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A Schoolwide Reading Intervention Approach
for Middle School

TIER |

Strong Schoolwide

Foundation &
Content Area Strategies
and Routines

TIER I

Strategic Intervention

TIER III

Intensive Intervention

Definition | Strong core instruction Reading classes or Specifically designed
that includes cross- small-group instruction and customized reading
curricular academic specifically designed to instruction delivered
literacy support for all accelerate the reading in small groups or
students; implemented growth of students with individually to students
within a safe and positive marked reading difficulties | with serious and persistent
school environment reading difficulties
in which there is a
schoolwide commitment
to excellence

Students | All students in content Students with marked Students with severe
area classes reading difficulties and persistent reading
difficulties; students who
do not make sufficient
progress in strategic
intervention
Focus | Academic vocabulary Multisyllable word Word study, word
and comprehension of recognition, fluency, recognition, fluency,
academic text vocabulary, reading vocabulary, and
comprehension comprehension;
individualized to address
specific needs of the
students
Program | General education Specialized, scientific Specialized, systematic,
curriculum with research- research-based reading scientific research-based
based vocabulary program(s) emphasizing reading program(s)
and comprehension word recognition, emphasizing the specific
instructional routines fluency, vocabulary, and areas of needs of
comprehension individual students

Table continues on the next page.
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TIER |

Strong Schoolwide

Foundation &
Content Area Strategies
and Routines

TIER I

Strategic Intervention

TIER I

Intensive Intervention

Instruction | Sequenced and scaffolded Carefully designed and Carefully designed and
instruction that makes the implemented explicit, implemented explicit,
curriculum accessibleto all | systematic instruction systematic instruction
students

Teachers | Science, social studies, Intervention provided by Intensive intervention
math, reading, English personnel determined provided by personnel
language arts, and co- by the school; usually a determined by the school;
curricular teachers reading teacher or other usually a reading teacher

interventionist or other interventionist
Setting | General education content Appropriate setting Appropriate setting
area classrooms designated by the school; designated by the school
usually the reading class or
supplemental tutoring

Class size | Heterogeneous and Homogeneous instruction Homogeneous instruction
flexible groups within provided to small groups provided to very small
typical class sizes groups

Time | Inall content area classes At least 50 minutes perday | At least 50 minutes per day
throughout the school day
Assessment | Schoolwide benchmark Diagnostic assessment Diagnostic assessment

assessments at the
beginning, middle, and
end of the school year

to determine the focus
and pacing of instruction;
progress monitoring twice
a month on target skills to
ensure adequate progress
and learning

to determine the focus
and pacing of instruction;
progress monitoring twice
a month on target skills

to better individualize
instruction for students
who do not demonstrate
adequate growth

Adapted from Vaughn Gross Center for Reading and Language Arts at The University of Texas at Austin, 2005.
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Flexible Scheduling Research Summary

In support of This We Believe characteristic:
e Organizational structures that support meaningful
relationships and learning

What is Flexible Scheduling?

Flexible scheduling is defined as creative use of the
time in the school day in an attempt to match the
instructional time and format to the learning needs of
students. Flexible school schedules shift from a series
of fixed-time (e.g., 40-50 minutes) instructional periods
a day and toward substantially longer instructional
periods (e.g., 75150 minutes) characterized by more
diverse teaching and learning activities (Bevevino,
Snodgrass, Adams, & Dengel, 1999). Brown (2001,

p. 2) noted that “a number of authors have used the
terms block scheduling, flexible scheduling, alternative
scheduling, and intensive scheduling interchangeably;”
conversely, others use these and similar terms to
describe clearly related but distinctly different
alternatives to traditional fixed-period time
arrangements of the school schedule. For the purposes
of this research summary, the term “flexible
scheduling” is used to encompass the full array of
alternative scheduling options that may be adopted by
middle grades schools.

Flexible scheduling patterns address the concern for
more appropriate learning environments for students
and respond to the need, not for schools to be more
organized, but to be more flexible and creative in their
use of time (Spear, 1992). It has become apparent to
practitioners that the structure of the school schedule
influences the degree to which middle grades schools
respond to the developmental needs of their students
(Williamson, 1998). Flexible scheduling allows schools
to optimize time, space, staff, and facilities and to add
variety to their curriculum offerings and teaching
strategies (Canady & Rettig, 1995). Additionally, by
allowing for larger time blocks, flexible scheduling
reduces the amount of time that students spend out of
class (e.g., time spent moving between classes), which
allows for more instructional time and less time during
which students are more indirectly supervised.
Flexibility of the schedule also serves to ease the
transition of students from the self-contained
elementary environment to the highly departmentalized

Research Summary

high school environment. Teachers are able to use time
wisely to improve their teaching strategies and enhance
curricular integration (DeRouen, 1998; Seed, 1998).
Teachers are directly involved with students and are the
best judges of time requirements for learning activities.
Blocks of time enable them to make choices and have
more control over the learning environment.

With large blocks of time to facilitate involvement,
students benefit from less fragmentation and more
engagement in project-based learning and
interdisciplinary activities, promoting skill application,
interpersonal relations, and decision-making skills
related to concrete, relevant problems (Vars, 1993).
Similarly, Arhar (1992) found that flexible scheduling
increased student engagement and achievement and
positive social ramifications (Arhar, 1992).

Types of Flexible Scheduling

While the flexibility of the school schedule is limited
only by the creativity of the teachers and administrators
in the school, various models have emerged as popular
over time. Four such models are summarized here.

1. Block Scheduling. Most often used by
interdisciplinary teams, blocks of time usually consist
of two or more combined periods (Hackmann, 2002).
In its simplest form, blocks are all the same length of
time (e.g., 100 minutes). For example, in the
common “4 X 4" (four-by-four) scheduling
arrangement, students take only four classes in the
first half of the year and four different classes in the
second half of the year. In more creative
arrangements, length of time devoted to each time
block may vary based on the instructional needs of
the teachers and students (e.g., core academic
subjects may be assigned to longer blocks while
advisory and electives are assigned to shorter
blocks), and length of time devoted to any given
block may vary from day to day. A common block
arrangement in middle level schools consists of two
blocks, one in the morning and one in the afternoon
or, alternately, one before lunch and one after lunch.

Phone: (800) 528-NMSA

EE Fax: (614) 895-4750
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Reprinted with permission from Daniel, 2007.
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2. Alternate Day Classes. Sometimes referred to as
an “A/B schedule,” this arrangement assigns classes
on an every-other-day basis during the week. A
student can take music on Mondays, VWednesdays,
and Fridays (A schedule), and art on Tuesdays and
Thursdays (B schedule), with the core academic
classes meeting all five days. Or, a career class and a
study skills class can meet on alternate days, taught
by two teachers or the same teacher, depending on
staffing requirements. In some middle grades
schools, the use of the A/B alternate day schedule
refers to students taking two core academic classes
(i.e., mathematics, science) on one day and the other
two core academic classes (i.e., language arts, social
studies) on the alternate day.

3. Rotating Schedules. Following a master schedule of
all classes in sequence, classes are held at different
times each day, by rotating the classes one period
later each day. This process enables students to have
all subjects at various times of the day and can be
implemented by teams or by an entire school.

4. Dropped Schedule. Students are scheduled for
more classes than class periods, with one class
being dropped on any given day. This schedule
provides allotted times for advisory programs,
electives, assemblies, and other curricular offerings
beyond core academic requirements.

While all of these alternatives pose the opportunity for
greater flexibility, it is important that teachers and
administrators not become so enamored with any
particular alternative that it becomes just as restrictive
as the traditional six- to eight-period day (Brown, 2001;
Hackmann & Valentine, 1998).

Summary of the Research

While middle grades advocates for several decades
have recommended flexible scheduling (cf. Alexander,
Williams, Compton, Hines, Prescott, & Kealy, 1969;
Beane, 1993; Curtis & Bidwell, 1977; Epstein &
Maclver, 1990; Hackmann, 2002; Kindred,
Wolotkiewicz, Mickelson, & Coplein, 1981; National
Middle School Association, 1995, 2003), middle grades
schools have been somewhat slow to jettison the
traditional fixed-period day. The last two decades have
shown a trend toward greater flexibility, however. In a
national study, Valentine, Clark, Irvin, Keefe, and Melton
(1993) reported that more than 90% of middle schools
used traditional fixed time schedules, with seven
instructional periods of 41 to 55 minutes per each
period. These findings were corroborated by Epstein
and Maclver (1990) and Alexander and McEwin (1989).
Just a few years later, however, McEwin, Dickinson,
and Jenkins (1996) found that 40% of sixth and

seventh grades and 27% of eighth grades surveyed had
implemented some form of flexible scheduling, leading
the researchers to conclude, “these data demonstrate
the continued growth of team organizations with flexible
control over daily schedules” (p. 38). In a similar 2003
study, McEwin, Dickinson, and Jenkins found one-third
of fifth through eighth grades used some option other
than self-contained or uniform periods. Meeks and
Stepka (2004), in a statewide study, found that middle
level principals in Arkansas overwhelmingly regarded
flexible scheduling as a staff development need for their
faculty, despite a number of years of implementation,
noting, “Training is not needed just to implement middle
level programs, but it is also needed to sustain and
refine those changes” (p. 10).

Most exemplary middle schools use some form of
flexible scheduling. In a survey of nominated exemplary
middle grades schools (George & Shewey, 1994), 75%
of the respondents indicated that flexible scheduling
was moderately to well developed at their schools. In a
study by Brown (2001) using structured interviews with
10 middle grades teachers involved in block scheduling,
teachers reported a wider variety of instructional
strategies that were more consistent with their
students’ learning needs under block scheduling than
they had used previously under traditional scheduling.
Teachers also noted that they tended to cover slightly
less content in greater depth under block scheduling.
Brown concluded:

Teachers describe[d] implementing several changes
in their instructional strategies that benefit students:
providing greater opportunities for student
reflection; designing activities that promote critical
and creative thinking through extended
opportunities for manipulation of concepts and
principles; and use of more student-to-student
collaborative learning experiences. (p. 9)

Increased flexibility in scheduling has also been linked
to a decrease in disciplinary problems among middle
grades students (Smith, Pitkin, & Rettig, 1998). Reports
from individual schools have confirmed increases in the
levels and amount of collaboration among teachers on
teaching teams within a flexible scheduling
environment (MclLeod, 2005; Seed, 1998).

Interestingly, most of the research on flexible
scheduling has been conducted at the high school level.
Following his review of the literature, Brown (2001,

p. 3) noted, “Few studies on the implementation and
impact of alternative scheduling at the middle school
level exist.” For example, studies at the middle level
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investigating the effects of flexible scheduling on
important student outcomes (e.g., achievement, critical
thinking, motivation, self-esteem and other affective
outcomes) are relatively limited. Lewis, Cobb, Winokur,
Leech, Viney, and White (2003), however, did
investigate instructional effects of middle level students
in three scheduling arrangements (traditional, alternate
day, and 4 X 4 block scheduling) across two studies.
One study focused on science standardized
achievement test scores and the other on language arts
achievement test scores. Comparisons favored
achievement of students in the flexible scheduling
arrangements in both science and language arts, with
lower achieving students, in particular, benefiting from
flexible scheduling.

Recommendations

While flexible scheduling is gradually becoming more
commonplace in middle grades schools, a large
percentage of schools are opting for self-contained
environments or fixed-time instructional periods. Flexible
scheduling options allow teachers greater flexibility in
planning, foster interdisciplinary teaching, and provide
opportunities to effectively serve the needs of students.
As McEwin and associates (2003, p. 50) have noted, “All
middle schools should adopt some form of flexible block
scheduling that provides teachers with multiple
opportunities to make sound decisions regarding
curriculum and instruction for young adolescents they
teach.” The further adoption of flexible scheduling
practices should be accompanied by additional research
on the effects of varying scheduling arrangements on
young adolescents’ academic achievement, social and
emotional development, and psychological well-being.
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ANNOTATED REFERENCES

Brown, D. F. (2001). Middle level teachers’ perceptions of the impact of block scheduling on instruction and learning. Research in Middle
Level Education Annual, 24, 121-141. Retrieved May 31, 2006, from http://www.nmsa.org/portals/0/pdf/publications/
RMLE/rmle_vol24.pdf

This qualitative study focused on perceptions of 10 middle grades teachers from two middle schools regarding the effects of block
scheduling. Specifically, the author explored participants’ perceptions of the ability of the 4 X 4 block schedule, as implemented, to
meet the needs of their students and their perceptions regarding the effects of the block schedule on their instructional decision
making. Interview transcripts were analyzed using constant comparative analysis. Nine of 10 participants indicated they had altered
instruction (e.g., used more cooperative learning, problem solving, and computer-based activities). Similarly, 9 participants indicated the
implementation of the block schedule had positively affected their students learning (e.g., strengthened students’ understanding of
concepts, increased students’ success as they moved from grade to grade). All participants indicated they had modified the curriculum
as a result of block scheduling (e.g., reduced breadth of content coverage, increased depth of coverage), and half noted that they had
altered their assessment strategies (e.g., focused less on rote memorization and more on problem solving).

Lewis, C. W., Cobb, R. B., Winokur, M., Leech, N., Viney, M., & White, W. (2003). The effects of full and alternative day block
scheduling on language arts and science achievement in a junior high school. Educational Policy Archives, 11(41). Retrieved June 2,
2006, from htpp://epaa.asu.edu/epaa/v1indi

Using an ex post facto design, this study examined academic performance of middle grades students taught in 4X4 block, alternate
day, and traditional scheduling arrangements. Two studies, one examining science performance (n = 340) and one examining language
arts performance (n = 111) were conducted. Achievement was measured on a standardized test. Small to moderate statistically
significant effects were found for instructional format and for the instructional format by achievement level interaction, with differences
favoring students in the flexible scheduling arrangements. Examination of mean performance data indicated that lower achieving
students, in particular, benefited from the flexible scheduling designs. While results should be replicated across other similar studies,
the favorable outcomes of flexible scheduling are promising and have interesting implications for educational policymaking, in light of
the high stakes testing environment that currently exists in the United States.
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National Middle School Association (NMSA) produces research summaries as a service to middle level educators, families and communities,
and policymakers. The concepts covered in each research summary reflect one or more of the characteristics of successful middle schools as
detailed in the NMSA position paper, This We Believe: Successful Schools for Young Adolescents. Further research on each topic is
available in the book Research and Resources in Support of This We Believe. Both books are available at the NMSA online store at
WWW.NMsa.org
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Sample Middle School Schedule

2010 - 2011 MASTER SCHEDULE

)

7th Grade
A B C 1st 2nd 3rd 4th
8:15 - 900 9:02 - 9:47 9:49 -10:34 10:37 - 11:45 11:47 - 1:25 1:27 - 2:35 2:37 - 3:45
Teacher PAP LA LA PAP LA LA
Teacher Team Department Conference MATH PAP MATH MATH PAP MATH
Teacher Meeting Meeting Period SCI PAP Sci PAP Sci SCI
Teacher SS PAP SS SS (BOYS ATH)
Teacher (Tech Appps) (Tech Appps) (Tech Appps) SS
Teacher LA PAP LA LA PAP LA
Teacher Team Department Confernce PAP MATH MATH PAP MATH MATH
Teacher Meeting Meeting Period PAP SS SS SS PAP SS
Teacher PAP Sci SCI SCI PAP SCI
Teacher PAP LA LA LA LA
Teacher Team Department Confernce MATH PAP MATH PAP MATH MATH
Teacher Meeting Meeting Period PAP SS SS PAP SS SS
Teacher SCI SCI SCI PAP SCI
Teacher RES Math 8 RES Math 8 RES MATH 7
Teacher RES LA 8 RES LA 8 RES LA 7
A7 B7 Cc7 A8 B8 cs8
8:15 - 900 9:02 - 9:47 9:49 - 10:34 1:26 - 2:11 2:13 - 2:58 3:00 - 3:45
Teacher BOYS ATH BOYS ATH TEEN LDRSHIP BOYS PE BOYS PE BOYS ATH
Teacher GIRLS ATH GIRLS ATH TEEN LDRSHIP GIRLS PE GIRLS PE GIRLS ATH
Teacher | BOYS/GIRLS PE | BOYS/GIRLS PE | BOYS/GIRLS PE BOYS/GIRLS PE | BOYS/GIRLS PE | BOYS/GIRLS PE
Teacher CHOIR CHOIR CHOIR AT LA PORTE JUNIOR HIGH CHOIR (BAKER)
Teacher ORCHESTRA ORCHESTRA ORCHESTRA AT BAKER ORCHESTRA ORCHESTRA
Teacher BAND BAND BAND BAND INC INC
Teacher 8th GRADE CLASSES AVID AVID
Teacher AVID | TEEN LDRSHIP | AVID TEEN LDRSHIP | TEEN LDRSHIP | TEEN LDRSHIP
Teacher AT LA PORTE JUNIOR HIGH HEALTH HEALTH HEALTH
Teacher AT LA PORTE JUNIOR HIGH SPANISH SPANISH SPANISH
Teacher TECH APPS | TECH APPS | TECH APPS (SS-7th) (SS-7th)
Teacher AT LA PORTE JUNIOR HIGH TECH APPS YEARBOOK YEARBOOK
Teacher ART ART THEATER ARTS ART THEATER ARTS | THEATER ARTS
Teacher | READING LAB | READING LAB | READING LAB READING LAB | READING LAB READING LAB
Teacher MATH LAB MATH LAB MATH LAB MATH LAB MATH LAB MATH LAB
8th Grade
1st 2nd 3rd 4th A B C
8:15 - 9:23 9:25 - 10:33 10:35 - 11:43 11:45 - 1:23 1:26 - 2:11 2:13 - 2:58 3:00 - 3:45
Teacher PAP LA LA LA PAP LA
Teacher MATH ALG ALG Planning Team Department Confernce
Teacher SS PSS PSS SS Meeting Meeting Period
Teacher ATH SCI SCI PSCI
Teacher ATH LA PAP LA LA
Teacher ALG MATH MATH MATH Team Department Confernce
Teacher SS ATH SS PAP SS Meeting Meeting Period
Teacher PAP SCI PAP SCI SCI SCI
Teacher LA PAP LA LA LA
Teacher MATH MATH MATH ALG Team Department Confernce
Teacher ATH SS PAP SS SS Meeting Meeting Period
Teacher PAP SCI ATH PAP SCI SCI
Teacher RES Math 8 RES MATH 7 RES MATH 7
Teacher RES LA 8 RES LA7 RES LA 7

Schedule provided by Lomax Junior High School in La Porte ISD, La Porte, TX

TALA—A Schoolwide Approach to Reading Intervention
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The sample schedule shows a reading lab (intervention class) for students who are struggling with
reading. The course is supplemental to the English language arts (ELA) course and is limited to 15
students per section. Within each class, instruction is provided to the whole group as well as to small
groups of five students. In addition, individualized teaching is incorporated throughout the week to
address students’ specific areas of need.

“This schedule offers seven course options for students with three elective choices (45 minutes each)
and four cores (68 minutes each). We are planning to eliminate the passing times posted on the
schedule to implement a no-bell structure, which would then allow for 70-minute core classes. One of
the motivations for looking at the schedule was the need to allow our targeted ‘below-level’ students
the opportunity to benefit from our reading lab and/or math lab as well as other elective choices.

The campus leadership team reviewed campus goals to begin the process of an appropriate schedule
to meet student and staff needs. The schedule allows for teacher professional development as well

as individual planning time. Departments will meet 2 days per week for 1 hour, and interdisciplinary
teams will meet 2 days per week for 1 hour (with protocols to guide meetings). In addition, the fifth
day will include schoolwide professional development, based on our campus plan and SMART goals.
The schedule was approved by 100% of the faculty and then shared with the school board as an infor-
mation item, which was also received positively.”

— Leigh Wall, former principal of Lomax Junior High School

PEIMS numbers for middle school reading electives are:
Reading Elective Grade 6: 03273410
Reading Elective Grade 7: 03273420
Reading Elective Grade 8: 03273430

TALA—A Schoolwide Approach to Reading Intervention
Version 2.0 ©2011 University of Texas System/Texas Education Agency
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Using Data to Guide Instruction

«  Gather information to help with overall planning and resource allocation:

. Examine data to determine the proportion of students able to meet grade-level
standards at the end of each grade.

« Identify particular reading skills or standards on the progress monitoring or year-end
outcome tests on which students are having special difficulties.

«  Evaluate current reading interventions to determine the impact on students’ ability
to meet grade-level standards.

« Use data to guide instruction for individual students:

«  Identify students at the beginning of the year who are at special risk of not being
able to meet grade-level standards by the end of the year.

«  Determine which students are making adequate progress and which may need
additional, or improved, instructional support.

«  Identify students’individual reading strengths and weaknesses.
- Select, administer, and evaluate assessment data:
«  Formal outcome assessments in reading

«  Formal or informal screening measures to determine instructional needs at the
beginning of the year

«  Formal or informal progress monitoring assessments to determine whether students
are making adequate progress in either their content area or reading intervention
classes; also includes local benchmark assessments

«  Formal or informal diagnostic tests. Administer formal assessment when there is a
need for specific information that cannot be obtained in some other, more efficient
way. Administer informal assessments in an ongoing manner. Informal assessments
include teacher observations, student responses to specific tasks, work products,
questioning to determine student understanding, and strategies to determine
instructional needs.

« Implement effective data management system:

«  Determine data management system needed to provide effective and timely access
to all the data necessary to plan instruction for all students.

Reprinted with permission from Torgesen, Houston, & Rissman, 2007.
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Texas Middle School Fluency Assessment

HB 2237, Section 6: Adolescent Reading Assessment
As of the fall of 2008, districts are required to:

Administer diagnostic assessment to students in grade 7 who did not demonstrate
reading proficiency on the grade 6 Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS)
Reading test.

«  Provide intensive reading instruction and intervention to these students based on the
results of the assessment.

The TALA English Language Arts (ELA) Academy will provide training on the administration and use of
this assessment.

Structure of the Texas Middle School Fluency Assessment (TMSFA)

Passage Reading Fluency subtest
Administered to all students who failed TAKS Reading (scale score of 2,100 and below).
Consists of three predetermined passages for each grade level and time point.
Passages are a combination of expository and narrative text at varying difficulty levels.

Students are scored on the number of words they read correctly in 1 minute and on their
retell of the story.

Word Reading Fluency subtest

Administered to students who read very slowly and laboriously on the Passage Reading
Fluency subtest.

Consists of three predetermined word lists for each time point.
Each word list is at a different level of difficulty to assess the full range of student abilities.

Students are scored on the number of words they read correctly in 1 minute, but the more
important information on this subtest comes from analyzing the types of errors made.

Data Collection Points

The TMSFA has three official test administrations: beginning of year (BOY), middle of year (MOY), and
end of year (EQY). HB 2237 requires administration only at BOY, which is to fall within the first 6 weeks
of school.

TALA—A Schoolwide Approach to Reading Intervention
Version 2.0 ©2011 University of Texas System/Texas Education Agency



20f2 | Handout5 | The Administrator’s Overview

Separate sets of progress monitoring passages allow for the TMSFA to be administered in abbreviated
form an additional three times during the year.

«  Only one passage is administered for progress monitoring.

- Data are used to track student progress.

Guidelines for Interpreting the TMSFA

The TMSFA relies upon equated scores, not the raw words correct per minute (WCPM). Training will
include how to convert the WCPM to an equated score and how to use the average equated score to
determine instructional need.

The purpose of both subtests is to provide intervention teachers more information with which to
plan instruction. Training will also include how to use the instructional routines in TALA to address
identified areas of student need.

Caution About Interpreting the Results of the TMSFA

“These scores should not be viewed as discreet cutoffs to be applied indiscriminately to categorize
students, but as heuristics that are tempered by teacher observations of the students’ reading ability.
In other words, these are guidelines that should be used along with other information available

to educators about a student’s reading needs. The variability around these scores is high, and

brief screening measures do not substitute for careful observation. We also caution that nearly all
struggling readers in middle school will need intervention in reading comprehension and vocabulary.
Some students will also need intervention in decoding and/or fluency” (TMSFA Teacher’s Guide, 2008,
p. 33).

Who Can Administer the TMSFA?

Those who have been officially trained: Participants will receive a CD with all the assessment materials
for grades 6-8.

Who Can Train Others to Use the TMSFA?

Those who have attended a TALA Training of Trainers session.
For licensing questions, please contact: licensing@texasreading.org..

For local training sessions, contact your regional education service center.

REFERENCE: Texas Education Agency, University of Houston, & The University of Texas System, 2008b.
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Guidelines for Reviewing a Reading Program

Introduction

This document was developed to assist the Curriculum and Instruction Team at the Florida
Center for Reading Research (FCRR) as they review reading programs for grades 4-12 to
determine alignment with current reading research.

Process of Using Guidelines

When reviewing a reading program thoroughly, it is not sufficient to examine only a sample of
lessons. In order to determine whether a program is aligned with current reading research, it is
essential to review all the teacher and student materials. This document was developed to help
navigate a reviewer through the lengthy but important process of reviewing a reading program.
It was designed to be utilized in conjunction with the resources listed below. When using this
document, place a check mark in either the yes or no column after each question. If the answer
is not clear or not evident, write “not evident” in the comments column and leave the yes/no
columns blank. It is very important to use the comments column to detail specific examples,
note questions, etc. When a question is marked “no” or “not evident,” it is a concern that the
program may not be aligned with current reading research. That is, if a reading program is
aligned with current reading research, then “yes” will be marked on all of the questions with
evidence to support this assertion written in the comments column.

Note that this document includes the sequence of instruction from 4th through 12th grade.

It is expected that a comprehensive reading program will incorporate the five components of
reading identified by the National Reading Panel (phonological/phonemic awareness, phonics,
fluency, vocabulary, and comprehension) and reflect the elements of instructional design.

The following resources on the FCRR Web site (www.fcrr.org) will assist educators who use
this tool to guide their review of a reading program:

*  Glossary of Reading Terms (boldface words in the Guidelines are in the Glossary).
*  Continuum of Phonological Awareness Skills.

¢ Continuum of Word Types.

*  FCRR Reports (reviews of reading programs already posted).

*  References and Resources for Review of Reading Programs.

The guidelines begin on the next page.

Reprinted with permission from Florida Center for Reading Research, 227 N. Bronough St., Suite 7250, Tallahassee, FL 32301,
http:/fwww.ferr.org, 850-644-9352.
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Overall Instructional Design and Pedagogy of the Reading Program

Characteristic Yes | No Comments
(e.g, specific examples,
strengths, concerns,
questions)

Is there a clear “road map” or “blueprint” for teachers to get an
overall picture of the program (e.g., scope and sequence)?

Are goals and objectives clearly stated?

Are there resources available to help the teacher understand the
rationale for the instructional approach and strategies utilized in the
program (e.g., articles, references, and reliable Web sites)?

Is instruction consistently explicit?

Is instruction consistently systematic?

Is there a coherent instructional design (e.g., are the components of
reading clearly linked within as well as across each component)?

Are there consistent “teacher-friendly” instructional routines that
include direct instruction, modeling, guided practice, student
practice and application with feedback, and generalization?

Are there aligned student materials?

Does the difficulty of the text increase as students’ skills strengthen?

Are there ample guided student practice opportunities, including
multiple opportunities for explicit teaching and teacher directed
feedback, (15 or more) needed for struggling readers?

Are all of the activities (e.g., centers) reading related (i.e., word-
building, fluency practice)?

Are teachers encouraged to give immediate corrective feedback?

Is scaffolding a prominent part of the lessons?

Are there specific instructions for scaffolding?

Is differentiated instruction prominent?

Is instruction individualized based on assessment?

Are there guidelines and materials for flexible grouping?

Is small-group instruction with (small teacher-pupil ratio) part of
daily instruction?

Is movement from group to group based on student progress?

Are enrichment activities included for advancing/proceeding students?

In addition to the components of reading, are the dimensions
of spelling, writing, oral language, motivation/engagement and
listening comprehension addressed?

(continued on the next page)
Reprinted with permission from Florida Center for Reading Research, 227 N. Bronough St., Suite 7250, Tallahassee, FL 32301,
hitp:/fwww.ferr.org, 850-644-9352.
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Word Analysis (WA) Instruction/Word Study

Phonological analysis, decoding, structural analysis, syllabication,
context clues, spelling, & dictionary skills

Characteristic Yes | No Comments
(e.g., specific examples,
strengths, concerns,
questions)

Overall, does instruction progress from easier word analysis
activities to more difficule?

Is word analysis only a small portion of each lesson (10 to 20
minutes)?

Does the program emphasize the use of grade-appropriate
dictionaries and student-friendly explanations?

Is there explicit instruction in the use and weaknesses of context
clues to determine word meaning?

Is explicit instruction in the meaning of roots and affixes provided
and are there activities for students to manipulate common roots
and affixes to analyze the relationship of spelling to meaning of
complex words?

Are word parts that occur with high frequency (such as un, re, and
in) introduced over those that occur in only a few words?

Are the limitations of structural analysis made clear?

Are there activities for distinguishing and interpreting words with
multiple meanings?

Does the program include word origins, derivations, synonyms,
antonyms, and idioms to determine the meaning of words and
phrases?

Are words used in word analysis activities also found in the student
text?

Once word analysis strategies have been mastered, are these
strategies immediately applied to reading and interpreting familiar
decodable connected text?

Is there ample unfamiliar decodable text to provide practice with
word analysis strategies?

Are there ample opportunities to read multisyllabic words daily?

Is there a section of the program devoted to word study?

Does the program include spelling strategies (e.g., word sorts,
categorization activities, word-building activities, analogical
reasoning activities)?

(continued on the next page)

Reprinted with permission from Florida Center for Reading Research, 227 N. Bronough St., Suite 7250, Tallahassee, FL 32301,
http:/fwww.ferr.org, 850-644-9352.
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Fluency Instruction

Characteristic Yes | No Comments
(e.g, specific examples,
strengths, concerns,
questions)

Is fluency building a part of each day’s lesson?

Does fluency-based instruction focus on developing accuracy, rate,
and prosody?

Do fluency-building routines include goal setting to measure
and increase word-level fluency instruction and practice, reading
accuracy and passage reading rate, teacher or peer feedback, and
timed readings?

Is fluency assessed regularly?

Is there a fluency goal for each set of grade levels (e.g., 4-5 [113-127
wpm], 6-8 [140-142 wpm])? (Based on Hasbrouk and Tindal’s end-
of-the-year oral reading fluency scores at the 40th percentile.)

Are ample practice materials and opportunities at appropriate
reading levels (independent and/or 