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1. Objective and Introduction 3. Phase | Results

The most recent reauthorization of the Individuals with Disabilities

_ Case Correctly Identified Achievement Deficit Area(s) Correctly Identified Cognitive Processing Deficit Area SLD? (Yes/No)  The Cross-Battery PSW approach (i.e., X-BASS; Flanagan et al., 2015)
Education Ac.t (IDE.A,.2004) allf)wed §tates to.u.se one.of th.ree. | . : . . 0 . had a 100% agreement with the expert participants in SLD
methc?ds fgr identifying and diagnosing specific Iearnln.g disability 1 Math Reasoning (100%) Fluid Reasoning (88.9%) Yes: 88.9% identification and non-SLD identification. This study found that it was
(SILD) n .Chlldren' Ohnf)Of tgehmzth()d;s(cjhoﬂl's;an ulse IS any N ; 2 Reading Decoding (94.4%) Auditory Processing (100%) Yes: 72.2% the most reliable third method approach.
° ternat!ve research-based third method which analyzes cognitive an Listening Comprehension (72.2%)  Although a PSW pattern of results found in the X-BASS may be
academic strengths and weaknesses (Flanagan & Alfonso, 2011). : : : . . . : .\
. . . . 3 Gifted with average achievement (control) No: 88.9% consistent with the presence of SLD, it is imperative that practitioners
However, the ambiguity and flexibility of federal regulations regarding 4 clinici v trained and dor th its within th
. . o o) . o)
the third-method approach for SLD identification has led debate to 4 Reading Decoding (72.2%) Long-Term Memory (83.3%) Yes: 88.9% an tc '?IC]ICatr: aretproper yh.rz;lne ?:h cs)nds.l .(ejr Ietre;u ts Within the
1 (o)
ensue in the field of school psychology regarding which method is the Math Calculations (83.3%) context orthe en |r? case NIStory T the Individuat Sty .en '
most appropriate for accurately diagnosing SLD (Flanagan & Alfonso, 5 Reading Fluency (88.8%) Processing Speed (94.4%) Yes: 72.2% * The Concordance-Discordance Model (C-DM; Hale & Fiorello, 2004)
2011). The three methods of interest in this current study use Oral Expression (88.8%) was more conservative in SLD identification. This model only
pattern of processing strengths and weaknesses (PSW) approach (i.e., 6 Low average cognitive abilities and academic achievement (control) No: 94.4% identitied 54% of the expert-participant identified SLD cases.
cognitive strengt.h.s are dlscrepantofrom domam-speaflc. c.ognltlve v Math Calculations (94.4%) Visual-Spatial Processing (94.4%) Yes: 72 2% e Differences from the CD-M wer.e most likely .d.ue to lower reliability of
weaknesses/deficits, but the cognitive weaknesses/deficits are ) some of the measures used to indicate cognitive weaknesses.
. . : . 8 Math Reasoning (88.8%) Short-Term Memory (88.8%) Yes: 88.8% _ , ,
consistent with academic weaknesses/deficits; Hale, Flanagan, & Written Expression (88.8%)  The PPA 3.1 software does not identify the discrepancy between
Naglieri, 2008; Stuebing, Fletcher, Branum-Martin, & Francis, 2012). : ' - overall cognitive ability/strength and an academic weakness, so the
Where the PSW models tend to differ is in how they define and 9 Intellectually disabled (control) No: 88.9% third component of SLD identification is not possible.
. . N : . o : o . o
meésure cognitive s’Frengths and weaknesses and low academic 10 R.eadlr.1g Comprehenspn (100/2) Attention Problems (100%) Yes: 61.1% +  Since the PPA 3.1 relies more on composite scores as opposed to
achlev.ement (Stuebing et al., 2012). The c.u.rrer\t study compared the Listening Comprehension (100%) individual subtest scores, this particular software may be better used
following three PSW models for SLD identification: 1.) the Cross- 11 Written Expression (94.4%) Executive Functions (100%) Yes: 77.7% for identifying broad-based strengths and weaknesses but not SLD.
Battery Assessment Pattern of Strengths and Weaknesses Analyzer (X- , , . ,
BASS: F Ortiz. & Alf H015) 2 ) the C 9 ) _ _ o _ _ - _ L _ .  Each PSW model uses varying underlying statistics, calculations, and
; Flanagan, Ortiz, onso, ), 2.) the Concordance Three case study examples of a single achievement deficit along with a single cognitive processing deficit (i.e., SLD present) were identified by tise of tive st th g K d academi
Di d Model of SLD Identification (Hale & Fiorello, 2004; Hale iCi i iCi ' f iti i icit (i SXPEIHSE OT COBNITIVE SITENETNS ahth WEaRNESSes ahd atatiemic
Iscoraance , ; , participants. Four case study examples of dual achievement deficits along with a single cognitive processing deficit (i.e., SLD present) were : : : :
. . . . T o _ , _ " o weaknesses comparisons to explain the differences in SLD
Wycoff, & Fiorello, 2010), and 3.) the Psychological Processing identified by participants. Three case study examples with no SLD (i.e., control cases) were identified by participants. Case study #10 was Jentification
Analyzer (Dehn, 2015). removed from further analyses due to the low consensus rate of the presence of SLD.* '
This study incorporated a common set of 11 clinical case study Case  Cognitive Academic Deficit SLD Experts « Dehn, M. J. (2015). Psychological processing analyzer 3.1 professional
examples culled from an archival data set. These case studies were Deficit 1 3 1 3 1 3 manual. Stoddard, WI: Schoolhouse Educational Services.
intended to re.flect the presence or a!osence of SLD acro.ss. c?ne or 1 Gf Math Reasoning 88.9% - Yes Y Y N N Y N Y n/a N  Flanagan, D. P,, Alfonso, V. C. (2011). Essentials of specific learning
more of the eight areas 9f SLD as defined by IDEA. The ln/th/. phase >3 = Reading Decoding =199 - Yes v Y > v . v n/a 3 disability identification. Hoboken, NJ: Wiley.
of the study was to obtain consensus from a group of practitioners . . + Flanagan, D. P, Ortiz, S. 0., & Alfonso, V. C. (2015). Cross-Batter
for the case studies of cognitive processing and academic 20 o L|sten|ng. 72.2% - Yes ! ! " ! " ! /2 " Assesfmént.Sc;ftwaré 5. st;m (X-BASS’® \;1 b) Hobc.)ken NJ: Wiley
achievement scores indicating the presence or absence of SLD. Comprehension | 4 o T 14
Participants included 18 practitioners (45% response rate) randomly 3  |Gifted with average achievement 88.9% - No N N N N N N n/a N * Hale, J B., &, Fiorello, C. A. (2004). School n.europsychology: A
selected from the KIDS, Inc. School Neuropsychology Post-Graduate (control) practitioner’s handbook. New York, NY: Guilford Press.
Certification Program. Participants have terminal degrees that 43 Glr Reading Decoding 38 9% - Yes Y Y N Y N Y n/a N * Hale, J. :-E)Haféagan,h[)ap-,f& P;If:e;ié(l)-élA-éZOO?)- A|tem?cti\r/1€|d
. —_ —_ —_ —_ - t . t. . t. .
include MS/MA (N 6)’, Ed.S. (N'=5), Bd.D. (N ,1),’ PsyD (N, 4), and 4b Glr Math Calculation 88.9% - Yes Y Y N N Y n/a N re.searc .?Se m? © .S o.r. . ( ) .en I cation ot Lhiieren
Ph.D. (N = 2), and practice across 11 states. Participants reviewed the _ - with specific learning disabilities. Communiqué, 36(8), 14-17.
data sets via an online survey. In the second phase of the study, the 23 Gs Reading Flue-ncy 72.2% - Yes Y Y N N Y n/a N * Hale, J. B., Wycoff, K. L., & Fiorello, C. A. (2010). RTI and Cognitive
data sets from the case studies were used in the three PSW models 5b Gs Oral Expression 72.27% - Yes Y Y N N Y n/a N Hypothesis Testing for identification of specific learning disabilities. In
of SLD Identification: 1.) Cross-Battery Assessment Software System 6 Low average cognitive abilities and 94.4% - No N N N N N n/a N D. P. Flanagan, V. C. Alfonso. Essentials of Specific Learning Disabilities
(X-BASS; Flanagan, Ortiz, & Alfonso, 2015), 2.) Concordance- academic achievement (control) Assessment (pp. 173-202). Hoboken, NJ: Wiley.
Discordance Model of S.LD Identification (C-DM; Hale &.FIOFEHO, 7 Gv Math Calculation 72.2% - Yes Y Y N N Y n/a N « Stuebing, K. K., Fletcher, J. M., Branum-Martin, L., & Francis, D. J.
2004; Hale, Wycoff, & Fiorello, 2010), and 3.) Psychological 3 Gwm Math Reasoning 38.8% - Yes Y y N N Y, n/a N (2012). Evaluation of the technical adequacy of three methods for
Processing Analyzer (PPA 3.1; Dehn, 2015). Flanagan et al. (2015) and identifying specific learning disabilities based on cognitive
: T 8b Gwm Written Expression 88.8% - Yes Y Y N N Y n/a N ying sp & 5
Hale et al. (2010) proposed PSW models that focus on identifying . discrepancies. School Psychology Review, 41(1), 3-22.
significant discrepancies between cognitive strengths and cognitive S Intellectually disabled (control) 88.9% - No N N N N N n/a N
weaknesses/deficits and between cognitive strengths and academic 11 EF Written Expression 77.7% - Yes Y Y N N Y n/a N Contact Information
weaknesses/deficits; both models also identify consistent or non- Email: ajones44 @twu.edu, dmiller@twu.edu, dmaricle@twu.edu
significant discrepancies between cognitive weaknesses/deficits and In order to accurately diagnose SLD using the data from the case study examples, the three PSW models considered the following statistical
academic weaknesses/deficits as described in the significance of differences noted in the table above: School Address: Department of Psychology & Philosophy, Texas
neuropsychological literature. Dehn’s PPA 3.1 (2015) does not 1 = Cognitive strength vs. Cognitive weakness (“Yes” for SLD diagnosis) Woman’s University, CFO 702, P.O. Box 425470, Denton, TX, 76204
identify the global cognitive measure and academic weakness 2 = Cognitive strength vs. Academic weakness (“Yes” for SLD diagnosis)

Phone Number: (940) 898 — 2303

discrepancy.

3 = Cognitive weakness vs. Academic weakness (“No” for SLD diagnosis)
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