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lidity of assessing readability in ways that fail to account for differences between readers and between 
reading tasks (Cunningham & Mesmer, 2014). In short, the interpretation and use of readability results is 
limited by the quality and type of criterion against which the tools were developed and validated. 

In light of these compelling arguments, we recommend that any protocol for assessing text complexity 
and its suitability for assessing the reading comprehension skills of readers at a particular grade be used 
with caution. This document’s recommended protocol represents one source of useful information, 
but it should be used in combination with other data sources when evaluating the appropriateness of 
high-stakes tests such as the STAAR. Additional sources of information may include an evaluation of 
content within the tested curriculum and item-level psychometric data. The utility of the high-stakes 
assessment in predicting outcomes of interest to students, parents, educators, and society, such as 
success in future grades, in postsecondary education, or in a career field, also should be considered. 

The following protocol provides information on text features that influence text complexity. Remember 
that text complexity and text difficulty differ, as previously described, such that complexity depends on 
the text alone, whereas text difficulty depends on the characteristics of the text, the skills of the reader, 
and the purpose(s) for reading the text. The protocol can be used as one piece of evidence in deter
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