moving-Average NDW 49 010 4901 i 6l 459
VERHAL FACILITY
Words per Minute B1.05 «0.13 B194 2815 132.12 2163
Pauso Time As % of Total Time 30.7% 0,34 17.75 000 093 137
Maze Words As % of Total Words 1% -0.93 69 048 2549 594
%% Abandoned Utternneces 38 0.73 198 400 1389 155
ERRORS
% Urreranees With Errors 19.2% 0.63 15.01 0.00 27.78 74
Number of Omitslons 2 a.13 1.81 ¥ L 1.4
Number of Error Codes 3 =053 442 o i1 274
* At least [ 5D 2 80 fram the detrbase mean
Italicized measures counr occurrences ard cen be sigrificanchy affeced by the differanr sample lengrhs
Calculanions based on C&N Verbal Urts: Syntax/Marphology amd Semanrics sectians, Moze Words As % of Toral Wards
Datalsase selection criterio: Age +/~ 6 months (5.2« 6:2)

Figure 9-30 (Standard Measures Report based on entire transcript)

e Semantics: Timmy’s Number of different words (NDW) was 1.62 SD below the database average;
however the Moving-Average NDW, a more meaningful comparison of NDW because it is
independent of sample length, was within normal limits.

o Verbal Facility: Timmy’s words per minute (WPM) score was within the normal range for his age.
His sample contained very few mazes or a significant number of silent pauses.

e Errors: Although about 20% of Timmy’s utterances contained errors, this was not significantly
more than his age-matched peers.

Based on this report, additional information would be especially valuable in several areas: Macro
Analysis (low NSS) and Syntax/Morphology (low MLU). Additional information is provided in
subsequent reports.

Database Menu: Narrative Scoring Scheme (Figure 9-31)

Timmy’s sample was scored using the Narrative Scoring Scheme (NSS), a tool to assess the structure
and content of a narrative (see Appendix P). Timmy’s composite score on the NSS was 13 out of 35,
which is -1.83 SDs below the mean compared to age-matched peers. Timmy had lower scores on the
categories of introduction, mental states, and cohesion. He appeared to have difficulty grasping the
structure of the narrative task.
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NARRATIVE SCORING SCHEME
Compared to 69 Samples Matched by Age

NSS Category Child DATABASE

Score +/-SD Mean Min Max SD %5D
Introduction 1+* -1.43 2,33 0 4 0.93 4004
Character Development 2 -1.13 2.72 1 4 0.64 23%
Mental States 1+ -1.31 2.01 1 4 0.78 3004
Referencing 3 0.03 2,97 1 5 0.29 300
Conflict Resolution 2 -1.52 2.88 1 4 0.58 20%
Cohesion 2* -1.79 3.06 2 5 0.59 199
Conclusion 2 -0.95 2.84 0 3 0.28 310
NSS Composite Score 13+ -1.83 18.83 11 26 318 17%
*Atleast 1 5D (** 2 5D) from the database mean
Database selection criteria: age +/- 6 months (5:2 - 6:2)

Figure 9-31

Database Menu: Syntax/Morphology Summary (Figure 9-32 & Figure 9-33)

Timmy’s MLU in words and morphemes was lower than his age-matched peers.

The Syntax/Morphology Summary from the Database menu (Figure 9-32) was produced to try and
gain further information about words and utterances produced in his sample. This report can often
assist in determining if there are particular forms that may be the primary contributor to low MLU.
Timmy produced more plural and possessive bound morphemes than his age-matched peers
retelling the same story and his overall use of bound morphemes is comparable to age-matched
peers from the database samples. However, Timmy uses fewer verbs/utterance.

SYNTAX/MORPHOLOGY SUMMARY
Calculations Based on C&I Verbal Utts
Compared to 66 Samples Equated By Same Number of Total Words
LANGUAGE MEASURE Child DATABASE
Score +/-5D Mean Min Max sSD
MLU in Words 579* -1.25 7.16 4.93 9.33 1.09
MLIT in Morphemes 6.54% -1.19 7.94 5.21 10.47 1.17
% Utterances With Verhs 91.67 =0.93 96.27 H1.48 100.00 493
Mean Verbs per Utterance 113" -1.02 1.33 0.86 182 0.20
SI Compuosite Score 1.05 -0.72 112 0.94 147 0.11
Number Total Words 139 0.00 139.00 139 139 0.00
Number of Bound Morphemes 18 0.75 15.17 7 26 3.76
J'RE ] =012 0.0z 0 1 0.1z
/s 1] -0.41 0.76 0 12 187
J'T 0 -0.17 0.05 0 2 027
/35 0 -0.25 0.26 0 6 101
JED 10 0.75 7.82 0 13 290
JH'S 0 =012 0.0z 0 1 012
JING 1 -0.90 311 0 12 233
IN'T 1 0.10 0.89 0 5 1.08
/S Gt 211 1.97 0 6 144
JZ il 1.30 0.29 0 2 0.55
Number of Omitted Words 2 1.57 0.67 0 3 0.85
Number of Omitted Bound Morphemes 0 -0.52 0.36 0 4 0.69
*At least 1 5D (** 2 5D) from the database mean
[Database selection criteria: Age +/- 6 months (5:2 - 6:2)

Figure 9-32 (Syntax/Morphology Summary based on the first 139 words)
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The low MLU can be validated by looking at the Number of Utterances by Utterance Length
distribution table (Figure 9-33). His utterances primarily clustered in length between three and eight
words. This seems reasonable since his MLU in words was 5.79.

Timmy FWAY

[TRANSCRIPT INFORMATION DATAEASE INFORMATION

Speaker: Timmy (Child) Database: Narrative Story Retell

Sample Date: 69 Samples Matched By Age

Current Age: 5;8, Grade: K 66 Samples Cut at 139 Number Total Words
[Context: Narration (FWAY) Context: Narration (FWAY)

UTTERANCE DISTRIBUTION TABLES
Calculations Based on C&I Verbal Utts
Compared to 66 Samples Equated By Same Number of Total Words

NUMBER OF UTTERANCES BY UTTERANCE LENGTH
Utterance Length in Words

1] 1 Z 3 4 5 3] 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15+ Total

Child ] 2 1 3 2 2 5 4 2 1] 1 0 2 1] o 0 24

Db Mean 0 0 0 1 3 4 3 3 2 1 1 1 1 1] o 1 21

Utterance Length in Morphemes

1] 1 d 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15+ Total

Child 0 2 1 1 3 1 3 3 6 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 24

Db Mean 0 0 0 1 2 3 3 3 2 2 1 1 1 0 0 1 20

Database selection criteria: Age +/- 6 months (5:2 - 6;2)

Figure 9-33 (Utterance Distribution Tables based on utterances in the first 139 words)

Database Menu: Subordination Index (Figure 9-34)

The Subordination Index (SI) was applied to Timmy’s sample. The Sl is a fast measure of complex
syntax, computed by dividing the total number of clauses by total number of C-units (see Appendix
0). Timmy yielded a composite score of 1.05 which is within normal limits compared to the database
mean. This means that most of his utterances contained one clause.

SUBORDINATION INDEX
Calculations Based on C&I Verbal Utis
Compared to 66 ples Eq d By Same Number of Total Words
LANGUAGE MEASURE Child DATABASE
Score +/-SD Mean Min Max SD
[SI-0] 0 -0.47 0.21 0 2 0.45
[SI-1] 21* 1.04 17.00 8 26 3.85
[SI-2] 1 -0.71 2.20 0 7 1.69
[SI-3] 0 -0.39 0.14 0 1 0.35
SI Composite Score 1.05 -0.72 112 0.94 1.47 0.11
*At least 1 SD (** 2 SD) from the database mean
|Database selection criteria: Age +/- 6 months (5;2 - 6;2)

Figure 9-34

Analyze Menu: Omissions and Error Codes (Figure 9-35)

The Omissions and Error Codes report lists all of the omissions and error codes marked in the
transcript. In this transcript, there were two omitted words and three word-level errors. According
to the Standard Measures Report (Figure 9-30), omissions and errors are within normal limits when
compared to peers. However, they should be looked at in case there are patterns of errors that
could be identified. Notice that all three error codes marked problems with verbs, including two
instances of over-generalized past tense verbs.
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OMISSIONS AND ERROR CODES

Total Utterances
1st Speaker
Child
Total Expanded
lOmitted Words 2
*BRANCHES 1
*WERE 1

36 C And they *were look/ing over tree branch/s [SI-1].
37 CButthey were/n't *branches [SI-1].

lOmitted Bound Morphemes 0

Word-Level Error Codes

- [E0:=] 2
LIKEDED|LIKE/ED[EO:LIKED] 1
ROLLEDED|ROLL/ED[EO:ROLLED] 1

14 C{Csighs} Well the boy likeded|like/ed[EO:liked] the frog [SI-1].
26 CAnd herolleded|roll/ed[EO:rolled] [SI-1].
L [EW:=] 1
WERE[EW:WAS] 1
48 C And then there were[EW:was] one still down there [SI-1].

Utterance-Level Error Codes

Figure 9-35

INTERPRETATION

Performance Profile

Timmy’s language production is characterized by low MLU. His sample was far shorter than those of
his age-matched peers and his narrative organization and structure scores revealed his story was less
mature and effective. This fits the profile of delayed language which is often associated with low
MLU and shorter samples.

Challenges

Timmy produced a short narrative with short utterances. His vocabulary use, albeit not significantly
lower than his peers, did lack overall diversity and use of verbs. Timmy simply did not talk very
much. His short sample contained several errors and he had difficulty with the narrative task. It
would be beneficial to elicit another sample, possibly a conversation, to determine if MLU and
vocabulary diversity increase.

Strengths
Timmy’s sample contained very few mazes and the number of errors produced were not significant
compared with his database peers.

Clinical Impressions

Overall, Timmy’s sample reveals a reticent talker, possibly because he has not been a successful
communicator. His limited verbal output may account for his low scores for syntax and limited ability
with narrative structure. He is a fluent speaker with slightly limited lexical diversity, using mostly
simple syntax.

Ideas for Intervention

e Set up language-facilitating games to encourage more verbal output

e Provide vocabulary enrichment related to curriculum phrases with increased length and mature
forms

e Practice story retell using the NSS scoring categories to teach story structure
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Case Study 6: ALEX
SALT Transcript: Alex 16;7 Con.slt*2

BACKGROUND

Alex is a 16;7 year-old high school sophomore who has received special education services since age
seven for speech and language. In addition, he currently receives support services for math and
language arts. His productive language skills are being assessed as part of his three-year
Individualized Education Plan (IEP) re-evaluation.

ASSESSMENT MEASURE

A conversational sample was collected as part of an assessment of Alex’s spoken language skills. Alex
was cooperative throughout the elicitation process. The results are considered to be an accurate
representation of his oral language ability. The sample was transcribed using SALT software and SALT
transcription conventions. There is no age-matched database comparison for Alex’s conversational
sample since the Conversational database contains samples from participants in the age range 2;9 to
13;3 (see Appendix G). Two options are available to help interpret the language sample measures.
An informal option is to compare his sample to the oldest age group from the Conversation
database. It seems reasonable to assume that a 16-year-old should have at least the skills of a 13-
year-old. However, there may be unknown factors which come into play suggesting that this might
not be a valid comparison. The other option is to use the Analyze menu which produces language
measures for Alex and the examiner, but does not include normative data. For this case study we will
use the second option and look at his measures independent of the database. To help with
interpretation, SALT contains a variety of graphs generated from the SALT reference databases. They
are included as PDFs accessible by selecting “Normative Graphs” from the Help menu. For
conversational samples, data is presented for ages 3 — 13.

Criteria: Measures produced from the Analyze menu

12 Alex 16;7 Con is one of the sample transcripts included with the software.
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Alex 16;7 Con
[Word Base: Exclude ((parenthetical remarks))
STANDARD MEASURES REPORT
Child Examiner
TRANSCRIPT LENGTH
Total Utterances 70 38
Analysis Set (C&I Verbal Utts) 65 35
All Words Including Mazes 672 133
Elapsed Time (4:05) 4.08
INTELLIGIBILITY
% Intelligible Utterances 98.6% 100%
% Intelligible Words 99.8% 100%
SYNTAX/MORPHOLOGY
MLU in Words 8.78 3.63
MLU in Morphemes 9.58 3.83
% Utterances With Verbs 90.8% 45.7%
Mean Verbs per Utterance 1.77 0.71
SI Composite Score 133 ---
SEMANTICS
Number Total Words (NTW) 571 127
Number Different Words (NDW) 217 73
Moving-Average NTW 100 100
Moving-Average NDW 63 61
DISCOURSE
Mean Turn Length (utterances) 3.04 1.81
Mean Turn Length (words) 25.87 6.29
% Responses to Questions 66.7% 0.0%
% Responses to Intonation Prompts --- ---
% Utts With Overlapping Speech 11.4% 23.7%
% Utts Interrupted Other Speaker 1.4% 2.6%
VERBAL FACILITY
Words/Minute 164.57 32,57
Pause Time As % of Total Time 0.8%
Maze Words As % of Total Words 13.1% 0.8%
% Abandoned Utterances 4.3% 0.0%
ERRORS
% Utterances With Errors 7.1% 0.0%
Number of Omissions 0 0
Number of Error Codes 5 0
Calculations based on C&I Verbal Utts: Syntax/Morphology and Semantics sections, Maze Words

Figure 9-36

Analyze Menu: Standard Measures Report (Figure 9-36)

The Standard Measures Report is an overview report showing scores for each of the standard
language measures. Data from the normative graphs computed from the SALT Conversation
database (Appendix G) for 13-year-olds (13;0 — 13;11) are used below to help with interpretation.

e Transcript Length: Alex produced a total of 70 utterances in his four-minute, five-second sample;
twice as many utterances as the examiner.

o Intelligibility: There were no significant issues with intelligibility.

o Syntax/Morphology: Alex’s MLUw was 8.78, which is likely within normal limits considering the
context of the sample (conversation) and his age (16;7). His S| Composite Score indicates that his
utterances contained an average of 1.33 clauses. Note that the normative graphs for 13-year-olds
show a mean MLUw of 6.0 and a mean SI composite score of 1.2.

e Semantics: His Moving-Average NDW (number of different words based on a window of 100
words) was 63, an indication that his vocabulary diversity was adequate. Note that the normative
data graph for ages 7 - 13 show a mean Moving-Average NDW of approximately 60.
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e Discourse: Alex’s turn length in words was 25.87 compared to the examiner’s 6.29 words. Alex
responded to just 67% of questions posed by the examiner. Note that the normative data graph
13-year-olds show a mean turn length in words of 12.4 and a mean response to questions of 85%.

e Verbal Facility: Alex’s speaking rate, measured in words per minute (WPM), appeared elevated at
164.57. His % mazes (maze words as a % of total words) was 13.1%. Note that the normative data
for 13-year-olds show mean WPM of 116 and mean % mazes of 8%.

e Errors: There were five error codes in the sample; 7.1% of Alex’s utterances contained one or more
errors. Note that the normative data graph for 13-year-olds shows mean % utterances with errors
of just over 5%.

Additional information is provided in subsequent reports.

Analyze Menu: Standard Utterance Lists = Questions (Figure 9-37)

Alex’s low response to questions prompts a closer look. The Standard Utterance Lists, selected from
the Analyze menu, displays lists of various types of utterances, including Questions, as well as their
context within the sample. Using SALT to display the examiner’s questions along with the two
subsequent entries is revealing. After examining these utterances more closely and listening to the
audio, Alex’s low rate of responses to questions was likely due to the examiner asking consecutive
questions. Alex did not have the opportunity to respond before the next question was asked. His
failure to respond to questions was pragmatically appropriate.

STANDARD UTTERANCE LISTS
Total Utterances
2nd Speaker

Questions
11 E Can you tell me anything else about the Badger/s?
12 |C (Um) they/'re my favorite team.
13 E Mhm.

28 E Anything else you wanna tell me about sport,/s?
29 |E What get/3s you really excited?
30 |C (Um) mostly (uh) it get/3s me excited when (uh) | hear that [ can go somewhere.

31 E <Like> where?
32 |C<Like i*=>
33 |E Like <tell me=, <tell me=*

36 E <Have you= ever had to do that?
37 CYes, lhave
38 |C(Id*d*)Ihad the chance (w*) this year, in January, to go when the Minnesota game was, with Ms_Fifer.

59 E So your favorite part was kind of see/ing what the coach was gonna say?
60 E What <Bo_Ryan= said to the player/s.
61 C =Yeah>

Figure 9-37

Analyze Menu: Verbal Facility Summary (Figure 9-38)

Thirteen percent of Alex’s total words were contained in mazes, which is higher than expected (8% is
typical for 13-year-olds) and interferes with getting his intended message across. His mazes
averaged 2.10 words in length. The mazes consisted primarily of phrase-level revisions. Filled pauses,
e.g., er and um, were also frequent throughout Alex’s sample.
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VERBAL FACILITY SUMMARY
Child Examiner
[RATE SUMMARY
Elapsed Time: 4 minutes 5 seconds
Words per Minure 164.57 3257
Utrerances per Minute 1714 931
PALUSE SUMMARY
Pause Time As % of Total Time: 0.8%
Pauses Within Utterances Main Body Mazes Main Body Mazes
No. of pauses 0 0 0 0
Pauses Between Utterances Within Preceding Within Preceding
Turn Turn Turn Turn
No. of pauses 0 0 1 1]
Total pause time - e 0:02 -
Average pause time =ee 0:02
Child Examiner
Analysis Total Analysis Total
Set Utterances Set Utterances
MAZE SUMMARY
Total Maze Words 86 89 1 1
Maze Words As % of Total Words 13.1% 13.0% 0.8% 0.8%
Total Number of Mazes 41 43 1 1
Average Words per Maze 2.10 2.07 1.00 1.00
Average Mazes per Utterance 0.63 0.61 0.03 0.03
Utterances With Mazes 29 31 1 1
Utts With Mazes As % of Total Verbal Utts 44.6% 44.3% 29% 2.8%
Total Maze Components 50 53 1 1
Revisions Part Word 2 2 0 0
Word 7 7 1 1
Phrase 11 11 0 0
Repetitions Part Word 2 4 0 1]
Word 1 1 0 0
Phrase 3 3 0 1]
Filled Pauses Single Word 23 24 0 a
Multiple Words 1 1 0 1]
Maze Components As % of Total Components 8.1% 8.2% 0.8% 0.8%
ABANDONED UTTERANCES
% Abandoned Utterances 4.3% 0.0%
Number of Abandoned Utterances 3 0
Figure 9-38

Analyze Menu: Utterance Code Table (Figure 9-39)

There were three utterance-level errors in Alex’s language sample. These utterances are shown in

the Utterance Code Table for further investigation. Alex switched tenses within the same utterance.
This occurred when he attempted longer (more complex) utterances as in the first utterance shown
in the table. This tendency to switch tenses makes utterances awkward and difficult to comprehend

UTTERANCE CODE TABLE
Error Codes Only
Table Expanded by Utterances
Child Examiner
[EU] 3 0
C And we were sit/ing down right where they are, near the Coach_Ryan and Coach_Gard before they /'re done
play fing the game [EU].
C And what [ was amazed about is that (he talk/3s about) at the end I/'ve never heard what he say/3s [EU].
C He last/ed until the sixth inning to do that with (nothing nothing) score nothing nothing [EU].

Figure 9-39

Analyze Menu: Subordination Index (Figure 9-40)

The Subordination Index (SI) was completed on Alex’s sample. The SI measures clausal density and is
computed by dividing the total number of clauses by total number of C-units (see Appendix O). Alex
scored a 1.3, meaning most of his utterances consisted of one clause (40 utterances with a score of
SI-1). Alex had nine utterances with two clauses and five utterances with three clauses.
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SUBORDINATION INDEX
Child Examiner
[S1-0] 1 0
[51-1] 40 0
[51-2] g 0
[51-3] 3 0
51 Score 1.33

Figure 9-40

Explore Menu: Utterances Coded as [SI-3] (Figure 9-41)

The Explore menu was used to pull up the five utterances which contained three clauses (coded as
[SI-3]). Four of the five utterances contained direct quotes which increased the number of clauses
without, necessarily, increasing sentence complexity.

Alex 16;7 Con
Word base: Exclude ((parenthetical remarks))
Analysis Set: C&I Verbal Utts

Explore Words and Codes
C&I Verbal Utts - Main body

Child
[51-3] 3
30 |C (Um) mostly (uh) it get/3s me excited when (uh) I hear that | can go somewhere [SI-3].
54 |CIthought he/'d just say, "Nice job" and, "(Go in the locker) go into your (uh) locker and get
changed" [51-3].
103 |C And then [ was like, "Oh, [ don't think | wanna watch this anymore” [SI-3].
107 'CWhen [ call/ed her, she was like, "Stop watching it" [SI-3].
110 CAndI/'m like, "Yeah, I guess you/'re right" [SI-3].

Total Frequency 3

Izolated codes are word and utterance codes

Figure 9-41

INTERPRETATION

Performance Profile

Alex’s sample showed a fast speaking rate with low semantic content. This profile of language
disorder features accelerated speaking rate (high WPM), high turn length, high MLU, and less
complex sentence use. It is supported by Alex’s elevated turn length which was more than four times
longer than the examiner’s turns. His messages were not always effectively completed as indicated
by frequent rephrasing, circumlocutions, and filled pauses. He also had limited content given his high
MLU and NDW, and less mature clausal structure.

Strengths

Alex used a variety of words in his language sample as seen by the high NDW. He was friendly and
completed the task with enthusiasm. He also stayed on topic during the conversation, and
responded appropriately to questions.

Challenges

Alex’s speaking rate was fast which made his language hard to follow at times. Alex talked more than
twice as much as his conversational partner. He tended to be verbose and didn’t often allow his
speaking partner to “chime in.” He tended to rush to complete his thoughts as evidenced by revised
word selection and sentence structure as well as utterance-level errors. Combined, these
characteristics made his language relatively difficult to understand. Alex’s Sl score indicated that he
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used mostly one-clause utterances, a simplified sentence structure. His utterance-level errors
occurred when he attempted longer, more complex utterances.

Clinical Impressions

This conversational sample allowed for careful examination of Alex’s speaking rate in relation to a
speaking partner, his responsiveness to that partner, and his ability to express coherent utterances
syntactically and semantically. The sample showed overall thought organization problems since
Alex’s mazes consisted mostly of phrase-level revisions and filled pauses. With repeated samples, his
progress on intervention goals can be tracked. It might also be beneficial to elicit an expository
sample to monitor his progress. An expository sample might better provide an opportunity to
examine semantic content, syntax, and overall text organization.

Ideas for Intervention

¢ Organization: language-based planning activities using the expository template or the narrative
scoring categories as targets

e Generate utterances using various subordinating conjunctions to create more complex sentences

e Guided speaking rate practice using a metronome or digital counter

e Practice slower speaking rate with known content like story retelling or expository tasks



Case Study 7: SAM
Response to Intervention

SALT Transcripts: Sam DDS Pre.slt & Sam DDS Post.slt3

This case study was contributed by Maureen Gonter, M.S., CCC-SLP and Jane Morgan, M.S. Speech
and Language/AVID Resource Teacher from Madison Metropolitan School District.

BACKGROUND: Rtl PROGRAM

This case study is an example of how to use language sample analysis as part of assessing a Response

to Intervention (Rtl)** program. This Rtl study was completed with 6" grade students who were

selected based on:

e lower scores on 5" grade Wisconsin Knowledge and Concept Examination (WKCE), a state
standardized test

e 6™ grade Scholastic Reading Inventory score (fall semester)

e teacher recommendations based on moderate difficulty meeting 6th grade standards across
academic areas

e outcomes of Assessment of Classroom Communication and Study Skills, a 6" grade whole class
screener

Students in the Rtl program were involved in a literacy intervention group and were seen for 15
sessions over 10 weeks during the course of one school quarter. The students received Tier 2 literacy
instruction focusing on four areas: reading, writing, listening, and speaking. The focus of the
intervention was to teach the students specific strategies and then give them opportunities to
practice and apply the strategies to classroom activities and tasks. For example, the students were
given a strategy to use in the classroom to signal to the teacher if they were having difficulty with
vocabulary (make a “v” with two fingers) or understanding content/ideas (make a “w” for “what?”
with three fingers). In this case study we look at one specific student, Sam, and his response to
intervention.

BACKGROUND

In the classroom, Sam struggles with staying focused and on task. He engages in off-task behaviors
which distract others such as humming and singing. He particularly struggles with attention and
focus during math. Teachers believe this is because math is a more challenging subject for him. If the
task is more engaging, Sam is better able to focus. He sometimes does not attempt tasks if he feels
he will not be successful. He tends to do better on tasks that allow him to be creative. His language
sample scores seem to reflect his functioning in the classroom (as measured by the Assessment of
Classroom Communication and Study Skills) better than the results of his standardized testing.

STANDARDIZED TEST INFORMATION

Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-4" Edition (PPVT-4), Form A
Pre Rtl Therapy Program:
e Standard Score: 104,
e Percentile: 61
e Age Equivalent: 13;5
Score on the on the PPVT-4 was within normal range. Sam used verbal mediation throughout
this assessment. He would comment about word parts, rhymes, or other connections he could
make as he tried to figure out the meaning of an unfamiliar word.

13 Sam DDS Pre and Sam DDS Post are sample transcripts included with the software.

14 Response to Intervention is a variation of an old diagnostic method formerly known as Diagnostic Therapy
(Miller, 1981) and later as Dynamic Assessment (Olswang, Bain, & Johnson, 1991).
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INFORMAL MEASURES

Assessment of Classroom Communication and Study Skills
e Reading Comprehension 1 of 4 points

e Following Directions 7 of 20 points

e language Detective 2 of 5 points

e Vocabulary 8 of 10 points

e Total 18 of 39 points

e Percentage 46% (>70 % is considered passing)

Narrative Language Sample

Sam retold the story Doctor De Soto (Steig, 1982) using the book with the text covered as per the
elicitation protocol (see Appendix I). A retell sample was collected at the beginning of the Rtl
program and then again after participating in the 8-10 week intervention.

The focus in this case study is on the differences seen between the pre and post intervention
language samples. Using the Link menu in SALT, Sam’s pre and post samples were linked for side-by-
side analysis with the samples equated by the same number of total words (NTW = 545). Sam’s
linked samples were compared to age-matched peers retelling the same story selected from the
Narrative Story Retell database (see Appendix I).

Selected database samples Pre Rtl:
79 samples matched by age: 11;7 — 12;7
31 samples matched by age and same number of total words (NTW)

Selected database samples Post Rtl:
55 samples matched by age: 11;10 - 12;8
24 samples matched by age and same number of total words (NTW)

SALT ANALYSIS

Database Menu: Standard Measures Report (Figure 9-42)

The Standard Measures Report shows the results of the pre and post samples with the relevant

standard scores for each of the standard measures.

e Transcript Length: In each story retell Sam used an adequate number of utterances and retold the
narrative in average elapsed time.

e Macro Analysis: Sam’s NSS Composite Score, which measures narrative structure and content,
increased from 17 (1.79 SD below the database mean) to within normal limits at 26 (0.34 SD above
the database mean).

¢ Syntax/Morphology: His mean length of utterance in morphemes (MLUm) was low in both retells.
MLUm was 9.27 (1.32 SDs below the mean) on his first retell which but increased to 10.33 (0.69 SD
below the database mean) on his second retell. His SI Composite Score, a measure of clausal
density, was also low for both retells, but increased from 1.20 in the first retell to 1.43 in the
second retell.
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Figure 9-42 Standard Measures Report based on entire transcript
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e Semantics: Sam used a higher number of different words (NDW) on his second sample.

¢ Verbal Facility: Areas of challenge included increased pause times and increased mazes. Sam’s
pause time increased significantly from 3.5% of total time on his first sample to 12.9% on the
second sample, although both were within normal limits. Sam’s mazes also increased in the
second sample — from 18.5% of words to 21.7%.

e Errors: Sam’s first retell contained 4 omissions while there were no omissions in his second retell.
Error codes, however, increased from 3 in his first retell to 6 in his second retell even though the
number of errors was within normal limits

Additional information is provided in subsequent reports.

Database Menu: Narrative Scoring Scheme (Figure 9-43)

Sam’s sample was scored using the Narrative Scoring Scheme (NSS, see Appendix P) specific to the
story Doctor De Soto. The NSS is a tool to assess the structure and content of a narrative. The
narrative is scored on seven features of a narrative such as introduction, character development,
mental states, and referencing, for a total of 35 possible points. Sam’s composite score on the NSS
was 17 (1.79 standard deviations below the mean) on the first assessment and increased to 26 (0.34
standard deviations above the mean) on the post-therapy assessment.

NARRATIVE SCORING SCHEME
Compared to 79/55 Samples Matched by Age

NSS Category Pre Rtl Post Rtl

Score +/-8D Score +/-8D
Introduction s -1.90 4 0.52
Character Development il -2.10 3 -0.74
Mental States s -1.69 3 -0.47
Referencing Z -2.15 3 -0.61
Conflict Resolution 3 -0.76 4 0.68
Cohesion Z" -2.01 4 0.64
Conclusion 4 0.43 b* 1.65
NS5 Composite Score 17* -1.79 26 0.34
* At least 1 5D (** 2 5D) from the database mean
[Pre Ril: Database selection criteria: Age +/- 6 months (11;7 - 12;7)
Post Rtl: Database selection criteria: Age +/- 6 months (11;10 - 12:8)

Figure 9-43

Database Menu: Subordination Index (Figure 9-44)

The Subordination Index (SI, see Appendix O) measures clausal density and is computed by dividing
the total number of clauses by total number of C-units. The Sl was calculated and compared to the
database of peers for both pre and post intervention assessment. The pre-treatment score was 1.20
(1.90 standard deviations below the mean) and the post-treatment score was 1.43 (0.67 standard
deviations below the mean) indicating that Sam used utterances with more clauses, i.e., increased
syntactic complexity, in the post-intervention sample. He had more scores of [SI-2] and [SI-3] in the
second sample. His scores showed a decrease in utterances marked as [SI-0].

SUBORDINATION INDEX
Calculations Based on C&I Verbal Utts
Compared to 31/24 Sampl 1 d By Same Number of Total Words
LANGUAGE MEASURE Pre Rt Post Rtl
Score +/-5D Score +/-5D
[81-0] R 3.67 0 -0.34
[51-1] 46* 1.37 39 0.75
[51-2] 14 -0.36 18 0.63
[51-3] 1= -1.60 4 -0.17
[S1-4] 0 -0.94 0 -0.81
[51-5] 0 -0.53 0 -0.63
5l Composite Score 1.20* -1.90 1.43 -0.67
*Atleast 1 5D (** 2 5D) from the database mean
Database selection criteria: Age +/- 6 months {117 - 12;7)

Figure 9-44 Sl based on first 545 words
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Database Menu: Verbal Facility Summary (Figure 9-45)

The Verbal Facility Summary indicated that Sam used an abundance of pauses during his second
story retell as compared to his first story retell. Over 12 percent of his total time retelling the story
was spent in a pause. He had 12 pauses throughout his language sample. This is in stark contrast to
his first story retell where he rarely paused. Sam used more mazes in his second sample than his
first. His percent maze words to total words increased from 18.5% to 21.7%. His mazes were mostly
phrase revisions which may indicate utterance formulation difficulty

VERBAL FACILITY SUMMARY
Compared to 11 /24 Samples Equated By Same Number of Telal Words
JLANGUAGE MEASURE Fre Ril [Posst B3l
Seore w80 Senre &[S0
[RATE SUMMARY
Elapsed Time [minutea) %17 524 058 [6:03) 605°* 1.74
Wi fier Minule 13855 042 14 ER .7
Utterances per Minats LZB7 045 (L) 044
PALTSE SLMMARY
Pamse Time As % of Total Time 15% Dl 129%* 103
Paisiss Within Urterasices
No.of pauses o 151 11" 581
Tertal panane time [secunds) g1 560
Average panise time |seconis) . pd- | 2%
Pauses Betwern Uttrrances
N ol paised a «0.65 T [ e 1]
Total pause tine [seconds ) i1 040 16 025
Average pamie lise [aeromls) 16T 57 19" =107
MAZE SUMMARY
Testal Mase Wirds 124 241 1515 322
Blaze Wards As % of Total Wornds TR = 118 JLTH" 293
Testal Namber of Mates 9 200 50" 206
Jwerape Wonta per Maze 153 1.34 303 21
dverage Mazes per Utierance [ L anIe L49
Inrarances With Mazes " 1.24 kL 1L9s
Urtes Witk Mazes As 9% of Totad Verhal Uris 45.5% 4 ST4n" L44
Tetal Maze Campaiisets b 1.9 A Lié
Revissons Part Word L] oar 5 By
W] 9= 1.65 5 e
Phrass i 248 26 290
Beepeti bl Part Woni L] -5 a [FF )
Winard E =002 T 157
Phrase i 042 53* 163
Fillrd Paiisea Sangle Wiord 15 00 20* L&Z
Mnltiphs Words Rl L4 1" L7
hlage Companeits Aa % af Towsl Canpofiests 6w 1A% LT, g =273
ABANDONED UTTERANCES
W Abaidonsd Leterancei 10" =053 00 =063
Number of Abandoned Urterances o =055 1] =043
" Ar beweiet T 5D " 2 K70 fruaiii the cliirs hode maedi
(Cenketndatioras bt oty CRT Perbal [nes: Mase Sursiid iy secTion
Pre el Datadaie selection crilteria. Age o/ & moatha [11.7- 12.7)
Poat Rel: Datobase selection criteria: Age + /4 & months (11,18 - 12.8]

Figure 9-45

Analyze Menu: Standard Utterance Lists (Figure 9-46 & Figure 9-47)
The Standard Utterance Lists, selected from the Analyze menu, displays lists of various types of
utterances, including utterances with errors and utterances with parenthetical remarks.
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e Standard Utterance Lists - Error Codes (Figure 9-46)
There were more word-level errors in the second sample than the first with an increase from
three errors to six. The errors that Sam made seemed to be varied with no specific pattern. His

language sample included errors in overgeneralization, word choice, conjunctions, and tense
markers.

Utterances with Error Codes
Pre Rtl

50 |C Then he was say/ing (stuff like) delicious and stuff and (the fox [ mean) the mouses[EO:mice] (knew what they
were talk/ing) knew (he) what he was dream/ing about [SI-2].

64 | C (The wife come/3s) the mouse come/3s[EW:Go/3s] into the mouth [SI-1].
65 |C And the fox close/3s and saying[EW:says] "I/'m just kidding" [SI-2].

Post Rtl

17 |C And (he work/ed um) he work/ed with patient/s that are[EW:were] (a*) other animal/s [SI-2].

19 |C And in this picture (he/'s stand/ing on) he use/3s a ladder on[EWfor] (um) tall animal/s or bigger animal/s
[SI-1].

25 |C (And s*) and he has (rubber um rubber um ((what are they called)) :03 these rubber) these[EW:this] rubber
(elove thing)'s) stuff that go/3s over his feet so he does/n't get his feet wet [SI-3].

28 |C They look down[EW:out] the window [SI-1].

63 |C Over here they/'re talk/ing about (how he) if[EW:whether] he might eat them [SI-2].

86 | C And the fox[EW:mouse] climb/3s up into the fox/z mouth and start/3s painting all the teeth with the formula
[SI-1].

Figure 9-46

u with Parenthetical Remarks
Pre Rtl

14 |C {(Um Dr_Sukuda) ((wait, what/'s his name]) <> (De_soto) Dr_De_Soto, (um he was being) he/'s just a really
nice doctor in this page.

30 C And then the (dr_sudo®) ([I/'m just going to say doctor)) <> (um) doctor saw this fox he said he did/n't
want to *treat.

40 |C (He was wash/ing) (T don/t remember this page)) he was wash/ing his hand/s get/ing all ready.
44 |C They saw that tooth (T don't remember the name something with a v, I think)).
59 |C And on this page they/'re just talk/ing about stuff (0 don't remember)).

74 |C And (they/'re say/ing and he was think/ing) (T think it was on this page)) he was thinking um sure he
did/n't want any tooth pain/s anymore.

77 |C And ({ugh I don/t remember)) (she/'s) the fox (is just think/ing xx oh yeah he) was think/ing yeah, I/'m
going to eat them.

86 | C And (then the fox is I mean the doctor is say/ing um) ((x be on the page)) the doctor was say/ing "yeah
you won't be able to open you mouth for one (to or) to two days".

89 |C And (the two the two mouse doctor/s) (I missed this one part)) (the two doc*) the two (doctor/s were)
dentist/s (um) were happy.

Post Rtl
25 |C (and 5*) and he has (rubber um rubber um ((what are they called)) :03 these rubber) these[EW:this]
rubber (glove thing/s) stuff that go/3s over his feet so he does/n't get his feet wet.
30 |C (T don't know what/'s go/ing on here)).
42 |C (He/'s) ({1 don't know)) he/'s wash/ing his handy/s.
47 | C (I think)).
62 |C ({I think)).

Figure 9-47

e Standard Utterance Lists - Parenthetical Remarks (Figure 9-47)
Parenthetical remarks are comments that to do not contribute to the story. They are excluded
from analysis and marked in ((double parentheses)). Sam used an abundance of parentheticals
that mostly related to word retrieval or perhaps working memory difficulty. He specifically
stated, “What’s his name?”, “I’'m just going to say doctor”, “l| don’t remember”, and “I don’t
know.” There were significantly less parenthetical remarks in the second sample than in the first
sample.

INTERPRETATION

Performance Profile

Sam’s oral language skills best fit with the word retrieval and utterance formulation profile. His
language samples are characterized by increased mazes and frequent utterances where Sam stated
he “can’t remember” words. Additionally, Sam’s samples were marked by pauses that occurred
within utterances, usually within mazes, which indicates utterance formulation difficulty.
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Strengths

Subsequent to the intervention phase, Sam’s MLU in words increased as did his syntactic complexity
and vocabulary diversity. He had a decrease in word omissions. He improved his Subordination Index
score indicating that he used more complex utterances after completing the intervention. He also
increased his narrative structure and content score demonstrating improved organization and
content of his narrative. He also increased the structural components of his narrative in the areas of
cohesion, introduction, and conclusion.

Challenges

Sam was responsive to intervention as seen by the many areas of improvement. However, he
continues to demonstrate difficulty with organization, word retrieval, and utterance formulation. He
also had significant amount of pausing. Difficulty in these areas was highlighted in his second
narrative retell. As many of his syntactic and semantic features improved, he demonstrated
increased difficulty with mazes and pauses. He used more complex syntax with richer vocabulary but
with more difficulty.

Clinical Impressions

Sam’s attempts at longer and more complex utterances support that he is generalizing his increase
in MLU and NDW, the strategies learned, and the general language learning from the intervention
program. As he attempted the longer and more complex utterances, his mazes, pauses, and
utterance-level errors increased. These increases likely reflect the production challenges to Sam’s
language system and his struggle to put what was learned into practice. Sam’s improved NSS and SI
scores also support these impressions.

Sam would most likely not be a candidate for speech and language programming within a special
education program since he was responsive to intervention and many of his language measures are
now within functional limits. As Sam begins 7" grade the following suggestions might help him be
more successful in his academic classes:

Ideas for Intervention

e Consult with parents at the start of the school year to provide word retrieval and language
formulation strategies.

e Encourage Sam to take his time to formulate and organize thoughts before speaking.

e Consult with teachers to provide reminders and cues to use with Sam during classroom
discussions and/or presentations.

e Suggest placement in a supported Social Studies classroom where large group vocabulary
instruction and language activities occur once per month. Keep monthly data to monitor his
progress.

e Provide Sam with a visual reminder of the Rtl strategies to be kept in his planner



