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wied  \\/elcome!

Texas Center for Learning Disabilities Podcast
Series

#1: TCLD Website Tour

#2: Identifying Students with Specific Learning
Disabilities in a Response to Intervention Model

#3: Implementing Tier 2 and Tier 3 Reading
Interventions: What Can Research Tell Us?

#4: Teaching Older Students with Reading
Difficulties and Disabilities: How Do We Do RTI?

More to come covering other TCLD research topics!




Texas Center for Learning
Disabilities

Located across three organizations
University of Houston
The University of Texas at Austin

The University of Texas Health and Science Center at
Houston

Project Investigators include:
Jack Fletcher
David Francis
Carolyn Denton
Sharon Vaughn
Andrew Papanicolaou




TCLD Research Projects

Project I (Classification)
Project II (Early Identification)

Project III (Remediation)™

Project IV (Magnetic Source Imaging)

For more information, see




Teaching Older Students
with Reading Difficulties

and Disabilities: How Do
We Do RTI?

Greg Roberts and Jade Wexler
The University of Texas




Objectives

= [nitiate a comprehensive research program
that explicitly integrates research on
instructional, neurobiological, and cognitive
factors that underlie alternative approaches to
the classification of LD, focusing on RTI.

= | earn about effective interventions (P2, P3) in
the context of classification studies (P1) and
neurobiological studies (P4).




< Project 3:

e Remediation of Older Students
with Reading Difficulties:
Response to Intervention

through Classroom Instruction

and Interventions

PI: Sharon Vaughn

Jack Fletcher, Carolyn Denton, David Francis,
Greg Roberts, Jeanne Wanzek

Jade Wexler, Paul Cirino, David Francis,
Melissa Romain, Amy Barth




Year 2: Specific Aims

= Examine response of students to more
Intensive interventions over time

= Vary systematically whether students in
more intensive interventions respond to
standard or individualized intervention
protocols

= Jdentify and describe the response to
intervention of various subgroups of
students




* Grades 6 & 7 Students (Fall ‘06)
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Grade 6-7 On-track Readers Grade 6-7 Struggling Readers

Random

: : Assignment _ _
Sufficient Progress Tier Il Intervention Typical Instruction

1:15: Grade 6-7 Grade 6-7

Insufficient Progress

Typical Instruction
"07-' 08

Grade 7-8

Tier Il Intervention * 07-08

Grade 7-8

Exit Intervention

Random
Assignment

Standardized Protocol 1:5 Individualized Protocol 1:5

Follow-up Assessments




Who are these Students?

Failed TAKS (<2151) **Very low bar test**
Took SDAA (>2.3)

If no TAKS data available, <95 on the GRADE
and <90 on TOWRE

Students had to also be in Tier 1II classes
in Year 1




KBIT:

What about LANGUAGE?

Treatment Control
K-BIT 2006-2007 2006-2007
Verbal Knowledge
Standard Scores 88.1 (11.12) 86.9 (13.1)

11
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YEAR 2




Tier III Intervention: Year 2

= Students who minimally responded to Tier 2 in
Year 1 were randomly assigned to
standardized or individualized protocol

= Standardized protocol: highly specified procedures
and practices for implementing intervention (same
phases as year 1)

= Individualized protocol: instructional procedures and
practices implemented with adaptations and
accommodations to respond to individual student
needs

= Approximately 45-50 minutes daily
= Small group instruction (1:5)
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Specified use of
time (3 phases of
intervention)

High control of
curriculum and
materials

Modifications made
at the group level

Motivation through
success only

Tier III Intervention: Year 2

Standardized
Intervention

Individualized
Intervention

-systematic Flexibility in

and explicit use of time
-fast paced Low control of
instruction curriculum and

: materials
-ongoing progress
monitoring Modifications made in
response to individual

-instruction in student need

same components
of reading
(word study,

Motivation through
text selection,

comprehension, conferences,
vocabulary, goal setting, positive
fluency) calls home
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YT Standardized Intervention

Phases
Phase 1 (approx Phase 2 (approx Phase 3
5 weeks) 13-15 weeks)
Decoding/ Vocabulary/ Year 1:
Advanced Word = Comprehension .. . Taxt
Study Emphasis in P y
Fluency: social _studles -TAKS + Fluency
and science text -
Repeated -Novel Unit
. - (3 days)

reading or wide

Year 2:

in peer pairing

arrangement -Sound fluency

Novel Unit (2
days) -Phrase fluency

-Silent timed read with
comprehension practice
at the sentence level




in a jar
for a letter
to his sister
to the ball

In a jam

Phrase Fluency

In a rage

from a leader
to his sibling

at the hall

on the wing on the swing

to the balloon

In a jar
for a letter
toward a sister

for the win

for a debtor

to his sister

to the ball
on the wing




Does it Make Sense?

“The fish blows in air bubbles and goes limp.”

“It was easily startled by noises, such as the smell of a
fire.”

“We were always a loving family, very angry with each
other.”

“By 4:00 PM, the wind had intensified. The gusts
slowed down.”

“All in all, tarantulas look quite lovely, so they have
been portrayed as aggressive killers.”




Score

>94 Word
attack

<95

Individualized Placement:

Subgroups within Individualized

Classes
Type of Reader Instructional
Focus
Average word Vocabulary and
reader comprehension
with advanced
word study

Below average Intensive word
word reader study




Individualized Placement

Word Word Pass. GRADE TOWRE TOWRE TAKS
attack ID comp read. sight phon.
comp word decod.

G1
S1 123 93 86 89 91 97 2019
S2 115 109 92 92 98 102 1947
G2
S3 88 82 83 92 85 86 1750
S4 81 /8 82 92 89 80 1822




Individualized Conceptual
Framework: Lesson Focus

Group 1: 50 minute periods (weekly):

Vocabulary/Morphology: 35-45 minutes
Comprehension/Text Reading: 170-180 minutes
Attitude/Motivation: 15-25 minutes

Group 2: 50 minute periods (weekly)

Word Study/Text Reading: 100-110 minutes
Vocabulary/Morphology: 35-45 minutes
Comprehension/Text Reading: 70-80 minutes
Attitude/Motivation: 15-25 minutes
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Date: 11.26-11.30.07
Perind: 3 (G1/G2)

) Maonday

Tuesd aj

TESSON PLA

ORM: WEEK #1

Individualized Conceptual
Framework: Sample Lesson Plan

VWednesday

Thursday

T

riday

Vocab™Marphwlogy (10)
“Intronfuce Clunk F.LULS. #5: Wild
+ Card Clunk (). Snskenls gty vse
any additional steategy 1o tix up
their ciumks and’ne-fse ang ol e

pre-existing 4

ComprText
Reading
)
Comp/Text
Reading
(33)

“Read
Sepplemens
al Readinz:
Micradiim
*Highlighr
clunks &
record

CompnTex(
Reading
(15
Anawer
TAKS-

. aligned

camprehainsi

on's

+Fluency

Drills

Yoy Hlepear
?

. “Decoding: Read

. Timz)

word Study (20) |
sSpund Cards: All !
lelives; vowels

mult. sounds:
Digraphs (10}

Review:
-Digraphs; y &
i sound; long vs.
short zounds &

D arkenps {3)

*Morzhoiney:
Sournl blueks v
chains {&)

& Secll 5.1 wonls
8F

Word Study (18)
~Decoding'Encidi
ag: W.R.SB pg. 2
(5)

*Eluency: FHuency
(Remuiaing

AttitndeYlativation (3)
~CAP: Award pointsfeash-in
= PRIDE: Twn in tckows

i =Group Coatinganey Points

YocalhyMorpbolu
gy (10

*Clunk FIL5. #%
at. al

-Uge FCS #3%0

i figere vul
. yesterday's

clurks

CompiTexe
Reading (33)
sRoview &
Preview (T/F)
~Predicrion
“Quick Review of
12 (s
« Read: 1™ hairof
Chlapter 7 of
Seereetheing
Lipstairs
-Highlkght clunks
& recosd
~Creare L1702
Qs

Atitude Motivat

8 (5}

i *CAP: awand
pointsiecashein

* PRIDE: Tum in
tickets
*Group

. Comzineency
Paints

Vuab'Morphelogy (10)
*Chunk F.ULS. #5 ct. al
<lge FALS U5 ju Cgors o
yesterday’s clunks

CompiText
Reading

(20

*Rcad
Suppletment
el Reading:
Siavery in
Lhod:
isfand
“Mighligin
clunks &
reeord

Word Study (20}
«Sound Cards;
DrviouTia 7 vrse )l
Rl wSions

-m,,}—
~D"oo-a.|_g;
5% ?‘\

|sovivest’

Vol

Comp/Text
Reading,
(15)
“Answer
TARS.
aligred
omrpmhenex

AttitederMotiy

Word Stndy {15) |

“DaeodingTncadi |

0B Hnon Wi
™z

=l lasncy- .12&

ntien (5)

*CAR: Award pointsicash-in

£« PRIDE: Turn in tickets

*Group Contingency Points

Yocab™Muorphology
(o

*Clunx F.U.S. #5 ctal
=lse FOLS W3 W
tigury out yeswerday's
ah:nhs

CompText Reading
{35)

-Ke\ iew previcus
reodi

+Read: 2"’ half of
Chagter 7 0l
Samsthing Upstalrs
-Highlight clieis &
record

~lntmduo..n M

-l-;rédi-;lm Check

Attitude/Motivation
1E)]

~CAD: Award
pointscasbi-in

+ PRIDE: Turn in
tickets

=Group Ceatingeney
Toints

VocahMorphology {(5)
=AMix Gaoe, Usingatfixes from

Previons wi

SeTiunks, have

Audents¥ie Low many words ey
carTrente

Comp/Text
Reading
203

*Rcad
Sepplemen)
¢l Readirg:
Fisturiced
Fhghlights
*Hizhlight
clunks &
revoxd

/

Word Stady (20) |
«Sound Cards:
AAns X fem1d |

Revicw:

Comp/Text
Reading
(13)
-Answer
TAKS.
uligned

oni)’s
*Fivency
Vil Can
Yon Repeat
Thua?

comprelens?

|
\

Word Study (15)
+Dzepding'Encodi

it
:»"f \]

Attitnde™Modvation (5)
«CAP. Award poinigleash-in
= PRIDE; Weckly droving
«Group Centirgency Points
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Individualized Conceptual
Framework: Sample Lesson Plan

GROUT 1 LESSON PLANS Teacher __ Sayre . Period 2&35 School _Decker/Manor MS

LESSON PLAN FORM: WEEK #_2___

i . Monday: _9/15/08 Auesday: 9/16/08 | Wednesday: 9/17/08 Thursday: 9/18/08 Friday: 9/19/08
i CIT: 38 MIN Crr: 38 MIN CIT: 35 MIN CiT: 45 MIN C/T: 25 MIN
| o fluency deill: vowel | o Iluency drill: passage | ¢ fluency drill: vowel | o fluency drill: passage | @ Muency deill: vowel
comb, word sct 2 p. 601 p. 20 comb. words set 4 p. 602 p. 202 comb. ward set 6 p.
253 CSR strategy with 255 gist starement 257
CSR previewing WF “Robots™ article « text: [inish reading practice with article | @  finish CSR foldable
DO with “Beat the (extended version) of “Robots™ article “A robot to take care | o CI3M Lest
Bullies” article preteach: robat VIM: 10 MIN 0! things at home” ¥/M: 20 MIN
preteach concept: previewing: YOU e share clunks and fix- sorL examples’ = Tutro. to morphology
cyberbullying no up strategies from nonexamples e vocabulary through
read-aloud with click and clunks: sections 2 and 3 * create CSR foldable- morphemes p. §
YOU DO click and YOU DO A/M: 8 MIN teview steps suffix-y
clhuwks o pist statement: WE A/M: 5 MIN AM: S MIN
= yist staternents: [ DO DO
¢ comprehension quiz | ¥/M: 10 MIN
ViM: 10 MIN o review click md
*  discuss clunks and clunks, share clunks
use fix-up strategies and discuss fix-ups
AM: 5 MIN for section 1
3 G €z icC Gl G2
VM |10 AT 10 [0
[&] 35 0 GT s 25
AM |5 AM [S 5
WST |0 WST [0 10
WEEKLY TOTAL:

ViM

G1
G2 .

G1
G2




Individualized Conceptual
Framework: Student Progress
and Lesson Modification

Use scope and sequence of research based
strategies to guide instruction

Lesson modification and decisions to progress
are based on data and teacher judgment

Teachers decide mastery and have to justify
decisions (based on work samples, CBM
results and CBM informational guide, and
observations)




CBM Informational Guide
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Tier III Intervention Teachers

Total # of Avg. yrs Background Teaching
teachers teaching /Degree certification
experience
7-8t Grade 6 8.5 (range All had 4 had
Tier 111 0-15 yrs) undergrad teaching cert.
(Austin and degree and in reading or
Houston) Masters in reading-
education related field

related field such as ELA




Year 2 Results




Pretest Scores (SS)




Posttest Scores (SS)




Test of Sentence Reading
Efficiency (SS)
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WIPC

GRADE

TOSRE

Comprehension/Fluency Cluster

G1
C
IND
STD
C
IND
STD
C
IND
STD

N

33
44
39
33
47
39
34
47
39

M

79.85
84.98
86.26
79.27
83.17
80.79
70.38
75.94
78.21

YD,
14.64
9.76
10.75
10.25
8.13
7.93
10.01
12.43
12.66

N
32
44
39
30
47
39
28
45
39

M

77.69
87.00
86.49
83.07
84.96
82.31
75.46
83.44
82.85

SD
12.17
12.75
10.96
6.01
9.83
10.08
9.69
12.41
15.54




Effect Sizes: Comprehension/
Fluency Cluster

W\ EEE Ind. vs. C St. vs. C Ind. vs. St.

WJ] PC 74* (.27 to .76 (.27 to 1.24) .04 (-.39to .47)
1.21)

GRADE 22 (-.24 to .68) -.09 (-.56 to .39) .27 (-.16 to .69)

TOSRE

.70* (.20 to .55 (.05 to 1.04) .04 (-.39 to .47)
1.17)




) ¢

sl Overall, how did students in the Comparison

LEARNING

group fare on fluency/comprehension
measures?




) ¢

el Overall, how did students in the Comparison

LEARNING

group fare on standardized comprehension
measures?
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Overall, how did students in the
Individualized group fare on fluency/
comprehension measures?




)
Overall, how did students in the

Individualized group fare on fluency/
comprehension measures?

LEARNING
DISABILITIES
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Overall, how did students in the
Standardized group fare on fluency/
comprehension measures?




)
Overall, how did students in the

Standardized group fare on fluency/
comprehension measures?

LEARNING
DISABILITIES
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LWID

WA

SWE

Spelling

G1

IND
STD

IND
STD

IND
STD

IND
STD

Word Reading Cluster

N M

33 85.21
44 89.57
39 89.89
33 89.36
44 91.43
39 94.21
33 87.79
47 91.66
39 89.87
33 84.03
44 89.43

39 88.67

SD

13.12
13.10
10.45
12.56
12.45
9.95

12.76
11.01
10.59
15.43
11.49
13.18

N

32
44
39
32
44
39
32
44
39
28
42
39

M

87.25
92.09
91.54
90.91
92.32
95.21
88.59
92.23
92.05
82.11
89.93
86.31

SD

12.97
14.24
12.16
11.80
12.08
9.24

12.34
12.30
11.58
19.18
15.39
16.89




K

o Effect Sizes:
Word Reading Cluster

DISABILITIES

Measure Ind. vs. C St. vs. C Ind. vs. St.
LWID .35 (-.11to .81) .34 (-.13to.81) .04 (-.39to .47)
Word
Attack .12 (-.34to .57) .41 (-.07 to .88) -.27 (-.70to .17)
Sight
Word .30 (-.17 to .75) .29 (-.18to .76) .02 (-.42 to .45)
Efficiency

Spelling 46 (-.03to .94) .23 (-.25to0.72) .22 (-.21to .66)




) ¢

Ly Overall, how did students in the Comparison

Group fare on standardized word reading
measures?




) ¢

Ly Overall, how did students in the Comparison

Group fare on standardized word reading
measures?




) ¢

e ol Overall, how did students in Individualized

fare on standardized word reading
measures?
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e ol Overall, how did students in Individualized

fare on standardized word reading
measures?




) ¢

e ol Overall, how did students in Standardized

fare on standardized word reading
measures?




) ¢

e ol Overall, how did students in Standardized

fare on standardized word reading
measures??
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Perspectives

= A comparable study: The Enhanced Reading
Opportunities Study

= Two supplemental literacy programs designed as full
year courses to replace a ninth grade elective class

= When analyzed jointly, the ERO programs produced an
increase of 0.9 standard score point on the GRADE
reading comprehension subtests. This corresponds to an
effect size of 0.09 standard deviation and is statistically
significant

Kemple, J., Corrin, W., Nelson, E., Salinger, T., Herrmann, S., and Drummond, K. (2008).
The Enhanced Reading Opportunities Study: Early Impact and Implementation Findings
(NCEE 2008-4015). Washington, DC National Center for Education Evaluation and Regional
Assistance, Institute of Education Sciences, U.S. Department of Education.
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All Schools

Reading
Comprehension

Avg. Standard
Score

Reading
Vocabulary

Avg. Standard
Score

Perspectives
ERO Non ERO Est. ES P-
Impact Value

(n=1,408) (n=1,005)

90.1 89.2 .9 .09 .019

93.4 EBR2 .3 .03 472




\k Grade 6-7 Students (Fall ‘06) —_—
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Grade 6-7 On-track Readers Grade 6-7 Struggling Readers

Typical Instruction
(Tier | Only)
Grade 6-7

Tier Il Intervention
1:15: Grade 6-7

Typical Instruction
(Tier | Only)
Grade 7-8

Tier Il Intervention
Grade 7-8

Exit Intervention

Standardized
Protocol 1:5

Individualized
Protocol 1:3
Grade 8

Individualized

Protocol 1:5 Typical Instruction

(Tier | Only)
Grade 8

Follow-up Assessment




|l essons Learned

“Standardize” aspects of the Individualized:
Use a research based “program” with a
systematic scope and sequence to ensure
word study is taught systematically with
repetition (for students needing word study)

Use a great deal of expository text to
increase world knowledge

Infuse intensive language and vocabulary
instruction daily

Use data to make instructional decisions
and use data you already have (state tests)




|l essons Learned

Secondary struggling comprehenders need
intensive language/vocabulary/background
knowledge instruction and support.

Secondary struggling readers need
instruction-not just more practice. They
have been practicing ineffective strategies
for years.




What is RTI with Secondary Students?

How do we make up for such low language

and background knowledge in a 50 min.
period?

Is there a need for a Tier 2 intervention in
secondary grades or is there only Tier 37

Do we think that secondary students with
reading disabilities can meet grade level
reading expectations?

www.texasldcenter.org




Thank you!

Online Q&A

Evaluation




