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This literature review examined the alignment of Texas state guidance documents
with evidence-based practice (EBP) for assessment of specific learning disability
(SLD). The review explored research-based models of SLD identification,
reactions in the field to these models, and characteristics of EBPs for assessment.
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adherence to empirically supported assessment practices. The review found that,
while Texas guidance documents have added elements of EBP over time, many
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The accurate identification of specific learning disability (SLD) is essential for ensuring that
students receive appropriate educational instruction and accommodations; however, the methods
used to assess and diagnose SLD have long been debated with various interpretive models
emerging over time (Aaron et al., 2008; Dehn, 2013; Dombrowski, 2004; Flanagan et al., 2010;
Fletcher et al., 2004; Fuchs et al., 2002; Hale et al., 2010; Kirk & Bateman, 1962; Pennington,
2006; Schultz & Stephens, 2015; Wagner et al., 2022). This literature review is divided into three
parts that (a) examines the ongoing debate and critiques of various interpretive models in SLD
assessment (b) highlights the guidance toward evidence-based practice (EBP) in SLD assessment
from both a policy and research perspective, and (c) reviews Texas guidance documents that play
a key role in how diagnosticians use their professional judgment to interpret assessment data in
real-world educational settings. If recommendations for changes in the consistency of messages in
these documents are amended to use language aligned with EBPs in assessment, the revised
guidance will have the potential to help diagnosticians interpret their data in a way that will
improve their diagnostic precision.

Part 1: Models of SLD Identification and the Criticisms They Have Received

The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA; 2024) allowed for two models of SLD
identification: (a) a significant difference between IQ and achievement, and (b) response to
intervention (RTI); however, it also allowed for any research-based process. IDEA (2004) used
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the words, “patterns of strengths and weaknesses in performance, achievement, or both” (34 C.F.R.
§ 300.309(a)(2)(i1)). Although these words were not in reference to a third model of SLD
identification, researchers have referred to these words as evidence of the need for a third model
of SLD, referred to as patterns of strengths and weaknesses (PSW). Today, policymakers
categorize states according to which of the three models they allow for SLD identification (Benson
et al., 2020) but fail to recognize other models of SLD identification that are not mentioned such
as hybrid methods and component-based methods. A review of the literature revealed at least 10
proposed models for determining SLD, which is far more than the three (IQ-achievement
discrepancy, RTI, and PSW) that policy makers use to categorize states.

Low Achievement Models

Research has grown in ways that could not have been predicted at the time IDEA was written in
2004. A review of existing literature provides evidence that several models that are not considered
PSW or RTI models are described in research. The first of these was the developmental academic
underachievement model (Dombrowski et al., 2004), which describes an academic
underachievement diagnosed in the developmental period that is not an intellectual disability. This
model was based on the belief that a parsimonious approach adds validity to the assessment process
(Dombrowski et al., 2004). In this model, cognitive tests are not required except to rule out
intellectual disability. In response, Mather and Gregg (2006) argued that the goal of the research
should be to clarify but not eliminate the construct of the learning disability as a disorder rather
than a delay because the central component of all theories of reading disabilities is the specific
linguistic dimensions that form the essence of the disability.

Fletcher et al. (2004) introduced a similar model that combined psychoeducational
achievement tests with an RTI approach to create a hybrid model. Unlike the developmental
academic underachievement model (Dombrowski et al., 2004), this model was based on the belief
that a child’s unexpected response to otherwise effective instruction was evidence of the
constitutional factors that caused learning disabilities. This model did not require an IQ test,
offered the benefits of aligning with No Child Left Behind, helped practitioners establish effective
interventions, and addressed the need for early intervention (Fletcher et al., 2004). Although this
model differed from the RTI model because it required the use of psychoeducational achievement
testing in combination with RTI data rather than RTI data alone, policy makers appear to use the
term RTI method to refer to the hybrid model.

The critique of this model was embodied by Kranzler et al. (2020) who worried that using
a hybrid model would fundamentally alter the traditional conceptualization of an SLD and lead
diagnosticians to identify children who were failing because of environmental risks rather than a
genetic risk. Kranzler et al. (2016) inspired the creation of PSW methods because many researchers
similar to Kranzler et al. believed that differences in 1Q factor scores were evidence that learning
disabilities were caused by specific isolated cognitive weaknesses that could be measured by
psychoeducational tests. Mather and Schneider (2023), for example, argued that specificity and
unexpectedness have traditionally been operationalized using cognitive and achievement testing
and fundamental to the diagnosis of dyslexia. They raised concern that excluding IQ testing would
lead practitioners to ignore years of research in the field.
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A Multideficit and Component Model

While researchers similar to Fletcher et al. (2004) continued to discuss the benefits of an SLD
identification assessment process that would provide utility in the context of U.S. policy, others
continued to focus on the cognitive and neurological causes of learning disabilities. Pennington
(2006) established a multideficit rather than single-deficit model of learning disorders and
described the multideficit model as viewing learning disorders as multivariate and on a continuum
rather than originating from a single cause. As researchers learned about the potential benefits of
cognitive correlates of dyslexia such as rapid naming and phonological awareness for early
identification of those in need of intervention, Aaron et al. (2008) posited a component-based
model of dyslexia identification. While this model specifically applied only to a disability in basic
reading, it also added to the literature on the research-based models for the identification of at least
one of the learning disability categories. Since that time, Catts et al. (2017) have evaluated the
predictive nature of each of the components and found that no single component or combination
of three components was sufficient to predict dyslexia in students when assessed in kindergarten
and then followed to the end of second grade.

Critiques of PSW Models

The decade of the 2010s was one in which SLD took a turn back to IQ tests by examining the
cognitive deficits believed to cause learning disabilities (Hale et al., 2010). Although over 50
researchers authored an article in support of the evidence of significant variance/discrepancies in
cognitive abilities for the presence of a learning disability (Hale et al., 2010), it appears the number
of authors writing articles created a false sense of evidence for discrepancy methods because
several studies, starting with Stuebing et al. (2012), found that models utilizing the factor analysis
of cognitive processes had poor technical adequacy. Stuebing et al. found the discrepancy models
only identified 1-2% of the population, but the evidence in the research was that prevalence for
dyslexia alone should be much higher (Fletcher & Miciak, 2019; Shaywitz et al., 1992), meaning
many children were denied special education services under these models due to a lack of specific
discrepancies on IQ tests.

Despite the evidence by Stuebing et al. (2012), PSW models continued to try to fill the gap
that RTI could not by attempting to determine the cognitive processes that could identify the cause
of a learning disability. Hale et al.’s (2010) article spurred several PSW models, including a
psychological processes analysis model (Dehn, 2013), the dual discrepancy/consistency model
(Flanagan et al., 2010), and the core-selective evaluation process (Schultz & Stephens, 2015). The
authors of PSW models used effect sizes of correlations between standardized tests to establish
evidence of cognitive constructs (Woodcock et al., 2017), and while Miller et al. (2016) were busy
attempting to establish the greatest evidence for each of the PSW models, other researchers
(Fletcher & Miciak, 2019; Fletcher et al., 2011; Kranzler et al., 2016; Maki et al., 2017; Miciak et
al., 2014) were determined to establish a lack of evidence for these models. Even the authors of
the core selective evaluation process model (C-SEP) (Schultz & Stephens, 2015) who aimed to
improve upon the other PSW models encouraging a focus on integrating data-based decisions with
both policy and guidance from test publishers were not immune to criticism. Benson et al. (2018)
urged diagnosticians to “eschew” (p. 17) using the C-SEP model because the authors of the model
did not provide evidence of diagnostic utility to support its claim that the model helps practitioners
improve their diagnostic precision. Schneider and Kaufman (2016) acknowledged that even
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though theoretical models using IQ tests could be characterized as “mostly backed by rhetoric in
which assertions are backed by citations of other scholars making assertions backed by citations
of still other scholars making assertions” (p. 8), the use of cognitive assessments in the diagnosis
and treatment of learning disabilities was “backed by sound logic, persuasive reasoning, deep
ethical intuitions, fine-tuned professional insights, vivid personal experiences, and a large body of
indirect scientific evidence” (p. 8).

Part II: Guidance Toward EBPs in SLD Assessment

Although IDEA only requires a research-based practice for the identification of SLD, the Every
Student Succeeds Act (2015) emphasized the importance of EBPs. The Supreme Court case
Endrew F. v. Douglas County School District RE-I (2017) also raised the expectation of an IEP
from some educational benefit (Board of Education v. Rowley, 1982, p. 200) to a requirement that
the school create goals that are “reasonably calculated for the child to make progress, appropriate
in the light of the child’s circumstances” (Endrew F. v. Douglass County School District, 2017, p.
11). As a result, the importance of establishing the evidence of models of assessment became of
even greater onus on the researchers. EBPs in assessment raise the expectation that interpretive
models should extend beyond simply satisfying a mere “working” definition of a disability (Reid,
2001, p. 1) because they help improve learning outcomes by better identifying students who need
support and the kind of support they need.

EBPs in SLD Assessment Models

Dombrowski et al. (2021) described the framework of EBP grounded by Ysseldyke et al. (1984).
Ysseldyke et al. (2023) described EBPs of assessment as the “assumption that tests are commonly
administered in the expectation that some benefit will be realized from the interpretation and use
of the scores intended by the test developers” (p. 102); they explained that the “purpose of
validation is to indicate whether specific benefits are likely to be realized” (p. 102) and that
evidence does not depend on just how the test is designed but also on what the providers who
interpret the tests do with the information.

Fletcher et al. (2002) first used the term evidence-based evaluation to refer to the
classification of learning disabilities. They demonstrated that classification hypotheses that used
discrepancy and exclusion have weak validity, often perpetuating inaccurate and outdated
assumptions about SLDs (Fletcher et al., 2002). Fletcher et al. (2005) built on this concept by
explaining that children with severe reading problems will show increasingly flat profiles across
processing measures because all measures are moderately correlated. They concluded that a hybrid
model of low achievement and RTI posed the best evidence for a model of assessment of SLD
(Fletcher et al., 2005).

Burns et al. (2017) further developed the concept of an evidence-based assessment as a
practice that directly links assessment to intervention. Burns (2016) defined evidence in
assessment in terms of the assessment’s utility for improving intervention effectiveness. After
conducting a literature review to determine errors in thinking of school psychologists and
evaluators when making judgments in evaluations, Lilienfeld et al. (2012) concluded that a
practitioners’ best safeguard against several errors in thinking was their application of scientific
thinking. As standards for EBPs were established, practitioners began to analyze their theoretical
practices through the lens of scientific thinking and ethical decision-making that resulted in
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recommendations to abandon old practices (e.g., Benson et al., 2018; Dombrowski et al., 2021;
Kranzler et al., 2016). Dombrowski (2020) proposed a framework for evidence-based assessment
that required (a) scientific decision making and critical thinking, (b) evidence-based instrument
selection, (c) expert clinical judgment, and (d) a well-written and aesthetically appealing report.
This framework provides higher expectations for EBPs in assessment over the researched-based
models that are allowed under IDEA (2004).

Talbott et al. (2023) explained that research in EBPs in assessment is best characterized
by curriculum-based measurement research. Talbott et al. broke EBPs in assessment into three key
processes that include the following:

» curriculum-based measurement (CBM), or the use of precise, standardized tools to

measure accuracy and speed in academic skills (Deno, 1985; Hosp et al., 2016);

e curriculum-based assessment (CBA), which they described as a review of CBM
alongside extant data and contexts for measurement (Hosp et al., 2014); and

* curriculum-based evaluation (CBE), which they described as a broad systematic
approach to using multiple sources of data collected from meeting psychometric
thresholds (Hosp et al., 2014) and entailed a comprehensive approach to the application
of both theory and psychometrics resulting in an integrated approach to establishing
evidence (Podsakoff et al., 2012).

The effort to establish standards for EBPs for assessment has been met with some
resistance. Burns (2016) synthesized seven meta-analyses that used over 200 studies and found a
negligible to small effect (ranging from .07 to .58) for cognitive assessments and determining
interventions on reading and mathematics improvements. Burns urged that examining cognitive
processing data could distract attention from more effective interventions. Although Burns’
research appeared extensive, Decker and Luedke (2021) responded to Burns’ research, claiming
his analysis did not include research that addressed the causal link between cognitive
neuropsychological measures and intervention outcomes and urged that changes to special
education policy would be premature based on his research. Decker and Luedke appeared to err
on the side of caution, perhaps placing a higher standard on evidence that does not support
cognitive testing for the identification of learning disabilities than they did on the evidence for
theoretical approaches of cognitive testing for learning disabilities.

Several others have also attempted to use the lens of EBPs to recommend the
abandonment of theoretical assessment models. Kranzler et al. (2016) conducted a critical analysis
of empirical data and concluded that empirical support for the PSW approaches was
questionable—necessitating further research to establish its efficacy in the educational setting—
and stated concerns that the methods may not consistently or accurately identify SLDs. McGill et
al. (2018) concluded in their literature review that while cognitive profile analysis procedures
appear appealing, the evidence remains less than compelling when considering empirical research
for reliability, validity, and diagnostic utility. Maki et al. (2017) used profiles of student data to
ask school psychologists to use various methods (IQ-achievement discrepancy, RTI, and PSW) to
interpret the data. They found that identification decisions were inconsistent across three
commonly used PSW models and did not result in achievement differences between those
identified with an SLD, illustrating a lack of treatment validity (Stuebing et al., 2012).

Responses to these accusations of lack of evidence have been limited (Schneider et al.,
2024; Scheider & Kaufman, 2016; Schultz & Stephens-Pisecco, 2019), but the practice of using
PSWs continued because proponents of the models claim the use of cognitive measures was based
on reason, experience, and indirect scientific evidence (Schneider & Kaufman, 2016). However,
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even Schneider and Kaufman (2016), key proponents, argued that they “must not pretend that weak
evidence is strong” and called on researchers to “rigorously evaluate their beliefs or concede the
argument to those with better evidence” (p. 8). This reaction exemplifies the resistance of special
education assessment practices to scientific reform (Dombrowski & McGill, 2024).

Implementation Science as a Framework for Reinforcing EBPs in Assessment

Professionals from various occupations have gradually made stronger commitments to following
EBPs as the avenue for adhering to scientific methods and the first step for addressing the gap
between research and practice. References to standards for EBPs can be found on the websites of
the National Institute for Health Care Excellence (2018), the U.S. Preventative Service Task Force
(Trinite et al., 2009), and the National Association of Social Workers (n.d.). In 2014, the Council
for Exceptional Children also published a guide for establishing standards for evidence-based
practices in special education. Although the guidance from the Council for Exceptional Children
only addressed instruction and did not address assessment, it helped usher in the Every Student
Succeeds Act (2015) that held researchers responsible for strong levels of evidence especially for
interventions for children at risk.

Cook and Odom (2013) discussed the limitations of EBPs in special education and
addressed the need to establish implementation science to bridge the gap between research and
science. They posited that the cross-disciplinary field of implementation science has great potential
for using EBPs to create positive outcomes for children with disabilities. Cook and Odom
described implementation science by referring to Glasgow et al. (1999) who provided a RE-AIM
(reach, efficacy, adoption, implantation, and maintenance) framework and recognized the efforts
of policies to create standards for evidence (i.e., No Child Left Behind, Every Student Succeeds
Act, and the What Works Clearinghouse) but warned against leaping “away from the frying pan
into the fire” (p. 135), meaning that the effort to adhere to the standards may become so rigidly
followed that policy makers lose sight of the goal, which is to improve outcomes. They urged that
special education researchers focus less on standards and more on closing gaps between science
and practice using implementation science.

Ogden and Fixen (2014) summarized their grounded research to define and describe
implementation science. They referred to the definition of implementation science as “the
scientific study of methods to promote the systematic uptake of clinical research findings and other
evidence-based practices into routine practice” (p. 4). They reported that implementation activities
allow professionals to become more skillful and consistent in their practice. Implementation
science has evolved to establish many strategies and frameworks. These frameworks attempt to
describe the steps or principles needed to effective implementation science (Ogden & Fixen, 2014).
They summarized this body of literature by reporting that researchers have concluded that “active,
long-term multi-level approaches are more effective than passive forms of dissemination to
promote and sustain the use of evidence-based interventions in real-world practice” (Ogden &
Fixen, 2014, p. 7).

Common, Clear, and Explicit Language as a Strategy for Bridging Research to Practice
A key principle in implementation science is the development of a common language and well-

developed definitions (Ogden & Fixen, 2014). Ogden and Fixen quoted Durlak and DuPre (2008)
who stated, “science cannot study what it does not define” (p. 342). In the field of assessment of
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SLD, definitions have long been debated. Of the most notable definitions are the IDEA (2004)
definition of an SLD, which was debated by the members of the Learning Disability Summit of
2001 (Bradley et al., 2001), and the International Dyslexia Association (IDA) definition of
dyslexia, developed under the leadership of Lyon (1995). Researchers of the Learning Disability
Summit sought to replace the 1Q-achievement discrepancy model of identification by providing
examples of other more reliable and valid methods (Bradley et al., 2001). They recognized that
they had to come to terms with the reconceptualization of SLD as a conceptualization rather than
an operationally defined construct (Bradley et al., 2001). Lyon also referred to the definition of
dyslexia that he had developed after 10 years of collaboration with other researchers as a “working
definition” (p. 1).

Phillips and Odegard (2017) specifically addressed the IDA definition of dyslexia and
IDEA’s definition of SLD by describing how specific language included in laws impact policies
in literacy. They found that states with dyslexia-specific legislation did not necessarily experience
an increase in SLD even though the U.S. Office of Special Education and Rehabilitation Services
clarified that dyslexia is a form of SLD to alleviate confusion in the use of multiple terms for the
same condition (Phillips & Odegard, 2017). They also found that while dyslexia laws improved
awareness, some saw shifts in classification rather than an increase in SLD identification, the
intended impact of the dyslexia laws passed (Phillips & Odegard, 2017). Instead, it was the type
of legislation, such as early screening and intervention, that led to identification rates better aligned
with the prevalence of those reading below grade level (Phillips & Odegard, 2017). They stated
concerns about inconsistent diagnostic criteria and how different school districts implemented the
laws (Phillips & Odegard, 2017).

The focus of researchers in dyslexia and literacy intervention has moved toward creating a
common language and improved definitions. For example, in Tennessee, legislators created the
Say Dyslexia Law (Say Dyslexia, 2016), recognizing that by saying dyslexia, the law was
reinforcing the importance of screening and naming the condition. In Texas, the Beckley Wilson
Act (2023) reinforced changes to policy that ensured dyslexia would be identified through a special
education evaluation and receive instruction from highly trained teachers. In 2019, the IDA has
started to urge researchers to refine their definition of dyslexia (Odegard, 2019). Since that time,
several researchers have applied their analysis of the research to recommend definitions that are
more inclusive and better aligned with EBPs for SLD assessment (Odegard et al., 2024). Beyond
state laws and definitions, states also provide guidance documents to further clarify the language
of the policies. The language used in these documents is crucial for effective implementation.

Part I11: Texas Guidance Documents and Their Alignment with EBPs

In the last 5 years, Texas has experienced rapidly changing guidance regarding the way evaluators
should conduct special education evaluations for SLD or dyslexia. In the fall of 2021, the Texas
Administrative Code (19 Tex. Admin. Code § 89.1040, 2024; Texas Education Agency [TEA],
2021b) was changed to remove “significant variance,” and the new guidance stated, “you do not
need significant variance among specific areas of cognitive functioning or between specific areas
of cognitive function and academic achievement” (TEA, 2021b, 19:00).
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Recent Improvements to the Language Provided in Texas Guidance Documents

TEA (2018, 2021a, 2024) introduced three Dyslexia Handbooks, and each handbook was later
accompanied by a Frequently Asked Questions section (cf. TEA, 2024). In October 2023, Texas
introduced a guidance document titled Guidance for the Comprehensive Evaluation of Specific
Learning Disabilities (TEA, 2023). This document was expanded in January 2025 to include more
specific descriptions of the type of analysis of data needed to determine the diagnosis of specific
learning disabilities including dyslexia (TEA, 2025). The introduction of these five documents in
the last 7 years reflects a dedication to improving the language of the guidance provided. However,
some language that continues in these documents may also reflect a resistance to fully embrace
EBPs in assessment. While TEA (2025) did place a greater emphasis on the use of CBM and
multiple measures as important to the evaluation process, it continued to refer to the PSW models
as acceptable interpretive models to use despite the lack of evidence to support them.

Recommendations for Additional Improvements to Texas Guidance Documents

Based on this review of the literature and an effort to encourage the use of common language as a
strategy to improve implementation in line with EBPs, some recommendations for changes to the
TEA guidance documents are proposed. These recommendations highlight the importance of
specific and precise language in the context of a history of practices that lack evidence. The
recommendations for the change in language would help bring diagnosticians’ practice in line with
the evidence in research for diagnosing learning disabilities.

The first recommendation is to be clear about the method that policy makers want
diagnosticians to use, to be consistent in that message, and to base that guidance on evidence. TEA
(2024) did not clearly state which interpretive model to use, but a comparison between this
handbook and the literature leads to the conclusion that the recommendation is to use a component-
based model of dyslexia as suggested by Aaron et al. (2008), but research by Catts et al. (2017)
and others (Pennington et al., 2012; Steacy et al., 2018) provided evidence that no single cognitive
processing correlate or combination of correlates sufficiently predicts the reading achievement of
students to reduce academic risk.

Additionally, TEA (2025) did not describe a component-based model. Instead, this
document specifically mentioned an RTI method (pp. 38—40) or a PSW method (pp. 40—43),
leaving no room for a component-based method. TEA (2025) described PSW conceptually, giving
examples of patterns, but did not explicitly explain how their description is different or if it is
different from the PSW methods described in research; it does not appear to consider that
practitioners understand the term as a model rather than a simple concept. Furthermore, the
reference to PSW as a method (TEA, 2025, p. 40) reinforces the idea that PSW refers to methods
of cognitive processing difference models, which lacks evidence (cf. Fletcher & Miciak, 2019).
The reference to a PSW method is also problematic because all PSW models require the
identification of a cognitive weakness on an 1Q test, but the TEA (2024) stated, “it is not required
that a student demonstrate a specific cognitive weakness on standardized assessments, as
demonstrated by achieving below a certain threshold to otherwise display a pattern of strengths
and weaknesses relevant to the identification of dyslexia” (p. 73). A similar quote can be found in
TEA (2025, pp. 44-45). A simple solution for improving the clarity of the guidance regarding the
interpretive method or model recommended would be to remove any reference to a PSW method
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from TEA (2025) as it does not align with the evidence (Fletcher & Miciak, 2019; Fletcher et al.,
2011; Kranzler et al., 2016; Maki et al., 2017; Miciak et al., 2014).

A second recommendation is to remove the 2001 IDA definition from TEA (2024). Terms
included in the definition such as “unexpected in relation to other cognitive abilities” (TEA, 2024,
p. 7) appeared to refer to cognitive difference models and do not alert the reader that the IDA is
currently attempting to replace their over 20-year-old definition with a more inclusive definition.
The word “cognitive” is mentioned 14 times in TEA (2024). Although references to cognitive
processes are sometimes referred to as evidence of the cause of dyslexia, researchers agree that
cognitive processes as measured by formal psychoeducational assessments are not evidence of
cause but rather a correlation that signifies risk (Catts et al., 2017; Catts & Petscher, 2022; Mather
& Wendling, 2012). Understanding the difference between causal and correlational relationships
in assessment is important to developing critical decision-making when performing an evidence-
based assessment (Dombrowski, 2020). The absence of this distinction is a lost opportunity for
diagnosticians to develop better critical thinking skills when evaluating students with the various
cognitive abilities of students with dyslexia.

The third recommendation is to combine TEA (2024) with TEA (2025). Dyslexia is an
SLD and should not need its own handbook. In the TEA (2025) section on dyslexia (pp. 44—46),
references to cognitive processing skills such as rapid naming and phonological awareness, while
important correlates of dyslexia that provide probability of risk, are emphasized over the
importance of an unexpected lack of response to intervention and the importance of progress
monitoring. Emphasis on cognitive processing skills over response to intervention also undermines
resiliency that many children with risks for dyslexia demonstrate when given the proper supports
(Catts & Petscher, 2022).

A final recommendation is to highlight the importance of using data from CBM, CBA, and
CBE as well as norm-referenced psychoeducational academic assessments in place of theoretical
models, similar to PSWs, that lack evidence (Fletcher & Miciak, 2019; Fletcher et al., 2011;
Kranzler et al., 2016; Maki et al., 2017; Miciak et al., 2014). The use of CBM, CBA, and CBE is
key to defining EBPs in assessment and improving the evaluation of SLDs. In the wake of the
Endrew F. (2017) decision, researchers considered the research evidence and referred to CBM as
important assessment tools for setting the standard of progress (Zirkel & Yell, 2023). The National
Center on Intensive Intervention (n.d.) helped establish a resource of evidence-based assessments
by providing lists of screeners and progress monitoring assessments along with their evidence of
reliability and validity. While several studies established evidence that cognitive processing
models lack content validity or interpractitioner reliability, CBM, CBA, and CBE help
practitioners reliably identify students in need promptly, efficiently, and accurately to achieve the
intended outcome: reducing educational risk for needing increased special education services by
driving instruction rather than just providing a label.

Conclusion

A review of literature related to research-based methods for the diagnosis of dyslexia or other
learning disabilities illustrates a long history of practices that lack evidence. To reduce educational
risk, educational professionals are encouraged to use EBPs both when providing instruction to
students with learning disabilities but also when assessing for disabilities. While many positive
changes to several sources of guidance such as TEA (2024) and TEA (2023, 2025) have undergone
revisions to better inform evaluators of specific learning disabilities, dyslexia, and related
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disorders, additional revisions are needed to align this guidance with evidence-based assessment
processes. After reviewing the literature, I propose that additional changes be considered to address
consistent messages and misleading language that hearkens back to methods that are not EBPs as
well as detract from a focus on the benefits of interventions in preventing educational risk. These
include removing references to interpretive models similar to PSW models, removing the IDA
definition, combining guidance documents to communicate that dyslexia is also a learning
disability, and bringing greater attention to the importance of analysis of CBM and CBA.
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