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ABSTRACT: The author provides an overview of the prevailing
assessment and instructional issues related to culturally and lin-
guistically diverse students with special education needs. Also, the
author presents current trends and prevalence rates of students with
disabilities who are also English language learners, in addition to
general guidelines for the appropriate assessment of such students
for special education services. Last, the author describes research-
based academic and behavioral strategies for these students, along
with web-based resources geared to assist general and special edu-
cators working with diverse students with special needs.

KEYWORDS: cuirurally and linguistically diverse students, English
language learners, special education services

DURING THE PAST DECADE, the number of students
for whom English is a second language (ESL students) has
increased considerably, with the country’s culturally and
linguistically diverse (CLD) student population growing
at an unparalleled rate (Denham & Lobeck, 2005; Macias,
1998; Smith, 2003). Specifically, the U.S. Department of
Education (2003) estimated that more than 3.5 million
students in U.S. schools have limited English proficiency
(LEP). Although the challenges related to addressing demo-
graphic diversity are not new, the effect on U.S. schools is
intense (Denham & Lobeck; Fradd, 1997). Currently, it is
estimated that approximately 1 million ESL students also
exhibit serious learning difficulties that may qualify them
for special education placement (Baca & Cervantes, 2004).

The needs of English language learners (ELLs) who
also may contend with learning and emotional disabilities
present challenges that are only beginning to be addressed
(Artiles, Rueda, Salazar, & Higareda, 2005; Fradd, 1997;
Klingner et al., 2005). The gravity of these challenges is
underscored by the poor academic outcomes of students
from language minority backgrounds (Lee, 2002; Mehan,
Hubbard, & Villanueva, 1994) and even graver postschool
outcomes for students from diverse backgrounds served in
special education programs (Ferri & Connor, 2005; Obi,
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Obiakor, & Algozzine, 1999). The prevalence figure on
diverse students with learning problems in our schools
indicates a substantial population that could benefit from
bilingual and special education services (Baca & Cervantes,
2004). Unfortunately, it is difficult for most schools to pro-
vide adequate services to this unique and growing student
population because they generally lack teachers and person-
nel specially trained in these areas (Cochran-Smith, 2004;
Garcia & Ortiz, 2006; Rodriguez, 1998).

Addressing the needs of CLD students with disabilities
is a challenging and comprehensive process. In this article,
I provide an overview of the prevailing assessment and
instructional issues related to CLD students with special
education needs. I present the current trends and prevalence
rates of students with disabilities who are also ELLs, as
well as general guidelines for the appropriate assessment of
such students for special education services. Last, I describe
research-based academic and behavioral strategies for these
students. I also describe web-based resources geared to
assist general and special educators working with diverse
students with special needs.

Assessment of CLD Students for Learning Problems

The issues of overrepresentation of CLD students in
particular high-incidence special education categories (e.g.,
learning disabilities, mental retardation, emotional distur-
bance) and their corollary underrepresentation in programs
for the gifted and talented have plagued the field for more
than 4 decades (Artiles & Trent, 1994; Artiles, Trent, &
Palmer, 2004). Although Hispanic students nationwide are
only slightly overrepresented in the learning disabilities cat-
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egory and are not overrepresented in programs for mental
retardation or emotional disturbance, national data fail to
account for the wide variability at the state, regional, and
local school district levels, suggesting serious overrepresen-
tation and underepresentation in special education among
students in this group, depending on the location (Donovan
& Cross, 2002). Because state departments of education do
not typically collect information on students’ language pro-
ficiency, there is only emerging data on the representation
of ELLs in special education programs. Notwithstanding,
notable instances of overrepresentation across cultural and
linguistic populations are evidenced when data are disag-
gregated by subgroup (Artiles et al., 2005). For example,
emerging evidence from urban districts in California sug-
gests this population is significantly overrepresented in
high-incidence disability categories (Klingner & Artiles,
2003). More specifically, in a study of within-group vari-
ance of the representation of ELLs in special education
programming, Artiles et al. found that students identified
as having LEP in their native language and in English were
concomitantly overrepresented in learning disabilities and
speech-impairment programming. One principal cause that
is cited for this persistent overrepresentation dilemma is
related to biased and problematic assessment practice (Car-
rasquillo, 1991; Macswan & Rolstad, 2006), as well as to
a lack of understanding of the distinction between English
language acquisition and actual learning disability among
the professionals participating in decision making as part of
the child-study team process (Klingner & Harry, 2006).

The use of standardized tests in the assessment of ELLs
with and without disabilities has resulted in much debate
among psychologists, social scientists, and educators (Arrea-
ga-Mayer, Utley, Perdomo-Rivera, & Greenwood, 2003).
Litigation and legislation have been used in an attempt to
minimize biased assessment practices (Larry P. et al. v.
Wilson Riles et al., 1979; Education for All Handicapped
Children Act, 1975). Numerous standardized assessments
(e.g., intelligence, oral language proficiency, achievement
tests) may generate valid scores for most students but tend
to underrate the potential of CLD students (Abedi, 2002).
Issues of test, norming, examiner biases, lack of examiner
preparation, and questions about the valid educational use
of standardized tests have resulted in many researchers’ and
educators’ recommending alternative forms of assessment
to reliably and validly measure diverse students’ abilities.
Appendix A provides a summary of performance-based and
authentic measures that have classroom application in the
assessment of diverse students (see Fradd & McGee, 1994,
Richard-Amato, 2003). Appendix B shows a self-assessment
checklist for students in reading.

Baca and Cervantes (2004) also recommended the fol-
lowing assessment techniques that have particular applica-
tion for classroom teachers and other school personnel.
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Analytic Teaching

Analytic teaching uses the systematic modification of
instruction, objective observation, and documentation of
results. This method allows teachers to identify which
teaching strategies are most effective for a particular student
and is an excellent means of analyzing and individualizing
instruction (Ovando, Collier, & Combs, 2006).

Curriculum-Based Assessment

Curriculum-based assessment provides teachers with
specific information about which curricular content or
instructional strategies present the student with the most
difficulty. It includes frequently repeated, timed samples
of students’ performance in skill areas such as reading and
math. Data are graphed and monitored in terms of stu-
dent progress and effectiveness of instructional techniques
(Ovando et al., 2006).

Language Sampling

Usually collecting from an interaction with the student,
researchers have shown language samples to be sensitive
to linguistic differences between normal and language-
disordered students. Samples must be collected in natural
and multiple contexts, must use a familiar and culturally
appropriate conversational partner, should not attempt to
elicit specific language forms, should be video or audio
taped for later analysis, and should focus on language func-
tion as well as form and content.

Narrative Analysis

Narrative analysis is similar to language sampling in that
a speaker’s productions are transcribed or a written sample
is collected, and the result is later analyzed for form, content,
and function. The student’s extended oral or written mono-
logue, usually obtained by storytelling, is used rather than a
dialogue. It is considered useful as a criterion-referenced—
rather than comparative or norm-referenced—measure.

Multidisciplinary teams (MDTs) are increasingly work-
ing with educators to conduct meaningful assessments to
determine appropriate educational programs for the growing
number of students who contend with learning difficulties
and whose primary language is not English. However, in a
comprehensive investigation of the MDT process in a large,
linguistically diverse, urban school district, Klingner and
Harry (2006) found (a) limited understanding among school
professionals of how to distinguish language acquisition
issues from disabilities, (b) confusion as to when referral
of diverse students was warranted, (c) misinterpretation of
lack of English proficiency as subpar IQ or a learning dis-
ability, (d) lack of attention to the role of prereferral strate-
gies in the general education setting before referral, and even
(e) disconcerting behavior (e.g., expressions of negative
and stereotypical assumptions about families based on cul-
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tural background) by school professionals toward families.
Among their recommendations was the use of response to
intervention models for supporting students in the general
education setting as well as professional development for all
professionals involved in the referral-to-placement process.
Salend and Salinas (2003) proposed the following additional
recommendations for MDTs:

1. Diversify the composition of the multidisciplinary teams
and offer training. (Team members should include fam-
ily and community members, professionals fluent in the
student’s native language, ESL teachers, and others.)

2. Compare student performance in both native and second-
ary languages. (Teams should collect data relating to stu-
dent’s performance in both languages through informal
and formal measures, language samples, observations,
questionnaires, and interviews.)

3. Consider the processes and factors associated with sec-
ond language acquisition. (Teams must consider the
factors that affect second language acquisition and under-
stand the stages students go through in learning a second
language. For a review, see Salend, 2001.)

4. Use alternatives to traditional standardized testing (stu-
dent-centered assessment).

5. Identify diverse life experiences that may affect learning.
(Identify experiential factors affecting learning.)

6. Analyze the data and develop an appropriate educational
plan. (Implement and monitor effectiveness of chosen
intervention.)

It is widely recommended that schools should continue
investigating these and other forms of alternative proce-
dures for conducting linguistically and culturally sensitive
assessments (Klingner & Artiles, 2003; Rueda, 1997).

Research-Based Instructional and Behavioral Principles

Special and general educators, classroom teachers, and
other professionals working with CLD students may use
several research-based instructional and behavioral strate-
gies in the classroom setting. Several of these strategies
come from the bilingual studies by Brice (2000), Brice and
Perkins (1997), and Roseberry-McKibbin (1995, 1997) and
suggest dual-language use in classroom contexts. Monolin-
gual and bilingual special educators will find the following
techniques practical and effective.

Maintaining a Flexible Environment

This technique entails a relatively open setting in a
formal structure along with permitting the calling out of
responses and flexible turn-taking, increasing wait time,
increasing opportunities for speaking, and accepting all
answers in the home language or English. In this manner,
students are rewarded for their effort, and further participa-
tion is encouraged.
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Demonstrating Appreciation for the Native Language

The use of the native language by teachers conveys an
unspoken appreciation for and respect of the students’
home language and culture, and a willingness on the part
of teachers to engage in an interchange of learning along
with students.

Spontaneous Language Use

Students should be permitted to code switch (i.e., to use
the alternation of the two languages) to facilitate spontaneous
language use (Wyatt, 1998). It has been observed that code
switching allows for more extemporaneous language use,
which in turn stimulates increased use of English (Brice, Mas-
tin, & Perkins, 1997). Further, the monolingual special educa-
tor can use simple words and expressions such as s7 (yes) and
y que mas? (and what else?) as prompts to encourage students
to continue communicating (Brice & Roseberry-McKibbin,
2001) even when their speech production is limited.

Salend and Salinas (2003) summarized some additional
general principles for special and general educators to keep
in mind when seeking to differentiate instruction for sec-
ond language learners. These principles, drawn from the
research of Brice and McKibbin (2001), Gersten (1999),
and Fueyo (1997), included the following:

1. Establish a comfortable learning environment that
encourages the use of both languages.

2. Label important items in the classroom in several
languages.

3. Encourage and show students how to use bilingual
dictionaries.

4. Use reiteration to help students acquire the rhythm,
pitch, volume, and tone of the new language.

5. Use simple vocabulary structures and shorter sentences,
limiting the use of idioms, colloquialisms, and pronouns.

6. Highlight key terms through repetition, increased vol-
ume, and slight exaggeration, and write them on the
chalkboard.

7. Use gestures, facial expressions, voice changes, demon-
strations, modeling, visuals, props, manipulatives, and
other cues to communicate and convey the meaning of
new words.

8. Preview and teach new vocabulary, phrases, idioms, and
concepts through modeling and hands-on experiences.

9. Supplement oral instruction and descriptions with visu-
als such as pictures, charts, amps, graphs, and graphic
organizers.

10. Offer frequent summaries, and check students’ compre-
hension frequently.

11. Emphasize the communication effort rather than the
appropriateness of form.

12. Offer corrective feedback to students indirectly by
restating their comments in correct form.
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Specific Academic Strategies

There is growing literature on effective instructional strat-
egies to assist second language and special needs students
in acquiring academic-content and appropriate-language
forms. Consensus in the reading comprehension research
literature for students with disabilities suggests several key
components of effective instructional intervention. Total
physical response (TPR), reciprocal teaching, semantic
mapping, priming, marginal gloss, advance organizers, the
language-experience approach, and other reading-compre-
hension techniques are among the specific strategies that
have been described in the research literature.

Academic strategies. TPR has a long history in the field of
second language teaching, is especially useful for students
with little or no knowledge of the target language, and has
seen application with students with a variety of language and
learning needs (Asher, 2000; Conroy, 1999). In TPR, students
not only are exposed to the verbal language but also act out
language in meaningful ways. The teacher typically serves
as a model for the oral-language and physical response. Put-
ting words and phrases together in tandem with movement
increases the likelihood that students internalize the meaning.
Although lessons can be grammatically sequenced, grammar
should not be the focus of the lesson. Grammatical forms are
internalized inductively as students hear words and attach
meaning to them. Students not yet at ease with speaking can
still participate and internalize concepts simply by copying
the physical acts modeled by the teacher and other students.
Once they have progressed from the silent period and feel
more comfortable speaking, they will produce speech along
with their actions. Usually, TPR involves cooperative groups
or the whole class, thereby reducing the anxiety students may
experience when acting it out individually. Because of its
participatory approach, high level of engagement, and provi-
sion of multiple pathways to accessing content, TPR appears
to be naturally suited to students with disabilities and limited
language proficiency.

ESL students often show evidence of more difficulties
with reading comprehension than do fluent speakers of
English because of differences in background knowledge
pertinent to what is read, and because of limited proficiency
in English (Clarke, 1980; Klingner, et al., 2005; Lee, 1986).
Comprehension strategy instruction has been identified as
a promising approach for improving learning opportunities
for ESL students, specifically those with learning disabili-
ties (Klingner & Vaughn, 1996). Reciprocal teaching has
been used to improve reading comprehension for students
who can decode but have trouble comprehending text (Pal-
inscar & Herrenkohl, 2002; Rosenshine & Meister, 1994).
In this model, students are taught to use four strategies: pre-
diction, summarization, question generation, and clarifica-
tion. The teacher models the use of each of these strategies

Vol. 53, No. 3

by “thinking aloud” as she reads through a text. The teacher
then engages students in a discussion, assisting them in
strategy use, gradually withdrawing the scaffolds as they are
no longer needed. As students gain proficiency in applying
the strategies, they take turns becoming the “teacher” and
taking the lead in discussions about text content. Research
has demonstrated this model to be effective in improving the
reading comprehension skills of ESL students with learning
disabilities, in addition to a range of students of varying abil-
ity levels in the classroom (Klingner & Vaughn). Reciprocal
teaching is complemented by other reading comprehension
strategies found to be effective for ESL students with dis-
abilities including KWL (know, want to know, learned),
guided reading, directed reading activity, and directed read-
ing and thinking activities (Schoen & Schoen, 2003).

Semantic mapping is a webbing activity in which students
identify interrelated concepts, incorporating their prior
knowledge base with novel information presented in the
lesson (Foil & Alber, 2002; Fradd & Klingner, 1995). This
strategy capitalizes on students’ previous experiences and
cultural diversities while reinforcing their understanding
of concepts. This procedure has the advantage of requiring
minimal amounts of language for successful participation.
Ideas and concepts can be easily associated with words and
images in meaningful contexts. These webs can serve as a
model of the concept development process and as a model
from which students can develop their own maps.

It is often important for children with special needs and
language challenges to be exposed to activities before they
engage in them with their peers. Priming permits the student
to be exposed to the new content in a context free of the
pressure to perform and links individual instruction to the
larger group activities typical of the mainstream setting. This
exposure promotes academic engagement while decreasing
disruptive behavior; it also levels the academic playing field.
It can provide the student with an opportunity to share knowl-
edge about the topic and even to assume an expert role when
the content is introduced to the class as a whole (Werner,
Vismara, Koegel, & Koegel, 2006).

Marginal gloss is a strategy recommended for students
with language deficiencies. It involves the teachers antici-
pating the difficulties students may experience in compre-
hending or reading text. Teachers make notes in the margins
that explain key concepts, and also underscore important
words in the story by highlighting (Leverett & Diefendorf,
1992). Advance organizers provide a framework for learn-
ing. These include activities that orient the students to the
task and materials, providing basic information and activat-
ing the background knowledge of the student (Vaughn, Bos,
& Schumm, 2007). The teacher previews the lesson content,
summarizes key issues, rehearses vocabulary, and reviews
related previous knowledge (Baca & Cervantes, 2004). It
is important for all students—but specifically students with
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disabilities and limited background knowledge for the task
being taught—to be provided with a graphic that alerts and
organizes them for learning. Initially, the teacher may com-
plete the organizer along with the students, but as students
acquire skills, they may complete the organizer themselves.
Last, teachers should use review or retention techniques to
reinforce the use of the advanced organizer tool (Baca &
Cervantes).

The language experience approach (LEA; Van Allen &
Allen, 1967) was originally developed as a predecessor to
the whole language movement, and was found to be useful
in teaching native speakers to read. Later it was suggested
for use with ELLs (Moustafa, 1989). The technique builds
on students’ previous experiences with language and oral
language capacity (Perez, 2000). It allows students to oper-
ate within a familiar context and can serve as an avenue for
teachers to access students’ prior knowledge about topics
relevant to them (Dorr, 2006). In this approach, teachers
record a student’s oral narration verbatim. Students then
share their ideas with others in written form. In doing so,
students learn that what they say can be written and read by
others, including their classmates. Consequently, students
come to understand the meaning of print as a form of per-
sonal communication and are able to feel a sense of pride
in their own work as authors. For many second language
learners and students with serious reading and writing dif-
ficulties, recording one’s words in writing may be a com-
pletely novel experience. Such students require numerous
experiences with written symbols and pictures before they
become conversant with the reading and writing process
(Dorr; Fradd & Klingner, 1995). One of the most beneficial
features of this approach is that the text generated is appro-
priate cognitively and linguistically because it derives from
the students themselves, and inherently reflects the culture
of which the students are a part (Richard-Amato, 2003).

Grouping strategies. Multiple grouping strategies can
facilitate the participation of children with language- and
special-learning needs in inclusive settings. Cooperative
learning groups, classwide peer tutoring, and more general
peer tutoring strategies enable children with disabilities and
ELLs to participate in class with increased autonomy and
more as their peers do. Cooperative learning pairs students
or places them into small groups to accomplish a shared
goal. This can be an advantageous strategy for the ELLs
because the value of interaction with peers and verbal
models provided cannot be underestimated. Cooperative
learning develops academic knowledge, communication,
and social language skills in a social setting. (For steps in
cooperative grouping, see Fradd & Klinger, 1995; Leverett
& Diefendorf, 1992). Classwide peer tutoring is a specific
type of peer-mediated strategy that involves all students
working together, taking turns tutoring one another in pairs
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on a class-wide basis. Students alternate tutor—tutee roles,
practice targeted skills following scripted lessons, monitor
each other’s performance, and provide reinforcement for
correct responses with points (Greenwood, Delquadri, &
Carta, 1997). These grouping formations have been shown
to increase academic engagement and social interaction of
children with and without disabilities (Harrower & Dunlap,
2001; Vaughn, Hughes, Moody, & Elbaum, 2001).

Specific behavioral strategies. The school context may be
foreign to the second language learner, particularly if the stu-
dent is a recently arrived immigrant. The unwritten rules for
social interaction in the school context, classroom survival
skills, and other norms expected in the mainstream may need
to be formally taught to diverse students and those with dis-
abilities. Social skill instruction, self-monitoring techniques,
role playing, and other forms of guided practice in classroom
behavior expectations and survival strategies are recom-
mended for these students.

Social skill development is critical for academic and inter-
personal success of second language learners with special
needs. Research has supported the effectiveness of imple-
menting social skills series ranging from skill streaming
(McGinnis & Goldstein, 2003) to the teaching of classroom
survival skills (e.g., listening, cooperating in a group, con-
tributing to discussions) to second language learners with
disabilities. Teachers provide a rationale for learning the
social skill, review major steps of the target skill using a
“think aloud” method, model the acting out of the social skill
steps, and provide students with frequent practice of the skill
in both role-play and authentic scenarios. Researchers have
demonstrated that students provided with formal instruction
in these social skill and classroom survival areas improve
confidence in school interactions, have materials needed
for class, ask more questions, demonstrate attentive listen-
ing, work more cooperatively with others, reduce acting out
behaviors, and spend more time on task (Baca & Cervantes,
2004; Hart, 2002).

Other forms of instruction may assist in orienting diverse
students to the U.S. school and classroom. Videotapes of
U.S. school rules, procedures, and expectations build aware-
ness of appropriate academic behavior and expectations,
reduce culture shock, and develop familiarity with interac-
tion patterns (Baca & Cervantes, 2004). Moreover, TPR may
be used to assist students in understanding classroom rules
and procedures. For example, teachers can model raising
their hands while pointing to the rule “Raise your hand to
speak.” Students can participate in role-playing activities
to demonstrate appropriate behaviors. Last, students can
be exposed to critical environmental language around the
school in the form of school signs (e.g., offices, counselors,
bathroom, clinic) through walking tours conducted by teach-
ers at the beginning of the school year (Fradd & Klingner,
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1995). For more information, Appendix C outlines useful
Web sites for educators and families that target diverse stu-
dents with special needs.

Conclusion

U.S. schools are becoming increasingly diverse. One of
the primary educational dilemmas facing educators in the
United States is the need for effective instruction for all
children, including those who come from diverse back-
grounds and who may contend with learning and behav-
ioral disabilities. Second language learners with learning
difficulties and disabilities constitute a substantial popula-
tion requiring specialized programs and strategies. It is
critical for all educators to arm themselves with research-
based assessment procedures and instructional techniques
to enable these students to reach their maximum learning
potential, thereby facilitating their success in school and
beyond.
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Summary of Performance-Based Assessment for English Language Learners

Assessment/measure

Description and purpose

Portfolios

Self-reports/inventories

Student-completed checklists

Structured interviews

Hands-on performance-based tasks

Observations

Rating scales/performance checklists

Exemplary illustrations of individual or group work collected over time
and from many different sources, such as homework samples, pages from
student journals, quizzes, projects, class notes, and audio or video tapes. May
also contain the teacher’s observations and student self-evaluations.

Written or oral reports of problem-solving experiences requiring students
to reflect on performance and self-reports of accomplishments, preferences,
and limitations.

Task-focused checklists that enable students to record, monitor, and report
progress in accomplishing learning goals. Checklists may consist of pictorial
and written items.

Two types: (a) specific questions embedded at critical points in a task so that
students must reflect on and respond about what they have done, what they are
doing, and what they plan to do; and (b) general questions structured to encour
age students to reflect on overall performance and to gain insight into their
accomplishments, attitudes, and capabilities.

Require students to complete a task or demonstrate a skill. Performance measurement
can include the process of task completion and the final product.

Specific focused examination of task performance. Objective documentation
of events and contexts in which events occurred. Accomplished through
the use of checklists during specified time segments.

Used to document demonstrated skills in a variety of areas (e.g., language
development, listening, speaking). May be used to informally see the types
of profiles that emerge for students and how they change longitudinally. (See
self-assessment reading assessment checklist example adapted from
P. A. Richard-Amato, 2003.)




Spring 2009

Hart

205

APPENDIX B

Self-Assessment Reading Checklist (Adapted from P. A. Richard-Amato, 2003)

Name of student

When I read, I. ..

Usually

Sometimes

Date

Check the box that best tells how often you do the things below.

Not very often

Comment

Understand what the
author is saying.

Understand most of the
details.

Understand the
vocabulary.

Read without stopping
a lot.

Guess the meaning of
a word by looking at
the words around it.

Connect what I read to
my own life.

Connect what I read to
what I already know.

Ask for help when I
need it.

After I read, I . ..

Usually

Sometimes

Not very often

Comment

Am able to tell someone
else about what I've
read.

Feel comfortable
discussing the reading
with others.

Feel comfortable writing
about what I've read.

My strengths appear to be:

Areas where I can improve:
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APPENDIX C

ESL and Bilingual Education Internet Resources

Site name

Address

Description

Beach Center on Families and
Disability

Bilingual Special Education
Resources Network

Office of English Language
Acquisition, Language
Enhancement, and Academic
Achievement for Limited English
Proficient Students

National Clearinghouse for English
Language Acquisition

National Council on Disability

http://www.beachcenter.org

http://www.vesid.nysed.gov/lsn/
bilingual/home.html

http://www.ed.gov/about/offices/list/
oela/index.html

http://www.ncela.gwu.edu

http://www.ncd.gov

Conducts research and training to enhance
empowerment of families and disseminates
information to families and the public
on disabilities. Provides national network
of parent-to-parent support programs.

Provides staft development, technical
assistance, and tuition assistance for teachers
working with disabilities who speak
a language other than English in Pre-K
through Grade 12.

Aims to include various elements of school
reform in programs designed to assist
the language minority agenda.

Funded by the U.S. Department
of Education’s Office of Bilingual
and Minority Language Affairs to collect,
analyze, and disseminate information
related to the effective education
of linguistically and culturally diverse
learners in the United States.

Aims to promote policies, programs,
practices, and procedures that guarantee
equal opportunity for all individuals with
disabilities and those from diverse cultural
backgrounds.
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