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Student's Name


I. D. Number


Phone Number Email


Advisor's Name


TEACHER EDUCATION CORE HRS SEMESTER GRADE


RDNG 6243 Reading in the Digital Age 3


TE 6253 Perspectives on Professionalism 3


ELFN 6773 Statistics and Research 3


Total Teacher Education Core Hours 9


READING MAJOR COURSES HRS SEMESTER GRADE


RDNG 6513 Emergent Literacy Birth through Primary Grades 3


RDNG 6553 Adolescent Literacy 3


RDNG 6313 Theory and Practice in Teaching Reading 3


RDNG 6333 Reading Practicum I - Diagnosis and Intervention 3


RDNG 6353 Reading Practicum II - Leadership in Literacy 3


RDNG 6563 Principles of Literacy Cognition 3


Total Major Hours 18


SPECIALTY COURSES HRS SEMESTER GRADE


Reading for Diverse Learners:


RDNG 6533 Literacy for Diverse Learners


RDNG 6383 Reading Issues within a Multicultural and


     Pluralistic Society
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ASU MSE in Reading Education Program Checksheet (page 2)


SPECIALTY COURSES (continued) HRS SEMESTER GRADE


Literacy Leadership:


RDNG 6373 Qualitative Methods in Reading Research


RDNG 6383 Reading Issues within a Multicultural and


     Pluralistic Society


Literacy Generalist:


18 Reading Major hours + 9 hours of courses ( student choice-RDNG prefix or designated elective )


Thesis Option ( 9 hours/no elective ):


RDNG 6451-6 Thesis ( 6 hours with approval and supervision )


RDNG 6373 Qualitative Methods in Reading Research


Total Specialty Hours 6


ELECTIVE COURSES HRS SEMESTER GRADE


 Any of the courses listed as Reading Speciality classes or one of the following: 


RDNG 6801-3 Independent Study ( with approval and supervision )


RDNG 6003 Literature and Book Selection


RDNG 5803 Special Topics


RDNG 5313 Methods and Materials in Reading ( NTL )


Total Elective Hours 3


Total Program Hours 36


Praxis II Reading Specialist Exam (test code 20300) Required
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Assessment #4


Leadership in Literacy Portfolio


RDNG 6353: Reading Practicum II Leadership in Literacy 


Literacy Program Evaluation:

This unit assessment will assess your internship for RDNG 6353 Practicum II: Leadership in Literacy. You will be required to complete a Leadership in Literacy Portfolio to demonstrate proficiency of your ability to support teachers and or paraprofessionals with literacy in schools. You will complete two assignments for this portfolio: a literacy program evaluation and conduct professional development.  

IRA Standard Three:  Candidates will use a variety of assessment tools and practices to plan and evaluate effective reading instruction.


IRA Standard Five: Candidates view professional development as a career-long effort and responsibility.

Components of this unit assessment include:


Literacy Program Evaluation:

You will need to collect, analyze, and evaluate schoolwide reading assessment (formal and informal) data from the past three years to determine strengths and weaknesses of the school's reading program. These assessments will include the Arkansas Comprehensive Testing, Assessment, and Accountability Program (ACTAAP) or other state administered norm referenced or criterion referenced standardized exams, and informal assessments such as the Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS), the Developmental Reading Assessment (DRA), or other assessments administered at the school.  Additionally, to gain multiple perspectives regarding the strengths and weaknesses of your school’s literacy program you will interview the following individuals using the needs assessment survey: the principal, an experienced teacher (5+ years in teaching), grade level chair, an active parent, one of the school's literacy leaders (Title 1 specialist, reading interventionist and/or literacy coach). Using this information, complete an evaluation of school's literacy program (see outline below) for your school that you will share with stakeholders (teachers, paraprofessionals, literacy leaders, principal, grade level chairs, and parents).

Literacy Program Evaluation Outline


1. Demographics 


A. District



B. School


2. Vision/Mission Statement for Literacy 


A. District


B. School


3. Description of School Literacy Program 


A. Describe the school wide reading program currently used in the school and in your classroom.


B. Explain the major theories in the foundational areas of reading that are demonstrated in the school's literacy program. 


C. Compare the major components of reading (phonemic awareness, word identification and phonics, vocabulary and background knowledge, fluency, comprehension strategies, and motivation) that are integrated in the school's literacy program to current research findings. 


D. Discuss other relevant information regarding reading instruction at school 


E. Explain programs for struggling readers in the school. 


1. Tier II students


2. Tier III students




3. Program for ELL learners




4. Program for special education students




5. Program for diverse learners


4. Literacy Resources 


A. Print resources


1. Media Center


2. Book room


3. Classroom


B. Technology resources


1. Use in classroom


2. Types used throughout school


C. Personnel resources 


D. Compare the resources at your school to IRA Standards and current research 


5. Data Analysis 


A. Describe how data is collected, analyzed, and used school wide to implement and revise school reading programs.



      B. Compare how data is utilized to assist the classroom teacher in using assessment to 

plan instruction for all students to findings of current research.



      C. Explain the collaboration of teacher with other education professionals to 



implement appropriate reading instruction for individual students at the school.



       D. Create a chart/table of your analysis that identifies school’s literacy program 


strengths and weaknesses.


E. Synthesize findings of needs assessment.



      F. Prioritize changes needed to increase student learning.


6. Summary



A. Organize and summarize the information you receive from data collection, interviews 
and your needs assessment plan. 


B. Identify one initiative that you will lead that you believe will increase the 


effectiveness of the school’s literacy program.

C. Using all information, develop a presentation for stakeholders (teachers, paraprofessionals, literacy leaders, principal, grade level chairs, and parents)

outlining the one  initiative to increase student learning in reading. 



D. Provide specific details regarding the process for implementing your plan and 
following through on your initiative.


E. Evaluate how changes could impact student learning.


8. Appendix



A. Make sure you included all the artifacts 



B. Include a videoed copy of presentation given to stakeholders (this will be reviewed by 

      the individuals in class).

 Professional Development 


1. Using the information gained from research, readings, and discussions develop a professional interest survey for a specific group of teachers/paraprofessionals at a school. 


2. Synthesize the findings from the interest survey and from the evaluation of the literacy program and identify an area for study.

3. Give rationales why this specific area was chosen.

4. List two objectives you hope to achieve for the collaborating teachers/paraprofessionals.

5. Based on the objectives, find and share at least four current (within the past ten years) appropriate research-based articles (include copies of the articles in your portfolio)from a professional journal or an excerpt from a professional text that addresses the area focusing on increasing students' learning and increasing collaborating professionals' knowledge. 

6. Arrange a time to meet and discuss each article with the collaborating teachers. (Possibilities include preparation period, lunch, before school, after school, instead of faculty meetings –you need to get prior permission from principal.)

7. Write a critical reflection of your experience that highlights your growth with noticing how this experience can impact student learning and how collaboration among professionals can create more effective literacy and learning environments for children. Also include which goals were achieved successfully and what surprises or barriers you encountered along the way.



*Note: The elements of the Reading Specialist-Level standards may overlap in some areas of the assessment.

		Criteria

		Exemplary




		Acceptable




		Unacceptable



		3.2 Support the classroom teacher in the assessment of individual students. They extend the assessment to further determine proficiencies and difficulties for appropriate services.

		There is strong evidence that the candidate supports the classroom teacher in the assessment of individual students. The candidate extends the assessment to further determine 3 proficiencies and 3 difficulties for appropriate services.

		There is some evidence that the candidate supports the classroom teacher in the assessment of individual. That the candidate extends the assessment to further determine 2 proficiencies and 2 difficulties for appropriate services.

		There is little evidence that the candidate supports the classroom teacher in the assessment of individual students. That the candidate extends the assessment to further determine 1 proficiency and 1 difficulty for appropriate services.



		3.3 Assist the classroom teacher in using assessment to plan instruction for all students.  They use in-depth assessment information to plan individual instruction for struggling readers.  They collaborate with other education professionals to implement appropriate reading instruction for individual students.  They collect, analyze, and use schoolwide assessment data to implement and revise school reading programs.

		There is strong evidence that the candidate analyzes in-depth schoolwide data and documents in collaboration with other educational professionals to plan and implement appropriate reading instruction for individual students.  Four or more artifacts are provided that demonstrate collection and analysis of schoolwide data as well as the use of that analysis to plan individual plans of instruction for struggling readers.

		There is strong evidence that the candidate analyzes in-depth schoolwide data and documents in collaboration with other educational professionals to plan and implement appropriate reading instruction for individual students.  Three artifacts are provided that demonstrate collection and analysis of schoolwide data as well as the use of that analysis to plan individual plans of instruction for struggling readers.

		There is strong evidence that the candidate analyzes in-depth schoolwide data and documents in collaboration with other educational professionals to plan and implement appropriate reading instruction for individual students.  Two or fewer artifacts are provided that demonstrate collection and analysis of schoolwide data as well as the use of that analysis to plan individual plans of instruction for struggling readers.



		3.4 Communicate results of assessments to specific individuals




		There is strong evidence that the candidate communicates assessment information to different audiences for both accountability and instructional purposes. 

		There is evidence that the candidate communicates assessment information to different audiences for both accountability and instructional purposes.

		There is little evidence that the candidate communicates assessment information to different audiences for both accountability and instructional purposes.



		5.2 Conduct professional study groups for paraprofessional and teachers. Assist classroom teachers and paraprofessionals in identifying, planning, and implementing personal professional development plans. Advocate to advance the professional research base to expand knowledge-based practices.

		There is strong evidence that the candidate conducts professional study groups 4 or more times for paraprofessional and teachers. The candidate assists classroom teachers and paraprofessionals identifying, planning, and implementing personal professional development plans. The candidate advocates advancing the professional research base to expand knowledge-based practices.

		There is some evidence that the candidate conducts professional study groups 3 or more times for paraprofessional and teachers. The candidate assists classroom teachers and paraprofessionals identifying, planning, and implementing personal professional development plans. The candidate advocates advancing the professional research base to expand

		There is little evidence that the candidate conducts professional study groups 2 or more times for paraprofessional and teachers. The candidate assists classroom teachers and paraprofessionals identifying, planning, and implementing personal professional development plans. The candidate advocates advancing the professional research base to expand



		5.3 Exhibit leadership skills in professional development.  They plan, implement, and evaluate professional development efforts at the grade, school, district, and/or state level.  They are cognizant of and can identify and describe the characteristics of sound professional development programs.  They can articulate the base that grounds their practice.

		There is strong evidence that after completing the professional development, the candidate evaluates the efficacy of the professional development and reflects with at least 5 items that were effective in their presentation and 3 items that could be changed in order to improve on their own practice. 

		There is some evidence that after completing the professional development, the candidate evaluates the efficacy of the professional development and reflects with 3-4 items that were effective in their presentation and 2 items that could be changed in order to improve on their own practice.

		There is little evidence that the candidate that after completing the professional development, the candidate evaluates the efficacy of the professional development and reflects with 2 or less items that were effective in their presentation and 1 item that could be changed in order to improve on their own practice.



		5.4 Participates in, initiate, implement, and evaluates professional development programs. 

		There is strong evidence that the candidate plans, implements, and evaluates professional development efforts at the grade, school, and district/state level. The candidate identifies and describes 4 or more characteristics of sound professional development programs and articulates evidence base that grounds their practice. 

		There is some evidence that the candidate plans, implements, and evaluates professional development efforts at the grade, school, and district/state level. The candidate is able to identify and describe 3 characteristics of sound professional development programs and articulates evidence base that grounds their practice.

		There is little evidence that the candidate plans, implements, and evaluates professional development efforts at the grade, school, and district/state level. The candidate is able to identify and describe 2 or less characteristics of sound professional development programs and articulates evidence base that grounds their practice.





IRA Standard Three:  Candidates will use a variety of assessment tools and practices to plan and evaluate effective reading instruction. (3.1, 3.2, 3.3, 3.4)





3.2 Support the classroom teacher in the assessment of individual students. They extend the assessment to further determine proficiencies and difficulties for appropriate services.





3.3 Assist the classroom teacher in using assessment to plan instruction for all students.  They use in-depth assessment information to plan individual instruction for struggling readers.  They collaborate with other education professionals to implement appropriate reading instruction for individual students.  They collect, analyze, and use schoolwide assessment data to implement and revise school reading programs.





3.4 Communicate results of assessments to specific individuals. 





IRA Standard Five:


Candidates view professional development as a career-long effort and responsibility (5.2, 5.3, 5.4).





5.2 Conduct professional study groups for paraprofessional and teachers. Assist classroom teachers and paraprofessionals in identifying, planning, and implementing personal professional development plans. Advocate to advance the professional research base to expand knowledge-based practices.





5.3 Exhibit leadership skills in professional development.  They plan, implement, and evaluate professional development efforts at the grade, school, district, and/or state level.  They are cognizant of and can identify and describe the characteristics of sound professional development programs.  They can articulate the base that grounds their practice.





5.4 Participates in, initiate, implement, and evaluates professional development programs.
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Assessment 4


Course:  RDNG 6353 Practicum II: Leadership in Literacy



Literacy Leadership Portfolio

In order to assess your internship for RDNG6353 Practicum II: Leadership in Literacy you will be required to complete a Leadership in Literacy Portfolio to demonstrate proficiency of your ability to support teachers and or paraprofessionals with literacy in schools. You will complete two assignments for this portfolio:  a literacy program evaluation and conduct professional development. 

		Criteria

		Exemplary




		Acceptable




		Unacceptable



		3.2 Support the classroom teacher in the assessment of individual students. They extend the assessment to further determine proficiencies and difficulties for appropriate services.

		There is strong evidence that the candidate supports the classroom teacher in the assessment of individual students. The candidate extends the assessment to further determine 3 proficiencies and 3 difficulties for appropriate services.

		There is some evidence that the candidate supports the classroom teacher in the assessment of individual. That the candidate extends the assessment to further determine 2 proficiencies and 2 difficulties for appropriate services.

		There is little evidence that the candidate supports the classroom teacher in the assessment of individual students. That the candidate extends the assessment to further determine 1 proficiency and 1 difficulty for appropriate services.



		3.3 Assist the classroom teacher in using assessment to plan instruction for all students.  They use in-depth assessment information to plan individual instruction for struggling readers.  They collaborate with other education professionals to implement appropriate reading instruction for individual students.  They collect, analyze, and use schoolwide assessment data to implement and revise school reading programs.

		There is strong evidence that the candidate analyzes in-depth schoolwide data and documents in collaboration with other educational professionals to plan and implement appropriate reading instruction for individual students.  Four or more artifacts are provided that demonstrate collection and analysis of schoolwide data as well as the use of that analysis to plan individual plans of instruction for struggling readers.

		There is strong evidence that the candidate analyzes in-depth schoolwide data and documents in collaboration with other educational professionals to plan and implement appropriate reading instruction for individual students.  Three artifacts are provided that demonstrate collection and analysis of schoolwide data as well as the use of that analysis to plan individual plans of instruction for struggling readers.

		There is strong evidence that the candidate analyzes in-depth schoolwide data and documents in collaboration with other educational professionals to plan and implement appropriate reading instruction for individual students.  Two or fewer artifacts are provided that demonstrate collection and analysis of schoolwide data as well as the use of that analysis to plan individual plans of instruction for struggling readers.



		3.4 Communicate results of assessments to specific individuals




		There is strong evidence that the candidate communicates assessment information to different audiences for both accountability and instructional purposes. 

		There is evidence that the candidate communicates assessment information to different audiences for both accountability and instructional purposes.

		There is little evidence that the candidate communicates assessment information to different audiences for both accountability and instructional purposes.



		5.2 Conduct professional study groups for paraprofessional and teachers. Assist classroom teachers and paraprofessionals in identifying, planning, and implementing personal professional development plans. Advocate to advance the professional research base to expand knowledge-based practices.

		There is strong evidence that the candidate conducts professional study groups 4 or more times for paraprofessional and teachers. The candidate assists classroom teachers and paraprofessionals identifying, planning, and implementing personal professional development plans. The candidate advocates advancing the professional research base to expand knowledge-based practices.

		There is some evidence that the candidate conducts professional study groups 3 or more times for paraprofessional and teachers. The candidate assists classroom teachers and paraprofessionals identifying, planning, and implementing personal professional development plans. The candidate advocates advancing the professional research base to expand

		There is little evidence that the candidate conducts professional study groups 2 or more times for paraprofessional and teachers. The candidate assists classroom teachers and paraprofessionals identifying, planning, and implementing personal professional development plans. The candidate advocates advancing the professional research base to expand



		5.3 Exhibit leadership skills in professional development.  They plan, implement, and evaluate professional development efforts at the grade, school, district, and/or state level.  They are cognizant of and can identify and describe the characteristics of sound professional development programs.  They can articulate the base that grounds their practice.

		There is strong evidence that after completing the professional development, the candidate evaluates the efficacy of the professional development and reflects with at least 5 items that were effective in their presentation and 3 items that could be changed in order to improve on their own practice. 

		There is some evidence that after completing the professional development, the candidate evaluates the efficacy of the professional development and reflects with 3-4 items that were effective in their presentation and 2 items that could be changed in order to improve on their own practice.

		There is little evidence that the candidate that after completing the professional development, the candidate evaluates the efficacy of the professional development and reflects with 2 or less items that were effective in their presentation and 1 item that could be changed in order to improve on their own practice.



		5.4 Participates in, initiate, implement, and evaluates professional development programs. 

		There is strong evidence that the candidate plans, implements, and evaluates professional development efforts at the grade, school, and district/state level. The candidate identifies and describes 4 or more characteristics of sound professional development programs and articulates evidence base that grounds their practice. 

		There is some evidence that the candidate plans, implements, and evaluates professional development efforts at the grade, school, and district/state level. The candidate is able to identify and describe 3 characteristics of sound professional development programs and articulates evidence base that grounds their practice.

		There is little evidence that the candidate plans, implements, and evaluates professional development efforts at the grade, school, and district/state level. The candidate is able to identify and describe 2 or less characteristics of sound professional development programs and articulates evidence base that grounds their practice.





Assessment #4 Scoring Rubric


NCATE Assessment for Adolescent Literacy RDNG 6553




Assessment #3


NCATE Assessment for 

Adolescent Literacy RDNG 6553


Individualized Literacy Plan with an Adolescent Learner



Directions and Guiding Information:


1. Conduct an interview addressing these ideas and write up a BACKGROUND of the LEARNER.


The most important factor involved in motivating adolescent students to learn is ENGAGEMENT. 



P. 246: 1) Appreciating their identity and honoring them as individuals




2) Relationships built on genuine dialogue and relevancy




3) Teachers that demonstrate the belief in potential by bridging (or 





scaffolding) required content to students’ personal frame of 





reference.


So…what can you do to help struggling students make connections, inquire, give personal perspective and critically evaluate?


What can you do to incorporate literacy relevant to students?


What can you do to make the student feel smart again?


IRA Standard Four [Creating a Literate Environment]–Candidates create a literate environment that fosters reading and writing by integrating foundational knowledge, use of instructional practices, approaches and methods, curriculum materials, and the appropriate use of assessments in order to:


· 4.1 Assist the classroom teacher and paraprofessional in selecting materials that match the reading levels, interests, and cultural and linguistic background of students.


· 4.2 Assist the classroom teacher in selecting books, technology-based information, and non-print materials representing multiple levels, broad interests, and cultural and linguistic backgrounds.


· 4.3 Demonstrate and model reading and writing for real purposes in daily interactions with students and education professionals.


· 4.4 Use methods to effectively revise instructional plans to motivate all students (demonstrating techniques and articulating the research base that grounds their practice).


2. Use the various ideas in Ch. 16 of Beers’ Adolescent Literacy and the other sources noted above to develop a plan of ENGAGEMENT for your learner.


3. Collect various artifacts of assessment and for assessment, and gain some feedback from the learner. 

IRA Standard One [Foundational Knowledge]—Candidates have knowledge of the foundations of reading and writing processes and instruction by:


· 1.4 Determining if students are appropriately integrating the components (phonemic awareness, word identification and phonics, vocabulary and background knowledge, fluency, comprehension strategies, and motivation) [with an emphasis in the latter four] in fluent reading.



Ch. 17—“Thinking through Assessment” from Adolescent Literacy



A) Help the student make sense of the various kinds/types of assessment 


on him/her. P. 269 has an example of this with a typical class assignment.



For formal assessments, you’ll need to explain these to the students in 


comprehensible terms. Take anecdotal records on the learner’s responses.



B) Make a list of the things the student should know and be able to do, 


based on teacher expectations/state standards. Feel free to review state standards with students. 
Then help the student identify evidence (artifacts, activities, observations) of these things…you 
may have to rely on the student’s memory from the past school year or contact last year’s 
teacher(s).



C) Be aware that you will need to collect notes/information to share with the parent at the 
end of your time with the learner (part of your appendix).


4. Find varied comprehension strategies/scaffolding techniques or schemata that will assist the learner in making sense of textbooks or required readings from his/her courses. Make copies or digitize charts or graphic organizers for this purpose. Discuss a plan for using the scaffolding techniques or strategies in particular courses in the fall semester, and take anecdotal records on the attitude of the student toward applying the techniques or on his/her reaction toward particular techniques as you review them. Be sure you schedule time to demonstrate or model these strategies and techniques and then watch or plan for the student to attempt to use them. Collect samples or retellings of these experiences.


IRA Standard Two [Instructional Strategies & Curriculum Materials]—Candidates use a wide range of instructional practices, approaches, methods, and curriculum materials to support reading and writing instruction by:


· 2.2 Supporting classroom teachers and paraprofessionals in the use of a wide range of instructional practices, approaches, and methods, including technology-based practices. 


· 2.3 Supporting classroom teachers and paraprofessionals in the use of a wide range of curriculum materials.


5. Additional assessment…if further assessment is needed to identify specific deficit skills, please identify the assessment (or revise your previous assessment plans) and share results. Consider that any deficits or struggles in classes from previous school years may lie in writing as opposed to reading. You can even ask your learner to provide you with a writing sample to analyze specifics about his/her writing development. What did you learn from enacting this assessment? What more will you do for the student based on the results? If difficulties in writing are identified, what caused such difficulties? What engagement/motivational experiences could assist this learner? Add these answers to your anecdotal records.

IRA Standard Three [Assessment, Diagnosis, & Evaluation]–Candidates use a variety of assessment tools and practices to plan and evaluate effective reading instruction in order to:


· 3.1 Compare and contrast, use, interpret, and recommend a wide range of assessment tools and practices (from standardized to informal to technology-based assessments).


· 3.2 Support the classroom teacher in the assessment of individual students (extending the assessment to further determine proficiencies and difficulties for appropriate services).


· 3.3 Assist the classroom teacher in using assessment to plan instruction for all students. They use in-depth assessment information to plan individual instruction for struggling readers. (collaborating with other education professionals to implement appropriate reading instruction for individual students while collecting and analyzing school-wide assessment data).


· 3.4 Communicate assessment information to various audiences for both accountability and instructional purposes.


6. How will technology play a role (Ch. 3 and 14) in helping the learner’s literacy development? Detail a plan for inclusion of technology, based in student’s capacity and interests in technology. Consider incorporating the student’s particular technological interests or aptitudes. Include the plan and learner responses in your anecdotal records.



Format of the Plan:


6. Supplemental Requirement



IRA Standard Five [Professional Development]--Candidates view professional development as 
a career-long effort and responsibility by:

· 5.1 Articulating the theories related to the connections between teacher dispositions and student achievement.


: 


· Develop a user-friendly handbook for teachers that includes the following: 1) an inviting introduction that explains the purpose of the handbook, along with a table of contents; 2) relevant information of principles and practice in regard to Adolescent Literacy, with an emphasis on current developments from professional organizations; 3) detailed information about integrating technology into the classroom environment in meaningful and motivational ways that will enhance literacy practices; 4) an annotated bibliography of novels or non-fiction texts of high interest to 7-12th graders, teacher resources, and websites teachers can/should explore to assist today’s teenagers in their literacy explorations. Plan to present your handbook to the class and deliver it to a colleague, literacy specialist or administrator who works with grades 7-12. We will use an evaluation form for this colleague to evaluate the usefulness of the handbook.

OR

· Create a presentation for teachers where you describe how you approached and developed the ongoing literacy plan for the student and a description of his/her reaction and improvement/achievement and/or the dilemmas you faced. Your anecdotal records will be incredibly helpful as you work on this presentation; feel free to use excerpts throughout your presentation. Include articulation of theories related to teacher disposition and student achievement, along with any evidence base that supported your choices. Explain how you compared/contrasted theories and practices with assessment data as you worked with the learner. Explain how you developed this individualized literacy plan and how you outlined the strategies, techniques and curriculum materials utilized. Explain how you capitalized on student interest and background to design your plan and note how it fostered motivation and reading for personal purposes. Be reflective and sincere, noting what you have learned along the way. 

Format of the Literacy Assessment Plan with an Adolescent Learner should be loosely formatted as below:





Background of the Learner (with a focus on individual identity)


Plan of Engagement for the Learner 


(and 4) Thinking through Assessment Section (interviewing student about past assessment experiences or struggles; collecting any assessment artifacts from benchmark scores [parents may have results]; tests from past school year, or teacher commentary on writings; and any other specific literacy assessment you may need to conduct which could identify orthographic or semantic deficits)


Strategy instruction plan/Scaffolding Techniques (including specific scaffolding techniques or reading comprehension strategies to assist them with past problems and for the upcoming fall semester)


Incorporation of Technology (include the role of technology to enhance learner engagement with literacy; consider podcasting, book trailers, wikis, online vocabulary sites, fanfiction, instant messaging, web page design, blogging)


Appendices (include any assessments used, writing samples, standardized test results, and outline a conversation you will have with the adolescent learner’s parents regarding his/her literacy)


References (should include all books, web sites, journal articles and sources used in this plan)








Preliminary Information (you will need to identify an adolescent learner and download various readings based on the information below):





*Choose an Adolescent Learner who has just exited any grade from 6th to 11th (soon to be 7th, 8th, 9th, 10th, 11th or 12th graders). It doesn’t matter if they have noted or identified reading/literacy difficulties or deficits—every student can improve in this area. 





*Anecdotal records should be an ongoing part of this assessment time; you will be sharing portions of your records with other graduate students in class via online dialogue.





*The time spent with your learner should last throughout the Summer 2 term (4 weeks) and will include informal dialogue, assessment time, strategy instruction/scaffolding technique time, assessment revision time, and technology exploration time.





*Build the ongoing literacy assessment plan based on the tenets from the Beers, Probst and Rief text (Adolescent Literacy) and other resources, not limited to those below:





Beers, K., Probst R. & L.Rief (2007), Adolescent literacy: Turning promise into practice.  Portsmouth, NH: Heinemann.





Moore, D.W., Readance, J.E. & Rickelman, R.J. (2000). Prereading activities for content reading and learning. Newark, DE: International Reading Association.





Graham, S. & Perin, D. (2007). Writing next: Effective strategies to improve the 	writing of adolescents in middle and high schools-- A Report to Carnegie Corporation of New York. Washington, DC: Alliance for Excellent Education. Accessible at: 	http://www.all4ed.org/files/archive/publications/WritingNext/WritingNext.pdf


		


Magrath et al. (2003). The neglected “R”: The need for a writing revolution—Report of The National 	Commission on Writing in America’s Schools and Colleges. The College Board. Accessible at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.collegeboard.com/prod_downloads/writingcom/neglectedr.pdf" ��http://www.collegeboard.com/prod_downloads/writingcom/neglectedr.pdf�


	


Christenson, L. (2000). Reading, writing, and rising up: Teaching about social justice and the power of the written word. Milwaukee, WI: Rethinking Schools.





Gere, A. R. (2007). James R. Squire Office of Policy and Research. Accessible at: 	� HYPERLINK "http://www.ncte.org/library/NCTEFiles/Resources/PolicyResearch/AdolLitResearchBrief.pdf" �http://www.ncte.org/library/NCTEFiles/Resources/PolicyResearch/AdolLitResearchBrief.pdf�





NCTE Principles of Adolescent Literacy Reform. (2006). Accessible at: 	� HYPERLINK "http://www.ncte.org/library/NCTEFiles/Resources/PolicyResearch/AdolLitPrinciples.pdf" �http://www.ncte.org/library/NCTEFiles/Resources/PolicyResearch/AdolLitPrinciples.pdf�





Pascopella, A. & Richardson, W. (2009). The new writing pedagogy. District Administration. 	Accessible at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.districtadministration.com/viewarticle.aspx?articleid=2202&p=2#0" �http://www.districtadministration.com/viewarticle.aspx?articleid=2202&p=2#0�
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Assessment #3 Directions


Assessment #3 Scoring Rubric


COURSE: RDNG 6553 Adolescent Literacy
Assignment/Project: Individualized Literacy Plan for Adolescent Learner

		CRITERIA

		Exemplary/Target

		Acceptable

		Unacceptable



		IRA Standard 1: Foundational Knowledge




		

		

		



		1.4

		The candidate effectively identifies if students are appropriately integrating the components (phonemic awareness, word identification and phonics, vocabulary and background knowledge, fluency, comprehension strategies, and motivation) in fluent reading as they apply knowledge from initial interview and surveys. 

		The candidate can sometimes identify if students are appropriately integrating the components (phonemic awareness, word identification and phonics, vocabulary and background knowledge, fluency, comprehension strategies, and motivation) in fluent reading after initial interactions with students.

		The candidate cannot decide if students are integrating the components in fluent reading.





		IRA Standard 2:


Instructional Strategies & Curriculum Materials

		

		

		



		2.2

		The candidate used a wide range (5-7) of instructional practices, approaches, methods, and curriculum materials to support reading and writing instruction (scaffolding, technology, journaling, YA books, media texts). By describing such practices, approaches, methods and materials in either a relevant, thorough teacher handbook or professional presentation, the candidate effectively supported classroom teachers and paraprofessionals in the use of a wide range of instructional practices, approaches, and methods, including technology-based practices. 




		The candidate used some (3-5) instructional practices, approaches, methods, and curriculum materials to support reading and writing instruction (scaffolding, technology, journaling, YA books, media texts). By describing such practices, approaches, methods and materials in either a teacher handbook or professional presentation, the candidate supported classroom teachers and paraprofessionals in the use of a wide range of instructional practices, approaches, and methods, including technology-based practices. 




		The candidate fails to use helpful instructional practices, approaches, methods or curriculum materials to support the reading and writing instructional needs of the adolescent learner. This leads to the ineffective development of a teacher handbook or professional presentation.



		2.3

		By describing effective curriculum materials which positively impact the achievement of adolescent learners in either a relevant, thorough teacher handbook or professional presentation, the candidate provided helpful support to classroom teachers and paraprofessionals in the use of a wide range of curriculum materials.




		By describing curriculum materials which positively impact the achievement of adolescent learners in either a teacher handbook or professional presentation, the candidate provided support to classroom teachers and paraprofessionals in the use various curriculum materials.




		The candidate ineffectively described curriculum materials relevant to the achievement of adolescent learners.



		IRA Standard 3:


Assessment, Diagnosis, and Evaluation

		

		

		



		3.1

		The candidate capably compares, contrasts, uses, interprets, and recommends a wide range (3-5) of assessment tools and practices (reactions to scaffolding), including technology-based assessments. He/she demonstrates appropriate use of assessments (surveys, writing sample, previously administered assessments) in the formulation of the individualized literacy plan.

		The candidate compares, contrasts, uses, interprets, and recommends a range (1-2) of assessment tools and practices, including technology-based assessments. He/she demonstrates appropriate use of assessments in the formulation of the individualized literacy plan.

		The candidate fails to appropriately compare, contrast, use, interpret and recommend appropriate assessment tools and practices for students and does not demonstrate the ability to use assessments in the formulation of the individualized literacy plan.



		3.2

		The candidate extends assessments (analyses of past school work or continued reactions to introduced strategies or readings) to further determine proficiencies and difficulties for appropriate services within the context of the individualized literacy plan.




		The candidate extends assessments to further determine proficiencies within the individualized literacy plan, but fails to link proficiencies with appropriate services.

		The candidate does not extend assessments to determine proficiencies.





		3.3

		Through either a teacher handbook or professional presentation, the candidate assisted the classroom teacher in using assessment to plan instruction for all students. The described in-depth assessment information will effectively inform teacher planning for the individual instruction for struggling readers. Such professional interaction will extend collaboration with other education professionals to implement appropriate reading instruction for individual students while considering, collecting, or analyzing school-wide assessment data.



		Through either a teacher handbook or professional presentation, the candidate assisted the classroom teacher in using assessment to plan instruction for all students. The described assessment information will inform teacher planning for the individual instruction for struggling readers. Such professional interaction possibly extends collaboration with other education professionals to implement appropriate reading instruction for individual students.

		No assistance to the classroom teacher is provided that will help with planning assessments for struggling readers.



		3.4

		The candidate includes effective plans to communicate assessment information to various audiences (parents and teachers) for both accountability and instructional purposes.




		The candidate includes plans to communicate assessment information to various audiences (parents and teachers) for both accountability and instructional purposes.




		There are no plans to included that communicate assessment information to parents or teachers.



		IRA Standard 4:


Creating a Literate Environment

		

		

		



		4.1 

		The candidate provides evidence [text sets, contemporary adolescent literature, and multi-model texts] within the individualized literacy plan of recommendations for materials that match the reading levels, interests, and cultural and linguistic background of students.

		The candidate provides evidence [text sets, contemporary adolescent literature, and multi-model texts] within the individualized literacy plan of recommendations for materials that match the reading levels of students, but does not address student interests, cultural or linguistic background of students.

		The candidate does not provide evidence within the individualized literacy plan of recommendations for materials that match the reading levels, interests, cultural and linguistic background of the students.



		4.2

		The candidate provides assistance within the individualized literacy plan of recommendations for books, technology-based information, and non-print materials representing the particular levels, interests, and cultural and linguistic background of the students involved.

		The candidate provides assistance within the individualized literacy plan of recommendations for books, but does not address technology-based information and non-print materials that represent the particular level, interests, and cultural and linguistic backgrounds of the students involved.  

		The candidate does not provide evidence within the individualized literacy plan of recommendations for materials that match the particular reading levels, interests, cultural and linguistic background of the students involved.



		4.3

		 The candidate described effective demonstrations and modeling of reading and writing for real purposes in interactions with the adolescent learner, making these experiences relevant to other adolescent students and education professionals through development of a teacher handbook or professional presentation.

		The candidate described demonstrations and modeling of reading and writing for real purposes in interactions with the adolescent learner, sharing these experiences with other adolescent students and education professionals through development of a teacher handbook or professional presentation.

		There was no effective description of demonstrations and modeling of reading and writing with an adolescent learner.



		4.4

		The candidate describes useful methods to effectively revise instructional plans to motivate all students and articulates the research base grounding such practice in either a teacher handbook or professional presentation.




		The candidate describes methods to revise instructional plans to motivate all students and briefly articulates the research base grounding such practice in either a teacher handbook or professional presentation.




		There is no description of methods used to revise instructional plans for the motivation of all students.



		5.1

		In anecdotal records and written reflections, the candidate effectively articulates 3-5 theories (Motivation, engagement, individual identity, genuine dialogue, relevancy of material, belief in potential, technological aptitude) related to the connections between teacher dispositions and student achievement.

		In anecdotal records and written reflections, the candidate articulates only one or two theories related to the connections between teacher dispositions and student achievement.

		The candidate fails to articulate any theories related to the connections between teacher dispositions and student achievement.





Assessment #3 Scoring Rubric


Assessment #3 (RDNG 6553: Adolescent Literacy)

*IRA Standards 2.2, 2.3, 3.3, 3.4, 4.3, 4.4 were added on due to revision of this assessment, before the 2010 course offering.


Summer, 2009 


		(n=15)

		1.4

		2.2

		2.3

		3.1

		3.2

		3.3

		3.4

		4.1

		4.2

		4.3

		4.4

		5.1



		Exemplary

		13   87%

		NA

		NA

		14  93%

		14  93%

		NA

		NA

		15  100%

		15  100%

		NA

		NA

		15 100%



		Acceptable

		2  13%

		0

		0

		1   7%

		1     7%

		0

		0

		0

		0

		

		

		0



		Not Acceptable

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		

		0





Assessment #3 Data


2



SECTION IV, Assessment 5 Scoring Rubric


Assessment #5  Classroom Assessment and Intervention Case Study                            


RDNG 6333 Reading Practicum I:  Diagnosis and Intervention


		CRITERIA

		Exemplary/Target

		Acceptable

		Unacceptable



		IRA Standard 1:


Foundational Knowledge

		

		

		



		

		

		

		



		1.4

		Through the review, selection and administration of assessments, the candidate demonstrates knowledge of the major components of reading (phonemic awareness, word identification and phonics, vocabulary and background knowledge, fluency, comprehension strategies, and motivation) and how they are integrated into fluent reading. 

		The candidate’s selection and administration of assessments demonstrates knowledge of how at least 4 of the major components of reading are integrated into fluent reading. 

		The candidate’s does not provide evidence of the ability to determine if students are integrating at least 4 major components into fluent reading.



		IRA Standard 2:

Instructional Strategies and Curriculum Materials 

		

		

		



		2.1

		The candidate provides evidence of working with a peer/colleague in their use of assessment data to provide a rationale to effectively group students in order to differentiate instruction.  The rationale includes a research-base for effective grouping strategies.

		The candidate provides evidence of working with a peer/colleague in their use of assessment data to provide a rationale to effectively group students in order to differentiate instruction. 

		The candidate fails to provide evidence of working with a peer/colleague in their use of assessment data to effectively group students in order to differentiate instruction.



		2.2

		The candidate provides evidence of working with a peer/colleague to use assessment data and other supporting data  (such as interest inventories) to  develop an instructional plan for all students based on students’ strengths and weaknesses, reading levels, interests, and cultural and linguistic backgrounds.  The candidate cites relevant research to support instructional decisions.

		The candidate provides evidence of working with a peer/colleague to use assessment data and other supporting data to develop an instructional plan for all students based on students’ strengths and weaknesses, reading levels, interests, and cultural and linguistic backgrounds.  

		The candidate fails to provide evidence of working with a peer/colleague to use assessment data and other supporting data to develop an instructional plan for all students based on students’ strengths and weaknesses, reading levels, interests, and cultural and linguistic backgrounds.  



		2.3

		The candidate provides evidence of working with a peer/colleague to use a variety of curriculum materials.  The candidate provides documentation of their own use of a variety of curriculum materials.  An explanation is provided of the evidence base supporting the use of curriculum materials.

		The candidate provides evidence of working with a peer/colleague to use a variety of curriculum materials.  The candidate provides documentation of their own use of a variety of curriculum materials.  

		The candidate fails to provide evidence of working with a peer/colleague to use a variety of curriculum materials or provide documentation of their own use of a variety of curriculum materials.  



		IRA Standard 3:

Assessment, Diagnosis, and Evaluation

		

		

		



		3.1

		The candidate compares and contrasts a minimum of 10 reading assessments.  Of these assessments, the candidate selects 2 assessments to administer to his/her class, providing a rationale for the assessment selection.  The candidate trains and assists a peer/colleague in the administration of the 2 assessments to another class.     

		The candidate compares and contrasts a minimum of 10 reading assessments.  Of these assessments, the candidate selects 2 assessments to administer to his/her class.  The candidate trains and assists a peer/colleague in the administration of the 2 assessments to another class.     

		The candidate fails to compare and contrast a minimum of 10 reading assessments or select 2 assessments to administer to his/her class.  The candidate does not provide evidence of training  and assisting a peer/colleague in the administration of the 2 assessments to another class.     



		3.2

		The candidate identifies students who are struggling to learn to read through an analysis of reading assessments administered to the 2 classes.  Struggling readers are administered additional 3 in-depth assessments (for example, the San Diego Quick Assessment) to further determine their  proficiencies and difficulties (lowest deficit skills).  

		The candidate identifies students who are struggling to learn to read through an analysis of reading assessments administered to the 2 classes.  Struggling readers are administered additional 1 or 2 assessments (for example, the San Diego Quick Assessment) to further determine their  proficiencies and difficulties (lowest deficit skills).  

		The candidate identifies students who are struggling to learn to read through an analysis of reading assessments administered to the 2 classes.  However, candidate does not administer further assessments to struggling readers.  



		3.3

		The candidate demonstrates the analysis of in-depth assessments to assist a colleague/peer in planning small group and intervention instruction designed to assist struggling readers.  Documentation of a 6 week plan of intervention is developed for one student in a colleague/peer’s class, including a plan for monitoring student progress on a weekly basis.  An analysis is provided that demonstrates the effect of the plan of intervention on student learning.

		The candidate demonstrates the analysis of in-depth assessments to assist a colleague/peer in planning small group and intervention instruction designed to assist struggling readers.  Documentation of a 6 week plan of intervention is developed for one student in a colleague/peer’s class.  

		The candidate fails demonstrate the analysis of in-depth assessments to assist a colleague/peer in planning small group and intervention instruction designed to assist struggling readers or fails to document a 6 week plan of intervention for one student in a colleague/peer’s class.



		3.4

		The candidate prepares a case study report that effectively and accurately documents the results of the implementation of a 6-week plan of intervention suitable for stakeholders (parents, current and future teachers, and the school’s teacher support team).  Documentation of the student’s weekly progress is included.  

		The candidate prepares a case study report that effectively and accurately documents the results of the implementation of a 6-week plan of intervention suitable for stakeholders (parents, current and future teachers, and the school’s teacher support team).  

		The candidate prepares a case study report; however, it does not effectively and accurately document the results of the implementation of a 6-week plan of intervention suitable for stakeholders (parents, current and future teachers, and the school’s teacher support team). 


 



		4.1

		The candidate provides evidence of assisting a colleague/peer in selecting instructional materials that match students’ reading levels, interests, and cultural and linguistic backgrounds.  This evidence includes, for example, student profiles, interest inventories, and assessments.   The candidate provides an evidence base for the selection of relevant materials.

		The candidate provides evidence of assisting a colleague/peer in selecting instructional materials that match students’ reading levels, interests, and cultural and linguistic backgrounds.   This evidence includes, for example, student profiles, interest inventories, and assessments.   

		The candidate fails to provide evidence of assisting a colleague/peer in selecting instructional materials that match students’ reading levels, interests, and cultural and linguistic backgrounds.   



		4.2

		The candidate provides evidence of assisting a colleague/peer in selecting books, technology-based information, and nonprint materials representing multiple levels, broad interests, and cultural and linguistic backgrounds.  This evidence includes, for example, a bibliography of books suitable for students within the class, a listing of technology resources, and examples of appropriate nonprint materials.  The books, technology, and other resources are categorized annotated based on their appropriateness according to the levels represented within the class.

		The candidate provides evidence of assisting a colleague/peer in selecting books, technology-based information, and nonprint materials representing multiple levels, broad interests, and cultural and linguistic backgrounds.  This evidence includes, for example, a bibliography of books suitable for students within the class, a listing of technology resources, and examples of appropriate nonprint materials.  

		The candidate fails to provide evidence of assisting a colleague/peer in selecting books, technology-based information, and nonprint materials representing multiple levels, broad interests, and cultural and linguistic backgrounds.  



		IRA Standard 5:


Professional Development

		The candidate provides evidence of participation in the evaluation of their own and others’ teaching practices.  Evidence includes documentation of demonstration of reading instructional strategies for a minimum of 3 peers within his/her own class and a minimum of 3 observations of colleagues/peers’ reading instruction.  The candidate provides reflections of their observations of colleagues/peers and documentation of peer evaluations of his/her demonstration of reading instructional strategies.

		The candidate provides evidence of participation in the evaluation of their own and others’ teaching practices.  Evidence includes documentation of demonstration of reading instructional strategies for a minimum of 3 peers within his/her own class and a minimum of 3 observations of colleagues/peers’ reading instruction.  The candidate provides reflections of their observations of colleagues/peers.

		The candidate fails to provide evidence of participation in the evaluation of their own and others’ teaching practices.  





Assessment #5 Scoring Rubric


Assessment #5  RDNG 6333: Reading Practicum I: Diagnosis and Intervention

Fall, 2009 


		(n=11)

		1.4

		2.1

		2.2

		2.3

		3.1

		3.2

		3.3

		3.4

		4.1

		4.2

		5.3



		Exemplary

		7   64%

		11 100%

		11 100%

		11100% 

		10  91%

		11 100%

		11 100%

		6  55%

		8  73%

		8  73%

		10  91% 



		Acceptable

		4   36%

		0

		0

		0

		1     9%

		0

		0

		5   45%

		3  27%

		3  27%

		1      9%



		Not Acceptable

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0





Assessment #5 Data


SECTION IV, Assessment 6 Scoring Rubric


Assessment #6  Brain-Based Literacy Instruction Unit of Inquiry:


                             Researching, Planning, Implementing, and Reflecting


RDNG 6563 Principles of Literacy Cognition

This unit assessment facilitates the candidate’s ability to work in collaboration with teachers and paraprofessionals to examine research in the area of literacy cognition and brain-based models of instruction and apply that research to classroom practice.  This unit will provide candidates with an opportunity to extend classroom assessment data to the application of brain-based instructional strategies in order to meet the needs of individual students.   


		CRITERIA

		Exemplary/Target

		Acceptable

		Unacceptable



		IRA Standard 1:


Foundational Knowledge

		

		

		



		

		

		

		



		1.2 Identifying, explaining, comparing, and contrasting the theories and research in the areas of language development and learning to read

		The candidate significantly contributed to the collaborative team’s investigation of literacy cognition and brain-based research applicable to reading instruction.    Candidate contributed reviews of a minimum of 5 research articles and/or texts to the team’s review of literature.  

		The candidate contributed to the collaborative team’s investigation of literacy cognition and brain-based research applicable to reading instruction.  Candidate contributed reviews of 4 research articles and/or texts to the team’s review of literature. 

		The candidate contributed minimally to the collaborative team’s investigation of literacy cognition and brain-based research, contributing reviews of less than 3 research articles and/or texts to the team’s review of literature.



		IRA Standard 2:

Instructional Strategies and Curriculum Materials 

		

		

		



		2.2 Supporting classroom teachers and paraprofessionals in the use of a wide range of instructional practices, approaches, and methods, including technology-based practices.  They help teachers select appropriate options and explain the evidence-base for selecting practices to best meet the needs of all students.  They demonstrate the options in their own teaching and in demonstration teaching.  

		The candidate worked with a collaborative team to analyze assessment data to develop an instructional plan for a group or class of students implementing strategies, practices, and/or approaches supported by literacy cognition and brain-based research.   The candidate provides strong evidence of their contribution to other team members’ analysis of data and development of instructional plans. Examples of evidence are email exchanges, discussion board contributions, and notes from collaborative team meetings.  A minimum of 5 evidentiary artifacts are provided.  Strong evidence is provided of the candidate’s implementation of his/her instructional plan with a class or group of students (for example, pictures, videos, examples of student work).

		The candidate worked with a collaborative team to analyze assessment data to develop an instructional plan for a group or class of students implementing strategies, practices, and/or approaches supported by literacy cognition and brain-based research.   The candidate provides evidence of their contribution to other team members’ analysis of data and development of instructional plans. Examples of evidence are email exchanges, discussion board contributions, and notes from collaborative team meetings.  Four evidentiary artifacts are provided.  Evidence is provided of the candidate’s implementation of his/her instructional plan with a class or group of students (for example, pictures, videos, examples of student work).

		There is weak evidence of collaboration with a team to analyze assessment data, plan an instructional unit, and/or assist other team members in development of their instructional plans.  Less than 4 evidentiary artifacts are provided.


-or-


Little or no evidence is provided of the candidate’s implementation of his/her instructional plan.



		2.3 Supporting classroom teachers and paraprofessionals in the use of a wide range of curriculum materials.  They help teachers select appropriate options and explain the evidence base for selecting practices to best meet the needs of all students.  They demonstrate the options in their own teaching and in demonstration teaching.

		The candidate contributed to a compilation of materials suitable for the implementation of their own and collaborative team members’ instructional plans.   A minimum of 5 examples of instructional materials was provided.  

		The candidate contributed to a compilation of materials suitable for the implantation of their own and collaborative team members’ instructional plans.   Four examples of instructional materials were provided.  

		The candidate contributed minimally to a compilation of materials suitable for the implantation of their own and collaborative team members’ instructional plans.   Less than 4 examples of instructional materials were provided.  



		IRA Standard 3:

Assessment, Diagnosis, and Evaluation

		

		

		



		3.3 Assist the classroom teacher in using assessment to plan instruction for all students.  They use in-depth assessment information to plan individual instruction for struggling readers.  They collaborate with other education professionals to implement appropriate reading instruction for individual students.  

		The candidate worked collaboratively with a team to analyze assessment data to develop an instructional plan.  There is evidence of collaboration with colleagues/peers in order to assist them in the analysis of assessment data to develop their respective instructional plans.  Examples of evidence are email exchanges, discussion board contributions, and notes from collaborative team meetings.  A minimum of 3 evidentiary artifacts is provided.  

		The candidate worked collaboratively with a team to analyze assessment data to develop an instructional plan.  There is evidence of collaboration with colleagues/peers in order to assist them in the analysis of assessment data to develop their respective instructional plans.  Examples of evidence are email exchanges, discussion board contributions, and notes from collaborative team meetings.  Two evidentiary artifacts are provided.  

		There is little or no evidence that the candidate worked collaboratively with a team to analyze assessment data to develop an instructional plan or assist colleagues/peers in order in the analysis of assessment data to develop their respective instructional plans.  Less than 2 evidentiary artifacts are provided.  



		IRA Standard 5:


Professional Development

		

		

		



		5.3 Positively and constructively provide an evaluation of their own or others’ teaching practices.  Assist classroom teachers and paraprofessionals as they strive to improve their practice.  

		The candidate provides evidence of participation in the evaluation of their own and others’ teaching practices.   Candidate participated in discussions with collaborative team members’ reflections and evaluations of their own and other team members’ instructional plans.  A minimum of examples of 6 interactions were provided (email exchanges, discussion board postings, or notes from team meetings).




		The candidate provides evidence of participation in the evaluation of their own and others’ teaching practices.   Candidate participated in discussions with collaborative team members’ reflections and evaluations of their own and other team members’ instructional plans.  Four or 5 examples of interactions were provided (email exchanges, discussion board postings, or notes from team meetings).




		 The candidate provides little or no evidence of participation in the evaluation of their own and others’ teaching practices.   Less than four examples of interactions were provided (email exchanges, discussion board postings, or notes from team meetings).






		5.3

		The candidate provided a critical reflection of the implementation of his/her unit of inquiry which included: 


· Identification of strengths and weaknesses;


· Effectiveness of instructional plan (based on data analysis);


· Description of knowledge and skills learned through the process;


· How unit of inquiry facilitated ability to interact with teachers and paraprofessionals as a literacy coach or literacy specialist; and


·  Identification of next steps in ongoing inquiry.

		The candidate provided a critical reflection of the implementation of his/her unit of inquiry which included 4 of the 5 components:


· Identification of strengths and weaknesses;


· Effectiveness of instructional plan (based on data analysis);


· Description of knowledge and skills learned through the process;


· How unit of inquiry facilitated ability to interact with teachers and paraprofessionals as a literacy coach or literacy specialist; and


·  Identification of next steps in ongoing inquiry.

		The candidate provided a critical reflection of the implementation of his/her unit of inquiry which included less than 4 of the 5 components:


· Identification of strengths and weaknesses;


· Effectiveness of instructional plan (based on data analysis);


· Description of knowledge and skills learned through the process;


· How unit of inquiry facilitated ability to interact with teachers and paraprofessionals as a literacy coach or literacy specialist; and


·  Identification of next steps in ongoing inquiry.





Assessment # 6 Rubric


Assessment #7

RDNG 6313: Theory and Practice in Reading 

Research Paper: Connecting Theory and Research to Practice

This unit assessment will assess your foundational knowledge and how history has formed current reading practices in today’s classrooms and your understanding of the connection between reading theories and reading instruction, especially in regards to student achievement. 

IRA Standard 1: Foundational Knowledge.  Candidates have knowledge of the foundations of reading and writing processes and instruction.  As a result, the reading specialist/literacy coach candidates: 


Components of this unit assessment include:


Complete a seminal search regarding the history of reading using at least ten peer reviewed references. Then write a research paper that discusses the history of reading, how reading has changed over time and how different events have impact reading instruction over time.  Additionally, in the paper compare, contrast, and critique the major theories of reading. Include at least two theorists that are associated with each: psychological, sociological, and linguistic theories. Then identify, explain, compare, and contrast the theories and research in the areas of language development and learning to read. Make sure that you relate the psychological, sociological, and linguistic theories to foundations of reading and writing processes and instruction and the variation related to cultural and linguistic diversity. Cite examples of how the theories are applied in classrooms today to increase student learning.




Standard 1.1. Refer to major theories in the foundational areas as they relate to reading. They can explain, compare, contrast, and critique the theories.





Standard 1.2. Summarize seminal reading studies and articulate how these studies impacted reading instruction. They can recount historical developments in the history of reading.





Standard 1.3. Identify, explain, compare, and contrast the theories and research in the areas of language development and learning to read.








Assessment #7 Directions


1



SPA Assessment #7:  RDNG 6313 Theory and Practice in Reading  


Research Paper: Connecting Theory and Research to Practice

As a reading specialist it is important that you are aware of how history has formed current reading practices in today’s classrooms and understand the connection between reading theories and reading instruction, especially in regards to student achievement. Complete a seminal search regarding the history of reading using at least ten peer reviewed references. Then write a research paper that discusses the history of reading, how reading has changed over time and how different events have impact reading instruction over time.  Additionally, in the paper compare, contrast, and critique the major theories of reading. Include at least two theorists that are associated with each: psychological, sociological, and linguistic theories. Then identify, explain, compare, and contrast the theories and research in the areas of language development and learning to read. Make sure that you relate the psychological, sociological, and linguistic theories to foundations of reading and writing processes and instruction and the variation related to cultural and linguistic diversity. Cite examples of how the theories are applied in classrooms today to increase student learning.

		Target

		Exemplary (3)

		Acceptable (2)

		Unacceptable (1)

		



		IRA Standard 1: Foundational Knowledge.  Candidates have knowledge of the foundations of reading and writing processes and instruction.  As a result, the reading specialist/literacy coach candidates:



		

		

		

		

		



		Standard 1.1. Refer to major theories in the foundational areas as they relate to reading. They can explain, compare, contrast, and critique the theories.




		Candidate explains in detail the psychological, sociological, and linguistic theories of reading and how these apply in the classroom. Candidate includes at least 2 theorists from the psychological, sociological, and linguistic theories in the paper explaining the impact on classroom application.

		Candidate refers to the psychological, sociological, and linguistic theories of reading and how these apply in the classroom. Candidate includes at least 1 theorist from the psychological, sociological, and linguistic theories in the paper 

		Candidate is missing one of the following: psychological, sociological, and linguistic theories or reading. Candidate includes at least 1 theorist from the psychological, sociological, and linguistic theories in the paper or omits the explanation of the impact on classroom application from the 

		



		Standard 1.2. Summarize seminal reading studies and articulate how these studies impacted reading instruction. They can recount historical developments in the history of reading.




		There is strong evidence that the candidate articulates how the history of reading impacts reading instruction. Candidate explains at least six events that occurred in reading history and describes impact reading instruction over time for each event. Candidate used 11 or more articles from published years 2000 to Present found in professional journals regarding reading theories

		There is evidence that the candidate relates how the history of reading impacts reading instruction. Candidate explains five events that occurred in reading history and describes impact reading instruction over time for each event. Candidate used 10 articles from published years 2000 to Present found in professional journals regarding reading theories



		There is little evidence that the candidate has a working knowledge of how the history of reading impacts reading instruction. Candidate explains four or less events that occurred in reading history and describes impact reading instruction over time for each event. Candidate used fewer than 10 articles from published years 2000 to Present found in professional journals regarding reading theories



		



		Standard 1.3. Identify, explain, compare, and contrast the theories and research in the areas of language development and learning to read.

		There is strong evidence that the candidate identifies, explains, compares and contrasts the theories and research in the areas of language development and learning to read. 

		There is evidence that the candidate identifies, explains, compares and contrasts the theories and research in the areas of language development and learning to read.

		There is little evidence that the candidate identifies, explains, compares and contrasts the theories and research in the areas of language development and learning to read.

		





Assessment #7 Scoring Rubric


Assessment #7 (RDNG 6313:  Theory and Practice


Fall, 2008


		(n=22)

		1.1

		1.2

		1.3



		Exemplary

		 7   32%

		20  91%  

		  7  32%



		Acceptable

		 15 68%

		 2     9%

		 15 68%



		Not Acceptable

		 0

		 0

		 0





Fall, 2009


		(n=14)

		1.1

		1.2

		1.3



		Exemplary

		12  86%

		13  92% 

		12   86%



		Acceptable

		  2  14%

		 1     8%

		  2   14%



		Not Acceptable

		 0

		 0

		 0





Assessment #7 Data


1



Assessment #8

Assessment of Content Knowledge at the Reading Specialist/Literacy Coach Level


RDNG 6513    Emergent Literacy Birth through Primary Grades


Research-Based Observation: Analysis and Reflection


This unit assessment, Research-Based Observation: Analysis and Reflection, facilitates the candidate’s understanding and application of language and reading acquisition theories and research.   This assessment will provide candidates the opportunity to extend their understanding of theory and research through structured observations of emergent literacy classroom settings.  Additionally, candidates will collaborate with other reading professionals (teachers or paraprofessionals) in a reflective dialogue and evaluation of their own and each others’ teaching practice based on their understanding of language and reading acquisition theories and research.  


IRA Standard One:  Candidates will understand and articulate foundations of reading and writing process of instruction. (1.1, 1.2, 1.3)


IRA Standard Five:  Candidates view professional development as a career-long effort and responsibility.  (5.1, 5.3)


--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------


Components of this assessment include:


·  Research Paper:  The candidate will write a research paper explaining, comparing, and contrasting two language and reading acquisition theories (for example, emergent literacy theory and stage theories).  The paper will include a review of: 


1) nationally recognized standards and position statements from organizations, such as the National Association for the Education of Young Children (NAEYC), the International Reading Association (IRA) and the National Council for Teachers of English (NCTE);


2) current research in early literacy development; and


3) contemporary state and federal policies such as No Child Left Behind and Reading First.

· Summary of Research and Critical Reflection:  The candidate will summarize his/her review of literature and address the following reflective questions:  


1)  To what extent is my professional practice aligned with national standards, current research, and contemporary state and federal policies?


2) Based on my understanding of national standards, current research, and contemporary state and federal policies, how can I improve my professional practice to positively impact student learning?


Candidates will share research summaries and answers to reflective questions in an online forum and participate in a reflective dialogue about their own and their peers’ professional practices.  




Structured Observations:  The candidate will engage in a minimum of three structured observation experiences at Arkansas State University’s Child Development Center or other approved setting. Candidates will document his/her evaluation of the application of language and reading theories and current research as applied to these settings. 






*Note: The elements of the Reading Specialist-Level standards may overlap in some areas of the assessment. 

Standard One:


Explaining, comparing, contrasting, and critiquing major theories in the foundational areas as they relate to reading. (1.1)


Summarizing seminal reading studies and articulating how these studies impact reading instruction. (1.2)


Identifying, explaining, comparing, and contrasting the theories and research in the areas of language development and learning to read. (1.3)








Structured Observation Information


Candidate Name and Place of Observation Information:


Observation Site/Age of Children:


Before you conduct this observation, you will need to read the following article which focuses on instruction for preschool English language learners:


Wong Kwok Shing, R. (2006).  Enhancing English among second language learners: The pre-school years.  Early Years: Journal of International Research & Development, October, 2006, Volume 26, Issue 3, pages 279-293. 


Please summarize the author’s assertions about the 5 areas of his inquiry:


 Developmental sequence in bilingual language acquisition;


Language-specific properties;


The relationship between oral and written language;


The what-to-learn first issue;


The importance of the quality of the language input. 





This article will provide a guideline for your 2nd observation.  For each of the 5 domains listed above, provide a short description of what you observed, didn’t observe, or think should have occurred.  








Standard One:


Identifying, explaining, comparing, and contrasting the theories and research in the areas of language development and learning to read. (1.3)





Standard Five:


Articulating the theories related to the connections between teacher dispositions and student achievement. (5.1)


Positively and constructively provide an evaluation of their own or others’ teaching practices and assist classroom teachers and paraprofessionals as they strive to improve their practice. (5.3)














Assessment #8 Directions


2



SECTION IV, Assessment 8 Scoring Rubric


Assessment #8  Research-Based Observation:  Analysis and Reflection                   RDNG 6513  Emergent Literacy Birth through Primary Grades

This unit assessment facilitates the candidate’s understanding and application of language and reading acquisition theories and research.   This assessment will provide candidates the opportunity to extend their understanding of theory and research through structured observations of emergent literacy classroom settings.  Additionally, candidates will collaborate with other reading professionals (teachers or paraprofessionals) in a reflective dialogue and evaluation of their own and each others’ teaching practice based on their understanding of language and reading acquisition theories and research.  


		CRITERIA

		Exemplary/Target

		Acceptable

		Unacceptable



		RESEARCH PAPER:

		

		

		



		IRA Standard 1:


Foundational Knowledge

		

		

		



		1.1 Explaining, comparing, contrasting, and critiquing major theories in the foundational areas as they relate to reading.

		The candidate’s research paper clearly demonstrated an understanding of major foundational learning theories as they relate to reading by citing, explaining, comparing, and contrasting a minimum of 2 theories (for example, social constructivism or behaviorism). 

		The candidate’s research paper demonstrated an understanding of major foundational learning theories as they relate to reading by citing and explaining at least 2 theories (for example, social constructivism or behaviorism).

		The candidate’s research paper failed to demonstrate an understanding of major foundational learning theories as they relate to reading.



		1.2 Summarizing seminal reading studies and articulating how these studies impact reading instruction.

		The candidate’s research paper included a review of current literature with a minimum of 12 reading research studies.


The candidate appropriately summarized research findings for the purpose of engaging peers in a dialogue regarding a critique of current reading instruction policies such as No Child Left Behind and Reading First.  

		The candidate’s research paper included a review of current literature with 8 – 11 reading research studies.


 The candidate appropriately summarized research findings for the purpose of engaging peers in a dialogue regarding a critique of current reading instruction policies such as No Child Left Behind and Reading First.  




		The candidate’s research paper did not include an adequate review of literature (less than 8 reading research studies). 


-and/or-


The candidate failed to appropriately summarized research findings for the purpose of engaging peers in a dialogue regarding a critique of current reading instruction policies such as No Child Left Behind and Reading First.  



		1.3 Identifying, explaining, comparing, and contrasting the theories and research in the areas of language development and learning to read.

		The candidate’s research paper clearly demonstrated a thorough understanding of language and reading acquisition theories by explaining, comparing, and contrasting 2 theories with clarity and detail.   

		The candidate’s research paper clearly demonstrated an understanding of language and reading acquisition theories by explaining, comparing, and contrasting 2 theories.   

		The candidate’s research paper failed to clearly demonstrate an understanding of language and reading acquisition theories by explaining, comparing, and contrasting 2 theories.   



		STRUCTURED OBSERVATIONS:

		

		

		



		IRA Standard 1:


Foundational Knowledge

		

		

		



		1.2 Summarizing seminal reading studies and articulating how these studies impact reading instruction.

		The candidate engaged in a minimum of 3 structured observations at an appropriate early childhood setting.  Documentation of the observations demonstrated a thorough understanding of language and reading acquisition theory and research through an evaluation of the application of theory and research within the setting to impact student learning.   The candidate included in the documentation a rich, detailed description with specific examples.

		The candidate engaged in a minimum of 3 structured observations at an appropriate early childhood setting.  Documentation of the observations demonstrated a thorough understanding of language and reading acquisition theory and research through an evaluation of the application of theory and research within the setting to impact student learning.   

		The candidate engaged in fewer than 3 structured observations at an appropriate early childhood setting.  


-and/or-


Documentation of the observations did not demonstrate a thorough understanding of language and reading acquisition theory and research through an evaluation of the application of theory and research within the setting.   



		CRITICAL REFLECTION:

		

		

		



		IRA Standard 5:


Professional Development

		

		

		



		5.1 Articulating the theories related to the connections between teacher dispositions and student achievement.

		The candidate participated in a collaborate dialogue regarding theories/current research and their connection with student learning within the context of current reading instruction policies.  Evidence is provided of a minimum of 6 on-line exchanges (6 generated by the candidate; 6 responses to postings generated by peers).    The dialogue referred directly to the summary of current research based on the review of literature conducted by the candidate and reflects a thorough understanding of research findings.  The candidate demonstrates an understanding of current reading instruction policies (for example, NCLB and RF). 

		The candidate participated in a collaborate dialogue regarding theories/current research and their connection with student learning within the context of current reading instruction policies.  Evidence is provided of a minimum of 4-5 on-line exchanges.    The dialogue referred directly to the summary of current research based on the review of literature conducted by the candidate and reflects a thorough understanding of research findings.  The candidate demonstrates an understanding of current reading instruction policies (for example, NCLB and RF).

		The candidate participated minimally in a collaborate dialogue regarding theories/current research and their connection with student learning within the context of current reading instruction policies (fewer than 4 exchanges).  –and/or-


The dialogue does not directly refer to the summary of current research based on the review of literature conducted by the candidate.


-and/or-


The candidate does not demonstrate an understanding of current reading instruction policies.  



		5.3 Positively and constructively provide an evaluation of their own or others’ teaching practices and assist classroom teachers and paraprofessionals as they strive to improve their practice.

		The candidate engaged in a reflective dialogue and evaluation of their own and their peers’ teaching practice based on his/her understanding of language and reading acquisition theories and research.  Evidence is provided of a minimum of 6 on-line exchanges (6 generated by the candidate; 6 responses to postings generated by peers).  The dialogue reflects a thorough understanding of theories and research.  The candidates’ discussion is thoughtful and provides specific examples. 

		The candidate engaged in a reflective dialogue and evaluation of their own and their peers’ teaching practice based on his/her understanding of language and reading acquisition theories and research.  Evidence is provided of a minimum of 4-6 on-line).  The dialogue reflects a thorough understanding of theories and research.  

		The candidate engaged minimally in a reflective dialogue and evaluation of their own and their peers’ teaching practice based on his/her understanding of language and reading acquisition theories and research (fewer than 4 exchanges).


-and/or-


The dialogue does not reflect a thorough understanding of theories and research.





Assessment #8 Scoring Rubric


Assessment #8 RDNG 6513: EMERGENT LITERACY BIRTH THROUGH PRIMARY GRADES

Summer, 2009 


		(n=17)

		1.1

		1.2

		1.3

		5.1

		5.3



		Exemplary

		12  71%

		12  

		12  71%

		15  88%

		15  88%



		Acceptable

		 5   29%

		 5  29%

		 5  29%

		 2  12%

		  2  12%



		Not Acceptable

		 0

		 0

		 0

		 0

		  0





Assessment #8 Data


Assessment #5


Effects on Student Learning at the Reading Specialist/Literacy Coach Level

RDNG 6333    Reading Practicum I: Diagnosis and Intervention


Classroom Assessment and Intervention Case Study


This unit assessment, Classroom Assessment and Intervention Case Study, will provide evidence of candidates’ ability to work in collaboration with teachers and paraprofessionals: 1) to determine appropriate assessments to examine students’ abilities in the major reading components; 2) to use the data derived from assessments to implement a wide range of instructional practices, approaches, methods, and curriculum materials; 3) to support reading and writing instruction in support of student learning;  and 4) to report their assessment findings and curricular decisions to appropriate stakeholders.   


IRA Standard One:  Candidates will understand and articulate foundations of reading and writing process of instruction. (1.4)


IRA Standard Two:  Candidates will use a wide range of instructional practices, approaches, methods, and curriculum materials to support reading and writing instruction. (2.1, 2.2, 2.3)


IRA Standard Three:  Candidates will use a variety of assessment tools and practices to plan and evaluate effective reading instruction. (3.1, 3.2, 3.3, 3.4)


IRA Standard Four:  Candidates will create a literate environment that fosters reading and writing by integrating foundational knowledge, use of instructional practices, approaches and methods, curriculum materials, and the appropriate use of assessments (4.1, 4.2) 


IRA Standard Five:  Candidates view professional development as a career-long effort and responsibility.  As a result. (5.3)


Components of this unit assessment include:


·  Introduction and Assessment Administration:  The candidate will collaborate with reading professionals (teachers and literacy specialists or coaches) to identify and examine a variety of reading assessments that assess the major components of reading (phonemic awareness, word identification and phonics, vocabulary and background knowledge, fluency, comprehension, and motivation).  The candidate will administer a minimum of two different reading assessments to one class of students and assist in the administration of a minimum of the same reading assessments to a colleague’s class.  (1.4, 3.1, 3.2)


· Data analysis: The candidate will collaborate with a peer/colleague in the analysis of the data derived from the assessments for the purposes of: 1) strategically grouping students in order to effectively differentiate reading instruction; 2) developing an instructional plan for all students based on their strengths and weaknesses, reading levels, interests, and cultural and linguistic backgrounds;       3) determining which students may require further assessments to determine more specific information in order to assist them in literacy development.  Data analysis will be conducted for both classes. (2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 3.2, 3.3, 4.1, 4.2)


·  Instructional Planning:  The candidate will work collaboratively with a colleague to plan reading instruction designed to meet the needs of all the students within their two classes using a variety of grouping practices and a wide range of evidence based instructional practices, approaches, and methods, including technology-based practices.  (3.3, 4.1, 4.2)


· Instructional Delivery:  The candidate will implement the instructional plan within his/her class and will facilitate the implementation of the instructional plan within his/her colleague’s class through modeling instructional strategies, peer coaching, peer observations, and peer evaluations.  Collaborative instruction will occur over a 6 week period, with peer coaching, peer observations, instructional modeling, and peer evaluations occurring a minimum of twice a week. (2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 4.1, 4.2, 5.3)

· Instructional Evaluation:  The candidate will collaborate with his/her colleague in the use of a method of progress monitoring (Dynamic Indicators of Early Literacy Skills [DIBELS] or other informal reading assessment) to evaluate the impact of the instructional plan on student learning.

· Plan of Intervention for a Struggling Reader:  The candidate will collaborate with a peer/colleague to develop a plan of intervention for a struggling reader in another class.  This plan will include the administration of a minimum of three assessments (in addition to the two previously administered to the entire class), the analysis of assessment data to determine the student’s lowest deficit skill, the implementation of the plan of intervention, and monitoring the student’s progress through the duration of the intervention.  The candidate will facilitate implementation of the plan of intervention by assisting in the administration of assessments, analyzing the data, delivering intervention instruction, and monitoring student progress.  The candidate will provide an analysis of the plan of intervention’s effect on student learning through anecdotal records and charting pre and post test data. (3.3)


· Stakeholder Report:  The candidate will write a case study for the purpose of communicating the results of the plan of intervention for the struggling reader to the student’s parents, teachers (current and future), and members of the school’s teacher support team. (3.4)







Format of the Case Study should be as below:


Background of the Learner (based on whole class knowledge AND specific knowledge of the student)


Initial Assessments of Student


Intervention Plan


Monitoring Notes/Anecdotal Records


Changes or Adaptations in the Intervention Plan


Post-Assessment Information


Final Results and Recommendations to Stakeholders


References 





IRA Standard Two:


Supporting classroom teachers and paraprofessionals in their use of instructional grouping options.   They demonstrate the options and explain the evidence-based rationale for changing configurations to best meet the needs of all students.  (2.1)


Supporting classroom teachers and paraprofessionals in the use of a wide range of instructional practices, approaches, and methods, including technology-based practices.  They help teachers select appropriate options and explain the evidence-base for selecting practices to best meet the needs of all students.  They demonstrate the options in their own teaching and in demonstration teaching.  (2.2)


Supporting classroom teachers and paraprofessionals in the use of a wide range of curriculum materials.  They help teachers select appropriate options and explain the evidence base for selecting practices to best meet the needs of all students.  They demonstrate the options in their own teaching and in demonstration teaching. (2.3)





IRA Standard Three:


Compare and contrast, use, interpret, and recommend a wide range of assessment tools and practices.  Assessments may range from informal assessments and also include technology-based assessments.  They demonstrate appropriate use of assessments in their practice, and they can train classroom teachers to administer and interpret these assessments. (3.1)


Support the classroom teacher in the assessment of individual students.  They extend the assessment to further determine proficiencies and difficulties for appropriate services. (3.2)


Assist the classroom teacher in using assessment to plan instruction for all students.  They use in-depth assessment information to plan individual instruction for struggling readers.  They collaborate with other education professionals to implement appropriate reading instruction for individual students.  (3.3)


Communicate assessment information to various audiences for both accountability and instructional purposes (policymakers, public officials, community members, clinical specialists, school psychologists, social workers, classroom teachers, and parents).  (3.4)





IRA Standard Four:


Assisting the classroom teacher and paraprofessional in selecting materials that match the reading levels, interests, and cultural and linguistic backgrounds of students. (4.1)


Assisting the classroom teacher in selecting books, technology-based information, and nonprint materials representing multiple levels, broad interests, and cultural and linguistic backgrounds. (4.2)





IRA Standard Five:


Positively and constructively provide an evaluation of their own or others’ teaching practices. Assists classroom teachers and paraprofessionals as they strive to improve their practice (5.3)











*Note: The elements of the Reading Specialist-Level standards may overlap in some areas of the assessment. 











Assessment #5 Directions


Assessment #2: Comprehensive Exams


		

		Total Number

		Exemplary

		Acceptable

		Not Acceptable



		Spring 2010

		N=10

		n=1     10%

		n=9 90%

		n=0 0%



		Summer 2010

		

		

		

		



		Fall 2010

		

		

		

		



		Spring 2011

		

		

		

		



		Summer 2011

		

		

		

		





Comprehensive Exam Data


1



Assessment #6

Effects on Student Learning at the Reading Specialist/Literacy Coach Level

RDNG 6563    Principles of Literacy Cognition


Brain-Based Literacy Instruction Unit of Inquiry: 


Researching, Planning, Implementing and Reflecting


This unit assessment, Brain-Based Literacy Instruction Unit of Inquiry: Researching, Planning, Implementing and Reflecting, facilitates the candidate’s ability to work in collaboration with teachers and paraprofessionals to examine research in the area of literacy cognition and brain-based models of instruction and apply that research to classroom practice.  This unit will provide candidates with an opportunity to extend classroom assessment data to the application of brain-based instructional strategies in order to meet the needs of individual students.   


IRA Standard One:  Candidates will understand and articulate foundations of reading and writing process of instruction. (1.3)


IRA Standard Two:  Candidates will use a wide range of instructional practices, approaches, methods, and curriculum materials to support reading and writing instruction. (2.2, 2.3)


IRA Standard Three:  Candidates will use a variety of assessment tools and practices to plan and evaluate effective reading instruction. (3.3)


IRA Standard Five:  Candidates view professional development as a career-long effort and responsibility. (5.3)

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------


Components of this assessment include:


·  Collaborative Research:  The candidate will work collaboratively with a team of 4-5 colleagues/peers in an analysis and review of research articles and texts related to literacy cognition and brain-based research.  The team will compile a review of literature composed of a minimum of 20 articles and/or texts and will present their review to the RDNG 6563 class in a power point.  (1.3) 


· Development of an Instructional Plan:  The candidate will administer a comprehensive reading inventory/assessment of their choice to a group or class of students and work collaboratively with a team of 4-5 colleagues/peers to analyze the resulting data to plan a 6-week instructional unit applying the literacy cognition/brain-based research reflected in their collaborative research findings in order to meet the needs of individual students based on their reading levels, interests, and cultural and linguistic backgrounds.  The candidate will compile a collection of instructional materials (such as online resources, literature, lesson plans) suitable for use in implementation of their own and other collaborative team members’ instructional plans.  The instructional plan will include a method for evaluating the efficacy of the instructional plan at the end of 6 weeks (pre-test/post-test or other qualitative method for evaluation such as observational data such as student work samples).  (2.1, 2.3, 3.3)


· Implementation of Instructional Plan:  The candidate will implement the instructional plan and work collaboratively with a team of 4-5 colleague/peers to evaluate the efficacy of the instructional plan throughout 6 weeks of implementation.  Candidates will submit, for the instructor and team, weekly reflections through an online forum regarding the efficacy of the instructional plan and will engage in a professional discussion regarding the reflections of candidates/peers regarding their respective instructional plan implementation. (2.2, 2.3, 5.3) 


· Critical Reflection:  The candidate will critically analyze and evaluate his/her unit of inquiry by identifying strengths and weaknesses, the effectiveness of the instructional plan to impact student learning (based on data analysis of pre-test/post-test or other qualitative method for evaluation), what knowledge and skills were learned through the process, and how the unit facilitated his/her ability to interact with other teachers and paraprofessionals as a literacy coach or reading specialist.  The candidate will identify, based on their own experiences implementing their instructional plan and the collaborative research conducted with their team, next steps in his/her ongoing inquiry and application of literacy cognition. (5.3) 



IRA Standard One:  


Indentifying, explaining, comparing, and contrasting the theories and research in the areas of language development and learning to read. (1.3)


IRA Standard Two:  


Supporting classroom teachers and paraprofessionals in the use of a wide range of instructional practices, approaches, and methods, including technology-based practices.  They help teachers select appropriate options and explain the evidence-base for selecting practices to best meet the needs of all students.  They demonstrate the options in their own teaching and in demonstration teaching.  (2.2)





Supporting classroom teachers and paraprofessionals in the use of a wide range of curriculum materials.  They help teachers select appropriate options and explain the evidence base for selecting practices to best meet the needs of all students.  They demonstrate the options in their own teaching and in demonstration teaching. (2.3)





IRA Standard Three:  


Assist the classroom teacher in using assessment to plan instruction for all students.  They use in-depth assessment information to plan individual instruction for struggling readers.  They collaborate with other education professionals to implement appropriate reading instruction for individual students.  (3.3)


IRA Standard Five:  


Positively and constructively provide an evaluation of their own or others’ teaching practices.  Assist classroom teachers and paraprofessionals as they strive to improve their practice.  (5.3)


*Note: The elements of the Reading Specialist-Level standards may overlap in some areas of the assessment. 














Assessment #6 Directions



    8.  Grade levels(1) for which candidates are being prepared

    (1) e.g. Early Childhood; Elementary K-6

P-8, 7-12

    9.  Program Type

nmlkji Advanced Teaching

nmlkj First teaching license

nmlkj Other School Personnel

nmlkj Unspecified

    10.  Degree or award level

nmlkj Baccalaureate

nmlkj Post Baccalaureate

nmlkji Master's

nmlkj Post Master's

nmlkj Specialist or C.A.S.

nmlkj Doctorate

nmlkj Endorsement only

    11.  Is this program offered at more than one site?

nmlkj Yes

nmlkji No

    12.  If your answer is "yes" to above question, list the sites at which the program is offered
 

    13.  Title of the state license for which candidates are prepared
Reading Specialist Licensure Endorsement

    14.  Program report status:

nmlkj Initial Review

nmlkj Response to One of the Folliwing Decisions: Further Development Required, Recognition with 
Probation, or Not Nationally Recognized

nmlkji Response to National Recognition With Conditions

    15.  State Licensure requirement for national recognition:
NCATE requires 80% of the program completers who have taken the test to pass the applicable 
state licensure test for the content field, if the state has a testing requirement. Test information and 
data must be reported in Section III. Does your state require such a test?



nmlkji Yes

nmlkj No

SECTION I - CONTEXT

    1.  Description of any state or institutional policies that may influence the application of IRA 
standards. (Response limited to 4,000 characters)
 

    2.  Description of the field and clinical experiences required for the program, including the 
number of hours for early field experiences and the number of hours/weeks for student teaching or 
internships. (Response limited to 8,000 characters)
 

    3.  Description of the criteria for admission, retention, and exit from the program, including 
required GPAs and minimum grade requirements for the content courses accepted by the 
program. (Response limited to 4,000 characters)
 

    4.  Description of the relationship (2)of the program to the unit's conceptual framework. 
(Response limited to 4,000 characters)

    (2): The response should describe the program's conceptual framework and indicate how it reflects the unit's conceptual framework.

 

    5.  Indication of whether the program has a unique set of program assessments and their 
relationship of the program's assessments to the unit's assessment system(3). (Response limited to 
4,000 characters)

    (3) This response should clarify how the key accessments used in the program are derived from or informed by the assessment system that the unit 

will address under NCATE Standard 2.

 

    6.  Please attach files to describe a program of study that outlines the courses and experiences 
required for candidates to complete the program. The program of study must include course titles. 
(This information may be provided as an attachment from the college catalog or as a student 
advisement sheet.) 

MSE Reading Program Checksheet

See Attachments panel below.

    7.  This system will not permit you to include tables or graphics in text fields. Therefore any 
tables or charts must be attached as files here. The title of the file should clearly indicate the 
content of the file. Word documents, pdf files, and other commonly used file formats are 
acceptable.



    8.  Candidate Information
Directions: Provide three years of data on candidates enrolled in the program and completing the 
program, beginning with the most recent academic year for which numbers have been tabulated. 
Report the data separately for the levels/tracks (e.g., baccalaureate, post-baccalaureate, alternate 
routes, master's, doctorate) being addressed in this report. Data must also be reported separately 
for programs offered at multiple sites. Update academic years (column 1) as appropriate for your 
data span. Create additional tables as necessary.

    (4) NCATE uses the Title II definition for program completers. Program completers are persons who have met all the requirements of a state-approved 
teacher preparation program. Program completers include all those who are documented as having met such requirements. Documentation may take the 

form of a degree, institutional certificate, program credential, transcript, or other written proof of having met the program's requirements.

Program:

Academic Year
# of Candidates
Enrolled in the

Program

# of Program
Completers(4)

    9.  Faculty Information
Directions: Complete the following information for each faculty member responsible for 
professional coursework, clinical supervision, or administration in this program.

    (5) e.g., PhD in Curriculum & Instruction, University of Nebraska.
    (6) e.g., faculty, clinical supervisor, department chair, administrator
    (7) e.g., professor, associate professor, assistant professor, adjunct professor, instructor
    (8) Scholarship is defined by NCATE as systematic inquiry into the areas related to teaching, learning, and the education of teachers and other school 
personnel.
    Scholarship includes traditional research and publication as well as the rigorous and systematic study of pedagogy, and the application of current 
research findings in new settings. Scholarship further presupposes submission of one's work for professional review and evaluation.
    (9) Service includes faculty contributions to college or university activities, schools, communities, and professional associations in ways that are 
consistent with the institution and unit's mission.
    (10) e.g., officer of a state or national association, article published in a specific journal, and an evaluation of a local school program.
    (11) Briefly describe the nature of recent experience in P-12 schools (e.g. clinical supervision, inservice training, teaching in a PDS) indicating the 

discipline and grade level of the assignment(s). List current P-12 licensure or certification(s) held, if any.

Faculty Member Name

Highest Degree, Field, & 
University(5)

Assignment: Indicate the role 
of the faculty member(6)

Faculty Rank(7)

Tenure Track YESgfedc

Scholarship(8), Leadership in 
Professional Associations, and 
Service(9):List up to 3 major 
contributions in the past 3 
years(10)

Teaching or other 
professional experience in P-
12 schools(11)

SECTION II - LIST OF ASSESSMENTS



    In this section, list the 6-8 assessments that are being submitted as evidence for meeting the IRA 
standards. All programs must provide a minimum of six assessments. If your state does not require a 
state licensure test in the content area, you must substitute an assessment that documents candidate 
attainment of content knowledge in #1 below. For each assessment, indicate the type or form of the 
assessment and when it is administered in the program.

    1.  Please provide following assessment information (Response limited to 250 characters each 
field)

Type and Number of 
Assessment

Name of Assessment 
(12)

Type or Form of Assessment 
(13)

When the Assessment Is 
Administered (14)

Assessment #1:
Licensure 
assessment, or 
other content-
based assessment 
(required)

Praxis II

State Licensure 
Exam (Praxis II for 
Reading Specialist 

K-12)

Completion of 
program or during 
the final semester 

of coursework

Assessment #2: 
Assessment of 
content knowledge 
in reading 
education 
(required)

Master's 
Comprehensive 

Exam

Written 
Comprehensive 

Exam

Completed near the 
end of the program 
when candidates 
have mastered 

content knowledge 
at the reading 

specialist/literacy 
coach level

Assessment #3: 
Assessment of 
candidate ability to 
plan instruction
(required)

Individualized 
Literacy Plan for an 
Adolescent Learner

An instructional 
plan with multiple 
componants, with 

generalizable 
applications to 

other adolescent 
learners

Completed in 
RDNG 6553: 
Adolescent 

Literacy, midway 
through the 

program

Assessment #4: 
Assessment of 
internship, 
practicum, or other 
clinical experience 
(required)

Leadership in 
Literacy Portfolio Portfolio 

Completed in 
RDNG 6353: 

Reading Practicum 
II, during the final 
semester of the 

program

Assessment #5:
Assessment of 
candidate effect on 
student learning 
(required)

Classroom 
Assessment and 

Intervention Case 
Study

Semester-long 
project with 

multiple 
components

Completed in 
RDNG 6333: 

Reading Practicum 
I, in the semester 
prior to the final 

semester

Assessment #6:
Additional 
assessment that 
addresses IRA 
standards 
(required)

Brain-Based 
Literacy Instruction 

Unit of Inquiry: 
Researching, 

Planning, 
Implementing, and 

Reflecting

Semester-long 
project with 

multiple 
components

Completed in 
RDNG 6563: 
Principles of 

Literacy Cognition, 
midway through 

the program

Research Paper



    (12) Identify assessment by title used in the program; refer to Section IV for further information on appropriate assessment to include.
    (13) Identify the type of assessment (e.g., essay, case study, project, comprehensive exam, reflection, state licensure test, portfolio).
    (14) Indicate the point in the program when the assessment is administered (e.g., admission to the program, admission to student 

teaching/internship, required courses [specify course title and numbers], or completion of the program).

Assessment #7:
Additional 
assessment that 
addresses IRA 
standards 
(optional)

Research paper: 
Connecting Theory 
and Research to 

Practice

Completed in 
RDNG 6313: 
Theory and 

Practice in Reading, 
during the first 
semester of the 

program
Assessment #8:
Additional 
assessment that 
addresses IRA 
standards 
(optional)

Research-Based 
Observation: 
Analysis and 
Reflection

Semester-long 
project with 

multiple 
components

Completed in 
RDNG 6513: 

Emergent Literacy, 
midway through 

the program

SECTION III - RELATIONSHIP OF ASSESSMENT TO STANDARDS

    1.  For each IRA standard on the chart below, identify the assessment(s) in Section II that 
address the standard. One assessment may apply to multiple IRA standards.

Standard 1 Foundational Knowledge. Candidates have knowledge of the foundations of reading 
and writing processes and instruction. As a result, reading specialist/literacy coach candidates:

  #1 #2 #3 #4 #5 #6 #7 #8
1.1 Refer to major theories in the foundational areas as they relate to 
reading. They can explain, compare, contrast, and critique the theories. gfedcb gfedcb gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedcb gfedcb

1.2 Summarize seminal reading studies and articulate how these studies 
impacted reading instruction. They can recount historical developments in 
the history of reading.

gfedcb gfedcb gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedcb gfedcb

1.3 Identify, explain, compare, and contrast the theories and research in the 
areas of language development and learning to read. gfedcb gfedcb gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedcb gfedcb gfedcb

1.4 Are able to determine if students are appropriately integrating the 
components (phonemic awareness, word identification and phonics, 
vocabulary and background knowledge, fluency, comprehension 
strategies, and motivation) in fluent reading.

gfedcb gfedcb gfedcb gfedc gfedcb gfedc gfedc gfedc

    2.  Standard 2. Instructional Strategies and Curriculum Materials. Candidates use a wide range 
of instructional practices, approaches, methods, and curriculum materials to support reading and 
writing instruction: As a result, reading specialist/literacy coach candidates:

  #1 #2 #3 #4 #5 #6 #7 #8
2.1 Support classroom teachers and paraprofessional in their use of 
instructional grouping options. They help teachers select appropriate 
options. They demonstrate the options and explain the evidence-based 
rationale for changing configurations to best meet the needs of all students.

gfedcb gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedcb gfedc gfedc gfedc

2.2 Support classroom teachers and paraprofessionals in the use of a wide 
range of instructional practices, approaches, and methods, including 



technology-based practices. They help teachers select appropriate options 
and explain the evidence-base for selecting practices to best meet the 
needs of all students. They demonstrate the options in their own (and 
demonstration) teaching.

gfedcb gfedcb gfedc gfedc gfedcb gfedcb gfedc gfedc

2.3 Support classroom teachers and paraprofessionals in the use of a wide 
range of curriculum materials. They help teachers select appropriate 
options and explain the evidence base for selecting practices to best meet 
the needs of all students. They demonstrate the options in their own 
teaching and in demonstration teaching.

gfedcb gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedcb gfedcb gfedc gfedc

    3.  Standard 3. Assessment, Diagnosis, and Evaluation. Candidates use a variety of assessment 
tools and practices to plan and evaluate effective reading instruction. As a result, reading 
specialist/literacy coach candidates:

  #1 #2 #3 #4 #5 #6 #7 #8
3.1 Compare and contrast, use, interpret, and recommend a wide range of 
assessment tools and practices. Assessments may range from standardized 
tests to informal assessments and also include technology-based 
assessments. They demonstrate appropriate use of assessments in their 
practice, and they can train classroom teachers to administer and interpret 
these assessments.

gfedcb gfedcb gfedcb gfedc gfedcb gfedc gfedc gfedc

3.2 Support the classroom teacher in the assessment of individual students. 
They extend the assessment to further determine proficiencies and 
difficulties for appropriate services.

gfedcb gfedcb gfedcb gfedcb gfedcb gfedc gfedc gfedc

3.3 Assist the classroom teacher in using assessment to plan instruction for 
all students. They use in-depth assessment information to plan individual 
instruction for struggling readers. They collaborate with other education 
professionals to implement appropriate reading instruction for individual 
students. They collect, analyze, and use school-wide assessment data to 
implement and revise school reading programs.

gfedcb gfedcb gfedcb gfedcb gfedcb gfedcb gfedc gfedc

3.4 Communicate assessment information to various audiences for both 
accountability and instructional purposes (policymakers, public officials, 
community members, clinical specialists, school psychologists, social 
workers, classroom teachers, and parents).

gfedcb gfedc gfedcb gfedcb gfedcb gfedc gfedc gfedc

    4.  Standard 4. Creating a Literate Environment. Candidates create a literate environment that 
fosters reading and writing by integrating foundational knowledge, use of instructional practices, 
approaches and methods, curriculum materials, and the appropriate use of assessments. As a 
result, reading specialist/literacy coach candidates:

  #1 #2 #3 #4 #5 #6 #7 #8
4.1 Assist the classroom teacher and paraprofessional in selecting 
materials that match the reading levels, interests, and cultural and 
linguistic background of students.

gfedcb gfedcb gfedcb gfedc gfedcb gfedc gfedc gfedc

4.2 Assist the classroom teacher in selecting books, technology-based 
information, and non-print materials representing multiple levels, broad 
interests, and cultural and linguistic backgrounds.

gfedcb gfedcb gfedcb gfedc gfedcb gfedc gfedc gfedc

4.3 Demonstrate and model reading and writing for real purposes in daily 
interactions with students and education professionals. Assist teachers and 
paraprofessionals to model reading and writing as valued lifelong 

gfedcb gfedcb gfedcb gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc



activities.
4.4 Use methods to effectively revise instructional plans to motivate all 
students. They assist classroom teachers in designing programs that will 
intrinsically and extrinsically motivate students. They demonstrate these 
techniques and they can articulate the research base that grounds their 
practice.

gfedcb gfedc gfedcb gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

    5.  Standard 5. Professional Development. Candidates view professional development as a career-
long effort and responsibility. As a result, reading specialist/literacy coach candidates:

  #1 #2 #3 #4 #5 #6 #7 #8
5.1 Articulate the theories related to the connections between teacher 
dispositions and student achievement. gfedcb gfedcb gfedcb gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedcb

5.2 Conduct professional study groups for paraprofessionals and teachers. 
Assist classroom teachers and paraprofessionals in identifying, planning, 
and implementing personal professional development plans. Advocate to 
advance the professional research base to expand knowledge-based 
practices. 

gfedcb gfedc gfedcb gfedcb gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

5.3 Positively and constructively provide an evaluation of their own or 
others’ teaching practices. Assist classroom teachers and paraprofessionals 
as they strive to improve their practice.

gfedcb gfedcb gfedcb gfedc gfedcb gfedcb gfedc gfedcb

5.4 Exhibit leadership skills in professional development. They plan, 
implement, and evaluate professional development efforts at the grade, 
school, district, and/or state level. They are cognizant of and can describe 
the characteristics of sound professional development programs. They can 
articulate the evidence base that grounds their practice. 

gfedcb gfedcb gfedcb gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc gfedc

SECTION IV - EVIDENCE FOR MEETING STANDARDS

    DIRECTIONS: The 6-8 key assessments listed in Section II must be documented and discussed in 
Section IV. The assessments must be those that all candidates in the program are required to complete 
and should be used by the program to determine candidate proficiencies as expected in the program 
standards. Assessments and scoring guides should be aligned with the SPA standards. This means that 
the concepts in the SPA standards should be apparent in the assessments and in the scoring guides to 
the same depth, breadth, and specificity as in the SPA standards.

In the description of each assessment below, the SPA has identified potential assessments that would 
be appropriate. Assessments have been organized into the following three areas that are addressed in 
NCATE’s unit standard 1:
 Content knowledge (Assessments 1 and 2)
 Pedagogical and professional knowledge, skills and dispositions (Assessments 3 and 4)
 Focus on student learning (Assessment 5)

Note that in some disciplines, content knowledge may include or be inextricable from professional 
knowledge. If this is the case, assessments that combine content and professional knowledge may be 
considered "content knowledge" assessments for the purpose of this report.

For each assessment, the compiler should prepare a document that includes the following items: a two 
page narrative that responds to questions 1, 2, 3, and 4 (below) and the three items listed in question 5 



(below). This document should be attached as directed. 

1. A brief description of the assessment and its use in the program (one sentence may be sufficient);
2. A description of how this assessment specifically aligns with the standards it is cited for in Section 
III. Cite SPA standards by number, title, and/or standard wording.
3. A brief analysis of the data findings;
4. An interpretation of how that data provides evidence for meeting standards, indicating the specific 
SPA standards by number, title, and/or standard wording; and
5. Attachment of assessment documentation, including:
(a) the assessment tool or description of the assignment; 
(b) the scoring guide for the assessment; and 
(c) candidate data derived from the assessment. 

It is preferred that the response for each of 5a, 5b, and 5c (above) be limited to the equivalent of five 
text pages, however in some cases assessment instruments or scoring guides may go beyond five 
pages.

All three components of the assessment (as identified in 5a-c) must be attached, with the following 
exceptions: (a) the assessment tool and scoring guide are not required for reporting state licensure 
data, and (b) for some assessments, data may not yet be avail

    1.  Data from licensure tests or professional examinations of content knowledge. IRA standards 
addressed in this entry could include all of the standards. If your state does not require licensure 
tests or professional examinations in the content area, data from another assessment must be 
presented to document candidate attainment of content knowledge. Provide assessment information 
(items 1-5) as outlined in the directions for Section IV. (Answer required)

Provide assessment information (items 1-5) as outlined in the directions for Section IV

    2.  Assessment of content knowledge in reading education. IRA standards addressed in this entry 
could include but are not limited to 1 and 5. Examples of appropriate assessments include 
comprehensive examinations, research reports, child studies, action research, portfolio projects,(8)

and essays. (Answer required)

Provide assessment information (items 1-5) as outlined in the directions for Section IV

    (8) For program review purposes, there are two ways to list a portfolio as an assessment. In some programs a portfolio is considered a single 
assessment and scoring criteria (usually rubrics) have been developed for the contents of the portfolio as a whole. In this instance, the portfolio would be 
considered a single assessment. However, in many programs a portfolio is a collection of candidate work—and the artifacts included are discrete items. 

In this case, some of the artifacts included in the portfolio may be considered individual assessments.

Comprehensive Exam Data

See Attachments panel below.

    3.  Assessment that demonstrates candidates can effectively plan reading and literacy instruction, 
or fulfill other professional responsibilities in reading education. IRA standards that could be 
addressed in this assessment include but are not limited to 2, 3, 4, and 5. Examples of assessments 



include the evaluation of candidates’ abilities to develop lesson or unit plans or individualized 
educational plans. (Answer required)

Provide assessment information as outlined in the directions for Sections III and IV. 

Assessment #3 Directions Assessment #3 Scoring Rubric

Assessment #3 Data  

See Attachments panel below.

    4.  Assessment that demonstrates candidates' knowledge, skills, and dispositions are applied 
effectively in practice. IRA standards that could be addressed in this assessment include but are not 
limited to 2, 3, 4, and 5. The assessment instrument used to evaluate internships, practicum, or 
other clinical experiences should be submitted. (Answer required)

Provide assessment information (items 1-5) as outlined in the directions for Section IV

Assessment #4 Directions Assessment #4 Scoring Rubric

See Attachments panel below.

    5.  Assessment that demonstrates and evaluates candidate effects on student learning and 
provision of supportive learning environments for student learning. IRA standards that could be 
addressed in this assessment include but are not limited to 2, 3, 4, and 5. Examples of assessments 
include those based on student work samples, portfolio tasks, case studies, follow-up studies, and 
employer surveys. (Answer Required)

Provide assessment information (items 1-5) as outlined in the directions for Section IV

Assessment #5 Scoring Rubric Assessment #5 Data

Assessment #5 Directions  

See Attachments panel below.

    6.  IRA standards that could be addressed in this assessment include but are not limited to 2, 3, 4, 
and 5. Examples of appropriate assessments include evaluations of field experiences, case studies, 
research reports, child studies, action research, portfolio tasks, and follow-up studies. (Answer 
required)

Provide assessment information (items 1-5) as outlined in the directions for Section IV

Assessment # 6 Rubric Assessment #6 Directions

See Attachments panel below.



    7.  Additional assessment that addresses IRA standards. Examples of assessments include 
evaluations of field experiences, case studies, portfolio tasks, licensure tests not reported in #1, and 
follow-up studies.

Provide assessment information (items 1-5) as outlined in the directions for Section IV

Assessment #7 Directions Assessment #7 Scoring Rubric

Assessment #7 Data  

See Attachments panel below.

    8.  Additional assessment that addresses IRA standards. Examples of assessments include 
evaluations of field experiences, case studies, portfolio tasks, licensure tests not reported in #1, and 
follow-up studies.

Provide assessment information (items 1-5) as outlined in the directions for Section IV

Assessment #8 Directions Assessment #8 Scoring Rubric

Assessment #8 Data  

See Attachments panel below.

SECTION V - USE OF ASSESSMENT RESULTS TO IMPROVE PROGRAM

    1.  Evidence must be presented in this section that assessment results have been analyzed and 
have been or will be used to improve candidate performance and strengthen the program. This 
description should not link improvements to individual assessments but, rather, it should 
summarize principal findings from the evidence, the faculty's interpretation of those findings, and 
changes made in (or planned for) the program as a result. Describe the steps program faculty has 
taken to use information from assessments for improvement of both candidate performance and 
the program. This information should be organized around (1) content knowledge, (2) professional 
and pedagogical knowledge, skill, and dispositions, and (3) student learning. 

(Response limited to 12,000 characters)

 

SECTION VI - FOR REVISED REPORTS OR RESPONSE TO CONDITIONS REPORTS ONLY

    1.  Describe what changes or additions have been made in response to issues cited in previous 
recognition report. List the sections of the report you are resubmitting and the changes that have 
been made. Specific instructions for preparing a revised report or a response to condition report 
are available on the NCATE web site at http://www.ncate.org/institutions/process.asp?ch=4 
(Response limited to 24,000 characters.)

NATIONAL RECOGNITION REPORT
Preparation of Reading Education Professionals



REJOINDER

In 2007 faculty within the Department of Teacher Education began the process of examining the MSE-
Reading program and concluded that the program needed to be restructured in order to meet the needs of 
the teachers and schools served by Arkansas State University. During the course of the 2007-2008 
school year, the Reading Group, composed of faculty qualified to teach in the MSE-Reading program 
(the majority of them newly-hired faculty), met numerous times and successfully restructured the MSE-
Reading program, developed several new courses, and examined appropriate assessments for the 
program that would insure alignment with IRA standards.
The newly restructured MSE-Reading program was implemented in the fall of 2008. The initial Program 
Report of the Preparation of Reading Education Professions was submitted to the International Reading 
Association (IRA) on September 9, 2008, in anticipation of ASU’s institutional review of the National 
Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE). At the time of the initial report to the IRA, 
data was not available for the newly restructured program. 
Upon receipt of the National Recognition Report: Preparation of Reading Education Professionals on 
February 2, 2009, the Reading Group met to address the conditions established by the IRA for national 
recognition of ASU’s MSE-Reading program. Over the course of several months each of the major 
reading courses in the program, along with their respective assessments, were analyzed. As a result, 
some assessments were substantially revised and others were rewritten to reflect alignment with IRA 
standards more clearly. Section II: List of Assessments provides a description of the current (newly-
revised) list of assessments. Section III: Relationship of Assessment to Standards depicts the MSE-
Reading program’s alignment with IRA Standards. 
This report will delineate efforts made by Reading Group faculty to resolve IRA’s areas of concern.
1. Address IRA standards at the Reading Specialist/Literacy Coach Level. 

Reading Group faculty examined each of the assessments associated with MSE-Reading courses in order 
to insure that each assessment addressed IRA standards at the Reading Specialist/Literacy Coach level. 
Examples of assessments’ alignment with IRA standards at the Reading Specialist/Literacy Coach level 
include:

Assessment 3: RDNG 6553, Individualized Literacy Plan for an Adolescent Learner. 
Candidates “develop a user-friendly handbook for teachers” -or- “create a presentation for teachers 
where you describe how you approached and developed the ongoing literacy plan for the student.”
(See Section IV, Number 3, Assessment #3 Directions.)
Assessment 4: RDNG 6353, Literacy Leadership Portfolio. 
Candidates will:
You will need to collect, analyze, and evaluate schoolwide reading assessment (formal and informal) 
data from the past three years to determine strengths and weaknesses of the school's reading program. 
These assessments will include the Arkansas Comprehensive Testing, Assessment, and Accountability 
Program (ACTAAP) or other state administered norm referenced or criterion referenced standardized 
exams, and informal assessments such as the Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills 
(DIBELS), the Developmental Reading Assessment (DRA), or other assessments administered at the 
school.
(See Section IV, Number 4, Assessment #4 Directions.)
Assessment 5: RDNG 6333, Classroom Assessment and Intervention Case Study. 
Candidates will:
collaborate with reading professionals (teachers and literacy specialists or coaches) to identify and 
examine a variety of reading assessments … analyze data … work collaboratively with a colleague to 
plan reading instruction designed to meet the needs of all the students within their two classes using a 
variety of grouping practices and a wide range of evidence based instructional practices, approaches, and 
methods … The candidate will implement the instructional plan within his/her class and will facilitate 



the implementation of the instructional plan within his/her colleague’s class through modeling 
instructional strategies, peer observations, and peer evaluations.
(See Section IV, Number 5, Assessment #5 Directions.)
Assessment 6: RDNG 6563, Brain-Based Literacy Instruction Unit of Inquiry: Researching, Planning, 
Implementing and Reflecting. 
Candidates will “implement the instructional plan and work collaboratively with a team of 4-5 
colleagues/peer to evaluate the efficacy of the instructional plan throughout 6 weeks of implementation.”

(See Section IV, Number 6, Assessment #6 Directions.)
Assessment 7: RDNG 6313, Research Paper: Connecting Theory and Research to Practice. 
Candidates will “compare, contrast, and critique the major theories of reading.”
(See Section IV, Number 7, Assessment #7 Directions.)
Assessment 8: RDNG: RDNG 6513, Research-Based Observation: Analysis and Reflection. 
Candidates will “share research summaries and answers to reflective questions in an online forum and 
participate in a reflective dialogue about their own and their peers’ professional practices.”
(See Section IV, Number 8, Assessment #8 Directions.)
2. Provide evidence of 24 hours of reading/literacy courses in addition to the 6 credits of supervised 
practica. 
Reading Group faculty developed a new course, entitled RDNG 6243, Reading in the Digital Age. 
RDNG 6243 will replace TE 6243, Technology as a Tool for Teaching. This course is now required as a 
core course in the MSE-Reading program and will be taught for the first time in the summer, 2010, 
semester. MSE-Reading candidates are required to take seven RDNG core/major courses, two RDNG 
specialty courses, and one RDNG elective course. Therefore, MSE-Reading candidates earn a total of 30 
credit hours of reading courses. Of these, 6 credit hours are of supervised practica: RDNG 6333, 
Reading Practicum I – Diagnosis and Intervention, and RDNG 6353, Reading Practicum II – Leadership 
in Literacy. (See Section I, Number 6, MSE in Reading Education Program Checksheet.)
3. Provide data for assessments used in the program review. 
Students entering the restructured MSE-Reading program began coursework in the fall of 2008. Data is 
reported for assessments associated with the courses that have been taught since the inception of the 
program; data is also reported for the Comprehensive Exam administered March 6, 2010. However, 
administration of Assessment #1 (Praxis II) and Assessment #2 (Master’s Comprehensive Exam) will 
not be administered until mid-March of 2010, after submission of this report. 
Assessment #1: Praxis II: State Licensure Test (Reading Praxis II for Reading Specialist K-12). Data is 
unavailable. Candidates will take this exam in mid-March, 2010. Data will not be available until after 
April, 2010.
Assessment #2: Master’s Comprehensive Exam. Candidates enrolled in the newly revised MSE-Reading 
program were administered the Comprehensive Exam for the first time March 6, 2010. Of the 10 
candidates taking the exam, 10% (n=1) scored at an exemplary level and 90% (n=9) scored at an 
acceptable level. One hundred percent, therefore, scored at an acceptable level or above.
Assessment #3: Individualized Literacy Plan with an Adolescent Learner (RDNG 6553, Adolescent 
Literacy). Data was collected in summer, 2009, the first time this course was offered. Of the 15 MSE-
Reading candidates enrolled in RDNG 6553: 87% (n=13) met Standard 1.4 at an exemplary level; 13% 
(n=2) met Standard 1.4 at an acceptable level. Ninety-three percent (n=14) met Standard 3.2 at an 
exemplary level; 7% (n=1) met Standard 3.2 at an acceptable level. One hundred percent (n=15) met 
Standards 4.1, 4.2, and 5.1 at an exemplary level. (IRA Standards 2.2, 2.3, 3.3, 3.4, 4.3, and 4.4 were 
added to this assessment after revisions. Current data was collected in Summer, 2009, prior to revision. 
Therefore, this data reflects the original, unrevised assessment.) 
Of the 15 candidates enrolled in RDNG 6553, 100% scored at the acceptable or exemplary level on all 
assessed standards. 
(See Section IV, Number 3, Assessment #3 Data.)
Assessment #4: Leadership in Literacy Portfolio (RDNG 6353, Reading Practicum II). Data is 



unavailable. Candidates are currently enrolled in this class (Spring, 2010) and, therefore, data will not be 
available until May, 2010.
Assessment #5: Classroom Assessment and Intervention Case Study (RDNG 6333, Reading Practicum 
I). Data was collected in fall, 2009, the first time the course was offered. Of the 11 MSE-Reading 
candidates enrolled in RDNG 6333: 64% (n=7) met Standard 1.4 at an exemplary level; 36% (n=4) met 
Standard 1.4 at an acceptable level. One hundred percent (n=11) met standards 2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 3.2, and 3.3 
at an exemplary level. Ninety-one percent (n=10) met Standards 3.1 and 5.3 at an exemplary level; 9% 
(n=1) met Standards 3.1 and 5.3 at an acceptable level. Fifty-five percent (n=6) met Standard 3.4 at an 
exemplary level; 45% (n=5) met Standard 3.4 at an acceptable level. Seventy-three percent (n=8) met 
Standards 4.1 and 4.2 at an exemplary rate; 27% met 4.1 and 4.2 at an acceptable rate. 
Of the 11 candidates enrolled in RDNG 6333, 100% scored at the acceptable or exemplary level on all 
assessed standards. 
(See Section IV, Number 5, Assessment #5 Data.)
Assessment #6: Brain-Based Literacy Instruction Unit of Inquiry: Researching, Planning, Implementing 
and Reflecting (RDNG 6563, Principles of Literacy Cognition). This assessment was not a part of the 
original program assessments as submitted in September, 2008. Data from this assessment will not be 
available until May, 2010. 
Assessment #7: Research Paper (RDNG 6313, Theory and Practice in Reading). Data was collected in 
fall, 2008, and fall, 2009. 
Fall, 2008, Data: Of the 22 MSE-Reading candidates enrolled in RDNG 6313 in fall, 2008, 32% (n=7) 
met Standards 1.1, 1.3, and 5.1 at an exemplary level; 68% met Standard 1.1, 1.3, and 5.1 at an 
acceptable level. Ninety-one percent (n=20) met Standard 1.2 at an exemplary level; 9% met Standard 
1.2 at an acceptable level. 
Fall, 2009, Data: Of the 14 MSE-Reading candidates enrolled in RDNG 6313 in fall, 2009, 86% (n=12) 
met Standards 1.1, 1.3, and 5.1 at an exemplary level; 14% met Standards 1.1, 1.3, and 5.1 at an 
acceptable level. Ninety-two percent (n=13) met Standard 1.2 at an exemplary level; 8% (n=1) met 
Standard 1.2 at an acceptable level. 
Of the 36 candidates enrolled in RDNG 6313 during in 2008 and 2009, 100% scored at the acceptable or 
exemplary level on all assessed standards. 
(See Section IV, Number 7, Assessment #7 Data.)
Assessment #8: Research-Based Observation: Analysis and Reflection (RDNG 6513, Research-Based 
Observation: Analysis and Reflection). Data was collected in summer, 2009. Of the 17 MSE-Reading 
candidates enrolled in RDNG 6513, 71% (n=12) met Standards 1.1, 1.2, and 1.3 at an exemplary level; 
29% met Standards 1.1, 1.2, and 1.3 at an acceptable level. Eighty-eight percent (n=15) met Standards 
5.1 and 5.3 at an exemplary level; 12% (n=2) met Standards 5.1 and 5.3 at an acceptable level. 
Of the 17 candidates enrolled in RDNG 6513, 100% scored at the acceptable or exemplary level on all 
assessed standards.
(See Section IV, Number 8, Assessment #8 Data.)
Provisions for Unsuccessful Candidates: Because the MSE-Reading program is newly revised 
assessment data is available for only 5 assessments: #2, #3, #5, #7, and #8. Of the assessments that have 
been administered within the new program, the data indicates that 100% of MSE-Reading candidates 
have met the relevant standards at an acceptable or exemplary level. In the initial stages of 
implementation of the newly revised program, instructors discussed the need to insure that all candidates 
successfully completed each assessment at an acceptable (or exemplary) level. Therefore, it was decided 
that in the event a candidate experiences difficulty with any component of an assessment associated with 
a particular course (specifically, assessment #s 3 – 8), the instructor would make arrangements to meet 
individually with the candidate to assist him/her. In the courses that have been completed this approach 
has enabled our candidates to be successful and meet the expectations associated with each assessment 
and IRA standards at an acceptable or exemplary level. With respect to assessment #2, the 
comprehensive exam, candidates who are unsuccessful with particular questions on the exam will be 
given the opportunity to re-take all or portions of the exam. Likewise, candidates are able to retake 



Praxis II in the event they do not earn a score of 560 or better in order to obtain the Reading Specialist 
Licensure Endorsement, Grades P-8 and 7-12 from the Arkansas Department of Education.
Collection and Maintenance of Data: Collection of data associated with assessment #s 3-8 is completed 
by instructors of the courses in which the assessments are completed. This data is maintained by the 
individual instructor. Additionally, this data is maintained in an electronic data bank established by the 
Reading Group through the university’s Interactive Teaching and Technology Center. Data from 
assessment #2, the comprehensive exam, is maintained in the electronic data bank. Praxis II scores are 
submitted to the university’s College of Education Professional Education Programs Office and 
subsequently provided to the MSE-Reading faculty. Praxis II data is maintained in the electronic data 
bank along with other MSE-Reading assessment data.
4. Revision of assessment directions to candidates to clearly link the standards to assignment directions 
and scoring rubrics. 
Assessments 3-8 and their respective scoring rubrics have been revised to reflect clear linkage with IRA 
Standards. (See Section IV, Numbers 3 – 8; Assessments 3 – 8 Directions; Assessments 3 – 8 Scoring 
Rubrics.) 
5. NCATE requires Assessment 3 to assess candidate’s ability to plan instruction. Assessment 4 to assess 
candidate’s internship and Assessment 5 to candidate’s ability to impact student learning; it is not clear 
that each of the assessments submitted accomplish that goal. 
Assessment #3 (RDNG 6553, Individualized Literacy Plan for an Adolescent Learner) has been revised. 
As a component of this assessment, MSE-Reading candidates interview an adolescent learner, “collect 
various artifacts of and for assessment,” and “find varied comprehension strategies/scaffolding 
techniques or schemata that will assist the learner in making sense of textbooks or required readings 
from his/her courses.” The emphasis in this assessment is on developing an understanding of a specific 
learner in order to plan instruction to meet the unique needs of that learner. (See Section IV, Number 3, 
Assessment #3 Directions.)
Assessment #4 (RDNG 6353, Literacy Leadership Portfolio) has been revised. As a component of this 
assessment, MSE-Reading candidates evaluate a school’s literacy program, develop a “professional 
interest survey for a specific group of teachers/paraprofessionals at a school,” and, based on the 
evaluation of the school’s literacy program and survey findings, identify an area for study. The candidate 
will locate relevant research-based articles that address the identified area of study and will lead a 
collaborative discussion group with teachers at the school and discuss/reflect how the professional 
development impacts student learning. RDNG 6353 is the final course in the MSE-Reading program and 
serves as a synthesis experience for candidates. It is a field-based internship and supervised by the 
instructor. (See Section IV, Number 3, Assessment #4, Assessment #4 Directions.)
Assessment #5: (RDNG 6333, Classroom Assessment and Intervention Case) has been revised. As a 
component of this assessment, MSE-Reading candidates “administer a minimum of two different 
reading assessments to one class of students and a minimum of the same reading assessments to a 
colleague’s class.” Based on the analysis of the assessment data, the candidate will plan and implement a 
6 week instructional plan “designed to meet the needs of all the students” within the two classrooms 
assessed. Candidates will collaborate with a colleague to conduct progress monitoring in order to 
evaluate the impact of the instructional plan on student learning. In addition, the candidate will 
“collaborate with a peer/colleague to develop a plan of intervention for a struggling reader,” “facilitate 
implementation of the plan of intervention,” and monitor student progress. The candidate will write a 
case study of the struggling reader which will include (1) the background of the student; (2) initial 
assessments of the student; (3) intervention plan; (4) monitoring notes/anecdotal records; (5) changes or 
adaptations in the intervention plan; (6) post-assessment information; (7) final results and 
recommendations to stakeholders; and (7) references. The emphasis in this assessment is on the use of 
assessment data to establish learners’ specific literacy needs and guide instructional planning decisions, 
developing a plan to meet the needs of a learner experiencing specific difficulties developing as a reader, 
and monitoring the progress of that student to insure the effectiveness of the instructional plan. (See 
Section IV, Number 5, Assessment #5 Directions.)



6. Assessment 4 does not clearly state what assessment information is communicated to different 
audiences. 
Assessment #4: Leadership in Literacy Portfolio (RDNG 6353, Reading Practicum II) has been revised 
for clarification. The assessment now states: 
You will need to collect, analyze, and evaluate schoolwide reading assessment (formal and informal) 
data from the past three years to determine strengths and weaknesses of the school's reading program. 
These assessments will include the Arkansas Comprehensive Testing, Assessment, and Accountability 
Program (ACTAAP) or other state administered norm referenced or criterion referenced standardized 
exams, and informal assessments such as the Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills 
(DIBELS), the Developmental Reading Assessment (DRA), or other assessments administered at the 
school.
Additionally, Assessment 4 clarifies the stakeholders to whom assessment information will be 
communicated: 
Using this information, complete an evaluation of a school's literacy program (see outline below) for 
your school that you will share with stakeholders (teachers, paraprofessionals, literacy leaders, principal, 
grade level chairs, and parents).
(See Section IV, Number 4, Assessment #4 Directions.)
7. In Assessments 5 and 6 it is not clear if candidates work with one student or a group of students. 
Assessment #5: (RDNG 6333, Classroom Assessment and Intervention Case). As a component of this 
assessment, candidates will “administer a minimum of two different assessments to one class of students 
and assist in the administration” of assessments to a colleague’s class. The analysis of data resulting 
from these assessments will be used to plan instruction for the two classes of students. Additionally, the 
“candidate will collaborate with a peer/colleague to develop a plan of intervention for a struggling 
reader.” (See Section IV, Number 5, Assessment #5 Directions.)
Assessment #6 was originally entitled, Stakeholders’ Report and was completed in RDNG 6333: 
Reading Practicum I: Diagnosis and Intervention. This original assessment has been combined with 
Assessment #5. The stakeholders’ report, therefore, is now one component of Assessment #5.
8. Assessment 7 is labeled a Research Paper, yet candidates write a grant; however there are no 
guidelines given for grant writing. 
Assessment #7 (RDNG 6313, Research Paper) has been revised. Elements of the grant writing activity 
have been eliminated. Assessment #7 is now entitled Research Paper: Connecting Theory and Research 
to Practice. (See Section IV, Number 7, Assessment #7 Directions.)
9. There is no evidence that candidates impact student learning; they work with students, but do not 
show HOW they impact student learning. 
Assessments 4, 5, 6, and 8 have been revised to assess/demonstrate candidates’ impact on student 
learning:
Assessment #4 (RDNG 6353, Literacy Leadership Portfolio). Candidates locate relevant research-based 
articles that address the identified area of study and will lead a collaborative discussion group with 
teachers at the school and discuss/reflect how the professional development impacts student learning. 
(See Section IV, Number 4, Assessment #4 Directions.)
Assessment #5: (RDNG 6333, Classroom Assessment and Intervention Case). Candidates demonstrate 
their use of assessments to plan reading instruction using a variety of grouping practices and evidence 
based instructional practices, approaches, and methods. Candidates work collaboratively with a 
colleague to conduct progress monitoring to evaluate instructional impact on student learning. 
Additionally, candidates use assessment data to develop a plan of intervention for a struggling reader. 
Throughout the implementation of the plan of intervention, candidates monitor the progress of the 
struggling reader and provide an analysis of the plan’s effect on student learning through anecdotal 
records and charting of pre- and post-test data. (See Section IV, Number 5, Assessment #5 Directions.)
Assessment #6: (RDNG 6563, Brain-Based Literacy Instruction Unit of Inquiry: Researching, Planning, 
Implementing and Reflecting). Candidates review research related to literacy cognition and brain-based 
research and apply their knowledge of research findings to develop a 6-week instructional unit designed 



to meet the needs of individual students based on their reading levels, interests, and cultural and 
linguistic backgrounds. At the conclusion of 6 weeks of implementation of the instructional plan, 
candidates will “critically analyze and evaluate … the effectiveness of the instructional plan to impact 
student learning (based on data analysis of pre-test/post-test or other qualitative method for 
evaluation).” (See Section IV, Number 6, Assessment #6 Directions.)
Assessment #8: (RDNG 6513, Research-Based Observation: Analysis and Reflection). Candidates will 
summarize the literature review component of the research paper they will write and address reflective 
questions about their professional practice: “Based on my understanding of national standards, current 
research, and contemporary state and federal policies, how can I improve my professional practice to 
positively impact student learning?” (See Section IV, Number 8, Assessment #8 Directions.)

Please click "Next"

    This is the end of the report. Please click "Next" to proceed.


