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State Standards

FOR STATE LEADERS

Integrating the Components of Effective Reading
Instruction Into State Content Standards

Standards are the primary drivers of instruction; they represent consensus within a state on
what students should know and be able to do. Scientifically based reading instruction is
much more likely to be sustained and scaled up when (a) teaching to the standards and (b)
addressing the five components of effective reading instruction established by the National
Reading Panel— are the same thing.

The Process: Standards Development and Revision

Standards are not fixed and im-
mutable, but normally undergo
periodic review and revision.
When standards were first de-
veloped, states convened com-
missions by content area and
wrestled with questions such as
whether to write standards by
grade cluster or by grade level
and what the appropriate “grain
size” for standards was, i.e.,
how detailed standards should

be. States wrote standards in a
variety of ways and have taken
a number of approaches to
make standards into more ef-
fective tools for teachers. For
example, many states have (1)
added performance indicators
by grade level (2) identified
“power standards” (3) written
voluntary curricula with grade
level expectations (4) written
performance level descriptions

for their state tests and (5) estab-
lished banks of released items
and examples of proficient stu-
dent work.

Ensuring that all teachers know
what to teach and what profi-
cient student performance looks
like is a complicated, long-term
endeavor.

Our State Standards: Are we on target to support
scientifically based reading instruction?

The first consideration for re-
viewing state standards to sup-
port sustainability is the degree
to which standards correlate
with the five components of
effective reading instruction.

The correlation of state stan-
dards and important reading
content has been twice studied,
first by the Center for the Im-
provement of Early Reading
Achievement (Wixson and

Dutro, 1998) and also by RMC
Research Corp in a study re-
quired by the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act, as
amended by the No Child Left
Behind Act of 2001, Section
1205 (Schenck, Walker, and Na-
gel, 2005). These two studies
addressed the following types of
questions, which are relevant to
any state wishing to review its
content standards for represen-
tation of the components of

effective instruction of reading
(1)the extent to which all five
components are covered, (2) if
the right skills are represented
at the right grade levels, and
(3) if the standards representing
each area provide an appropri-
ate level of detail with sufficient
specificity to promote alignment
of curriculum, instruction, and
assessment.

(See ARE WE ON TARGET? Page 2)



Are we on target to support scientifically based reading instruction?

(cont. from page 1)

RMC’s 2005 study employed an expert
panel to review reading standards of a
sample of 20 states. Some of the key find-
ings were:

® Comprehension standards were judged
to cover most or all of the appropriate
content in 90% of the states, followed
by phonics, (80%), vocabulary (60%),
phonemic awareness (60%), and fluency
(55%).

Most standards representing each com-
ponent were judged to be placed at the
appropriate grade by most of the states.

Most states (75%) provide an appropri-
ate level of detail for comprehension
standards, followed by vocabulary
(70%), phonics (60%), phonemic aware-
ness (50%), and fluency (35%). In most
cases when standards were judged as

® All of the 20 sampled states make com-
prehension clearly visible in their organi-
zation of reading standards. Almost all
(18) make some of the other elements
visible. Half make all five components
visible and they tend to do so at rela-
tively high levels within the organiza-
tional hierarchy.

For each of the five components, states
with larger numbers of standards have
standards that provide better coverage,
are more likely to be at an appropriate
grade level, and are written more often
at an appropriate level of detail.

Both the number and the quality of
reading standards—within and across
the five elements—were directly related
to the degree of component visibility
within the organization of the reading
standards.

not having an appropriate level of detail,
it was because they were too broad.

What additional supports can states provide?

Beyond standards-related infrastructures themselves, states sometimes provide guidance
to districts on processes for (1) developing curriculum maps and pacing guides and (2) re-
viewing and selecting textbooks or support/intervention programs. For example, the state
of Washington reviewed many core programs K-3 and 4-10 and produced documents for
each of those levels that identify the degree of alignment of each of the programs with the
state’s reading standards (EALRs) and GLEs. The Washington Office of the Superintendent
of Public Instruction (OSPI) makes the point that quality, standards-aligned instructional
materials are one indispensable tool teachers truly need in order to teach a systematic,
explicit beginning reading program. If students are fluent readers by the end of first grade,
research validates that they will have the necessary prerequisite skills to focus on reading
to learn in subsequent grade levels and throughout life.

The stated goal of the English and Spanish K-3 Core/Comprehensive Reading Instructional
Materials Review@ (2006) is to provide districts with a more complete report of the align-
ment of programs that teach beginning reading. The review was also completed to create a
qualified menu of programs from which the cohort of Reading First schools would choose.
Grades 4-10 Core/Comprehensive Reading Instructional Materials Review@ (2007) looks at
materials for upper grades. What is unique about each of these two documents and the
process that was used to develop them is the state’s focus on using the state’s content
standards and GLEs for reading as the central guide to analyze the curriculum materials.
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How do | get started?

The best way to start is by locating
staff within the SEA with
responsibility for reading/English
language arts standards and begin a
conversation to learn about how the
standards were developed, any
regular opportunities for revision,
and whether the state has ever
analyzed its standards for
correlation with the five
components of effective reading
instruction. Building interest, buy-in,
support for the importance of such
activities are the prerequisites for
standards revision. Once the
political will and support is in place,
you can plan for and carry out the
logistics of review and revision.
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Sustainability is the
ability of a program
to operate on its
core beliefs and
values (its reading
culture) and use
them to guide
essential and
inevitable program
adaptations over
time while
maintaining
improved outcomes.

Adapted from Century
and Levy, 2002

Read and
Learn More

CIERA Report #3-001
"Standards for Primary-
Grade Reading: An Analysis
of State Frameworks"

Analysis of State K-3 Reading
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Washington State: Standards to Support Reading

Component of Standards

How It Supports Effective Reading Instruction

EALRs

(Essential Academic Learn-
ing Requirements)

Washington's content standards, the Essential Academic Learn-
ing Requirements() (EALRs) are broad, overarching statements
of what learners should know and be able to do. The four EALRs
for reading apply to all grades and form the basis for the Grade
Level Expectations, which are much more detailed. The EALRs
were initially developed beginning with the Basic Education Act
of 1993, preceding the report of the National Reading Panel and
the current focus on the elements of effective reading instruc-
tion.

GLEs

(Grade Level Expectations)

The Grade Level Expectations() (GLEs) describe the precise
knowledge and skills that students must acquire from kindergar-
ten through high school. They demonstrate a high level of speci-
ficity which teachers can use to plan effective reading lessons.
The GLEs were developed at the same time that the state was
adopting its vision for effective reading instruction, the Wash-
ington State K-12 Reading Model. The state very intentionally
incorporated the five elements of effective reading instruction
throughout the strands and levels of the GLEs.

Online Grade Level Re-
sources

The Online Grade Level Resources are designed to support in-
struction using the EALRs/GLEs by providing materials and re-
sources aligned to the Grade Level Expectations (GLEs). The web
site provides a variety of resources based on the GLEs, including
instructional units based on specific GLEs, classroom instruc-
tional activities, simple rubrics, and other assessments of stu-
dent learning.

WASL

(Washington Assessment
of Student Learning)

Strands and Stems

The Washington Assessment of Student Learning (WASL) meas-
ures student learning of the state’s academic standards. Stu-
dents are tested each spring in grades 3-8 and 10 in reading and
math. Students also are tested in writing in grades 4, 7 and 10
and science in grades 5, 8 and 10. The Washington Office of the
Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI) website includes
links to specific reading related strands and stems() taken from
the WASL.

Reading Content Area Pro-
fessional Development
Needs Assessment Tool

Teacher professional development needs are defined by student
learning needs. The OSPI website provides a needs assessment
tool0) that enables teachers at each grade level to use that
knowledge to plan professional development and to determine
areas for inclusion in their professional growth plan.

This publication was created by RMC Research Corporation under contract ED04C00041 with the U.S. De-
partment of Education. The views expressed herein do not necessarily represent the policies of the U.S.
Department of Education. No official endorsement by the U.S. Department of Education of any product,
commodity, or enterprise in this publication is intended or should be inferred.

RMC Research Corporation
1501 Wilson Boulevard, Suite 1250
Arlington, VA 22209

Here’'s How

State Sustainability Strategies Page 3


http://www.k12.wa.us/CurriculumInstruct/EALR_GLE.aspx
http://www.k12.wa.us/CurriculumInstruct/EALR_GLE.aspx
http://www.k12.wa.us/CurriculumInstruct/EALR_GLE.aspx
http://www.k12.wa.us/CurriculumInstruct/EALR_GLE.aspx
http://www.k12.wa.us/ealrs/default.aspx?ca=1
http://www.k12.wa.us/ealrs/default.aspx?ca=1
http://www.k12.wa.us/ealrs/default.aspx?ca=1
http://www.k12.wa.us/Ealrs/TopNav/WaslSupport.aspx
http://www.k12.wa.us/Ealrs/TopNav/WaslSupport.aspx
http://www.k12.wa.us/assessment/default.aspx
http://www.k12.wa.us/Ealrs/TopNav/WaslReport.aspx?ca=1&select=0&grades=4
http://www.k12.wa.us/ProfDev/pubdocs/PlottingWorkSheets/PGPWReadinggrd3V2.doc
http://www.k12.wa.us/ProfDev/pubdocs/PlottingWorkSheets/PGPWReadinggrd3V2.doc
http://www.k12.wa.us/ProfDev/pubdocs/PlottingWorkSheets/PGPWReadinggrd3V2.doc
http://www.k12.wa.us/ProfDev/pubdocs/PlottingWorkSheets/PGPWReadinggrd3V2.doc
http://www.k12.wa.us/ProfDev/pubdocs/PlottingWorkSheets/PGPWReadinggrd3V2.doc
http://www.ciera.org/library/reports/inquiry-3/3-001/3-001.html
http://www.ciera.org/library/reports/inquiry-3/3-001/3-001.html
http://www.ciera.org/library/reports/inquiry-3/3-001/3-001.html
http://www.ciera.org/library/reports/inquiry-3/3-001/3-001.html
http://www.readingfirst.virginia.edu/pdfs/nclb_analysis.pdf
http://www.readingfirst.virginia.edu/pdfs/nclb_analysis.pdf


Standards for Primary-Grade Reading: An Analysis of State
Frameworks

Karen K. Wixson and Elizabeth Dutro
University of Michigan

Growing concern for the literacy abilities of youth in the U.S. has focused attention on
issues of early reading curriculum, instruction, and assessment. Attention to these issues is
manifest in many ways, including the development of state standards aimed at promoting
early reading acquisition. Since state standards have the potential to influence everything
from district policy to student achievement, their content should be examined closely. This
report analyzes state standards for early reading/language arts from two perspectives--what
we know about standards and what we know about early reading.

State policymakers have historically delegated authority over public education to local
school districts, particularly in matters of curriculum and instruction. Districts have further
entrusted the curriculum to teachers or textbook publishers, and have done little to provide
or develop instructional guidelines (Massell, Kirst, & Hoppe, 1997). What little direction
states or districts have provided has often been limited to listings of course requirements or
behavioral objectives. Few states have prescribed the content of courses or curricula, and
even fewer have provided instructional guidance (Cohen & Spillane, 1993).

Recently, the involvement of states in curriculum and instruction matters has changed.
During the past two decades, many state departments of education have made
unprecedented forays into curriculum and instruction. (Massell, Kirst, & Hoppe, 1997).The
publication of A Nation at Risk (National Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983)
set off a firestorm of reform activity. When the initial waves of reform produced
disappointing results (cf. Cohen & Spillane, 1992), growing concern about the educational
preparation of the nation's youth prompted President Bush and state governors to call an
education summit in September 1989 where they agreed on six broad goals for education to
be reached by the year 2000 (National Education Goals Panel, 1991).

To this end, Congress established the bipartisan National Council on Education Standards
and Testing (NCEST) in June 1991. Six months later, NCEST issued a report
recommending national content standards and a national system of assessments based on
the new standards (NCEST, 1992). The U.S. Department of Education then pursued a
purposeful strategy of education reform based on high standards. The implicit model was
California’s education reform program, which was started in the mid 1980s by state
superintendent Bill Honig. The U.S. Department of Education presupposed that





educational improvement should begin with an agreement on content standards that could
be implemented at both the national and state levels. The department took guidance in
developing national standards from the National Council of Teachers of Mathematics
(NCTM), whose Curriculum and Evaluation Standards for School Mathematics (1989)
preempted the call for standards in 1989.

A standards-based view of reform holds that once broad agreement on what is to be taught
and learned has been achieved, everything else in the education system can be redirected
toward reaching higher standards. To promote this view, the U.S. Department of Education
made awards in 1991 and 1992 to broad-based groups of scholars and teachers who would
develop voluntary national standards in science, history, the arts, civics, geography, foreign
languages, and English language arts. Competitive awards were also made to states for the
purpose of developing curriculum frameworks to include state content standards in all of
these subject areas plus mathematics, which already had national standards. The Clinton
administration, in support of the same agenda, made Goals 2000 the centerpiece of its
education initiatives.

The goal of standards-based reform efforts is to change teaching because without new
approaches to teaching, most students’ learning will not improve (Cohen, 1995). The key
question for reformers has been how to reach that goal. Most have found the answer in
new policy instruments that aim to foster changes in teaching and learning, as well as
reduce the tangles of regulation, bureaucracy, proliferating policy, and incoherent
governance that impede reform (Smith & O'Day, 1990). These new policy instruments are
commonly thought to include: new content standards or instructional frameworks;
assessments that focus students' and teachers’ work on intellectually authentic tasks that
are "aligned" with new content standards; more ambitious curricula that are consistent
with new standards and assessments; and changes in teacher education that would improve
enactment of the new standards (Cohen, 1995).

Since state and local standards are a relatively recent phenomenon, it is not surprising that
there has been virtually no research done on their relationship to student achievement. The
little research that has been done on standards-based practices focuses instead on the
impact of standards on local curricula, instruction, and teacher practices (e.g., Goertz,
Floden, & O'Day, 1995). As a starting point for thinking about the relationship between
standards and reading acquisition, we focus here on an analysis of the nature and content
of early reading/language arts standards. The characteristics of a state's content standards
in this area are likely to influence the translation of these standards into state and local
curriculum, instruction, and assessment practices. Ultimately, they will affect what students
in a particular state learn.





Method

The method used for this analysis is described in the following sections. We focused on
selecting criteria for evaluating state standards, identifying the state documents to be
analyzed, and establishing the procedures for analysis

Criteria for Evaluating State Standards

Several analyses of state standards in reading/language arts have been conducted by
groups such as the American Federation of Teachers (AFT, 1996), the Fordham
Foundation (Stotsky, 1997), and the Council for Basic Education (CBE, 1997). Each
analysis used a different set of criteria. The sets of criteria were developed largely by the
reviewers based on their own experience, reviews of other materials (i.e., curriculum
guides), and advice from educators and researchers. This situation poses a problem for the
consumers of these evaluations: Different criteria yield different results, and it is unclear
how to interpret such differences. For example, a review of the English language arts
standards of one state in our sample commissioned by the AFT (1996) resulted in a strong
rating on AFT's "*common core™ criterion, while a review commissioned by the Fordham
Foundation found the same state's standards sorely lacking.

First we needed to establish consistency in the criteria used to judge standards documents.
We settled upon a set of criteria that representatives of professional and stakeholder
organizations had conceived of as guidelines for educational agencies in standards
development. This effort was led by the Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO) in
collaboration with nine other educational organizations including the National Education
Goals Panel, AFT, CBE, National Alliance of Business, and Council of Great City Schools
(CCSSO0, 1996). The six criteria for standards put forward by these groups are as follows:

e Standards should expect and support all students achieving to high levels;

e Content standards should reflect the strengths of the relevant academic disciplines;

e Standards should be specific enough to cleatly convey the important academic knowledge and skills that
all students should learn, but broad enough to allow for multiple approaches to curriculum, instruction,

course design, and assessment;

e A plan should be in place to implement the content standards;





o The standards should be wotld class;

e The standards must be convincing and understandable to the lay public.

Our analysis of state reading/language atts standards focused on the first three of these critetia, as they atre most
relevant to the subject matter content of the standards. We were primarily interested in any variability among state
standards documents that was likely to impact translation into local programs of curriculum, instruction, and
assessment and, ultimately, student achievement.

Sample Selection

Before we could begin our analysis, we needed to gather together as many states' standards documents as we could.
We began by sending letters to all 50 states inquiring about the status of their English language arts standards
documents and asking for copies of them if they were available. The response was positive, resulting in our eventual
receipt of 35 state documents. For those states that failed to respond, we periodically checked the state departments
of education websites. We were eventually able to retrieve 7 additional state documents, for a total of 42 sets of
standards. Although several of the eight remaining states have recently completed standards or are currently in the
process of drafting them, these documents were not available at the time of analysis, either because the state did not
respond to our inquity or because the document was still in progress.

As we perused the documents we received, we realized that we would have to pare our sample down even further.
Of the 42 state documents in our sample, 2 provided only K-12 standards, 26 provided standards by grade-level
clusters, 3 provided grade clusters plus additional benchmarks or objectives for the primary grades, and 11 provided
standards and benchmarks/objectives for each grade level from K-12. The breakdowns by state are summarized in
Table 1. Since our interest was in early reading standards, the 14 documents that provided grade-by-grade
information for grades K-3 were the focus for our analysis.

Reading Language Arts Documents Reviewed

Organization
K-12 Only
Alaska Missouti
Grade Clusters
Arizona Keancky New York
Arkansas Louisiana Oreson
Colorado Michigan 80 .
Pennsylvania
Delaware Montana Rhode Island
Florida Nebraska ode 1stan
. Tennessee
Hawaii Nevada Vermont
Illinois New Hampshire ermont
. Wisconsin
Indiana New Jersey Wvomin.
Kansas New Mexico y g

Grade Clusters Plus K-3 Breakouts

Massachusetts North Carolina ~ Washington





Individual Grade Levels for K-12

Alabama Mississippi

California Ohio Sfi 1
Georgia Oklahoma W, gthair ini
Idaho Texas ©s gia

While the identity of the 14 states is evident in Table 1, our intention was not to single out any state as exemplary or
deficient. Insofar as the 14 states on whose standards this analysis focuses attend to the content of literacy learning in
the primary grades, their efforts should be applauded. To ensure anonymity, the 14 states are identified throughout
the remainder of this report by letters of the alphabet.

Procedures for Analysis

We began by familiarizing ourselves with each of the 42 documents. Next we examined each in detail according to
the three criteria gleaned from the CCSSO report. We conducted two distinct analyses, evaluating both specificity
and content as described below. In all of our analyses, standards are defined as the general statements about what
students should know and be able to do that tend to remain constant across grade levels and clusters. Benchmarks or
objectives are defined as the more specific statements about what students should know and be able to do that
usually vary across grade levels and clusters.

Specificity Analysis

The specificity analysis addressed both the complexity and the level of detail of the reading/language arts standards
documents. For these analyses we focused on the 14 states providing standards and benchmarks at the individual
grade levels K-3.

The complexity analysis relied on straightforward, objective procedures (e.g., counting numbers of benchmarks at
each developmental level). We examined the various ways that the states chose to parse reading. How many headings
and subheadings were included in a document? What aspects of reading and other language arts were represented by
the headings (e.g., Word Recognition, Literature, Oral Language, Speaking, etc.)?

The analysis aimed at level of detail involved counting the number of benchmarks within the area of
reading/language arts. We were interested in the differences among the documents in the level of detail represented
in their benchmarks, and wondered how this might impact local flexibility in the creation of systems of curriculum,
instruction, and assessment.

Content Analysis

The content analysis had two components: an analysis of content coverage, and an analysis of content
appropriateness. The content coverage analyses examined the cutricular path and areas covered in the state standards
documents, while the content appropriateness analyses addressed both the inclusion of inappropriate content and
the exclusion of important content.

The analysis of the areas covered and content appropriateness required that we develop content criteria for the eatly
grade levels. Identifying subject matter ctiteria for the content analysis of eatly reading/language atts standards was
difficult. A logical starting point seemed to be the National Council of Teachers of English/International Reading





Association (NCTE/IRA) Standards for English Language Arts (1996). Unfortunately, these standards are written at
the K-12 level and don't include information that can be used to evaluate content at individual grade levels. Instead,
we used a combination of four documents that synthesize and summarize current research related to reading
acquisition: Becoming a Nation of Readers (Anderson et al., 1985); Beginning to Read (Adams, 1990); Preventing
Reading Difficulties in Young Children (National Research Council, 1998); and Improving the Reading Achievement
of America's Children: 10 Research-Based Principles (CIERA, 1998). We reviewed these materials for commonalities
and constructed a set of criteria from the information that appeared in at least three of the four research syntheses
(see Table 2). Additionally, to address the CCSSO demand that states support learning for all students, we considered
the issue of English as a Second Language and/or bilingual learners, examining whether or not the state documents
explicitly attend to the needs of those particular children.

Criteria and Definitions for
Early English Language Arts Content

Foundations of Literacy

. Being consciously aware that phonemes exist as extractable and manipulable components of spoken
Phonemic Awareness K

words.
Concepts about Print Understanding the various forms and functions of written language.
Experience with Text Having many and varied experiences with text including listening and responding to text read aloud.
Word Identification
Letter Knowledge Naming and recognizing the letters of the alphabet.

Meaning-based Word
Recognition
Strategies

Determining the spoken language equivalent of a written word using meaning-based strategies such as
contextual analysis.

Spelling-Sound Word
Recognition
Strategies

Determining the spoken language equivalent of a written word using grapho-phonic strategies such as
sound-spelling correspondences and common spelling conventions (phonics).

Sight Words Reading frequently occurring words by sight.

Fluency Reading orally with ease, expressiveness, and appropriate phrasing.

Comprehension

Prior Knowledge Drawing on a store of knowledge about a topic to construct meaning.

Comprehension Employing appropriate strategies during reading to construct meaning from text (e.g., inferencing,
Strategies identifying crucial information, monitoring, summarizing, and question generating).

Vocabulary Understanding the definitions of words and the variety of contexts in which the words are used.
Literature

Experience with Interacting with literary works that offer information and enjoyment and that reflect diverse
Literature perspectives and expetiences.

Genre Understanding various forms, purposes, and conventions of literature and text.

Habits and Attitudes
Read for Enjoyment

Analyzing the curricular path involved a close examination of the 14 documents that contained grade-level
information. We needed to determine the extent to which these documents provided benchmatks that logically built
upon one another through grade-level progressions. For this portion of the analysis, we examined all of the state
documents in our sample with an eye toward their coverage of content. The analysis of content appropriateness,





however, was limited to the 14 documents with standards and benchmarks at individual grade levels. This analysis
was based on our reading of current research addressing the skills and processes that are crucial to early reading
achievement and providing guidance as to the developmental levels at which children can be expected to master
specific skills.

For the analysis of content coverage, we had to rely on our judgment of whether a document adequately addressed a
certain criterion and, therefore, required a different procedure from the motre objective analyses. Often a document's
inclusion or exclusion of standards and benchmarks reflecting the criteria was very straightforward. Other times it
was less clear. To ensure the reliability of our ratings, two people separately analyzed all of the content criteria. If a
difference arose in the analysis of a critetion within a state's document, the discrepancy was resolved through
discussion. The percentage of agreement between the two reviewers before discussion was 93 percent.

Analyses of State Standards

We present our analyses of state standards for eatly reading/language arts first, with a summary of findings related to
the CCSSO specificity criterion. These analyses are followed by a summary of the findings of the content analysis in
relation to the CCSSO criteria regarding support for all students achieving at high levels and attention to the
strengths of the academic discipline.

Specificity Analysis

The CCSSO consensus document indicates that standards should be specific enough to provide sufficient substance
to ensure that both curricula and assessments will work toward a common end. At the same time, standards should
not be so prescriptive that they inhibit the professional judgment of districts and individual teachers, or deny them
the flexibility that they need to tailor instructional strategies to the individual needs of students.

The CCSSO document recognizes the difficulties in providing sufficient specificity while allowing for flexibility.
There is a long tradition of local control in America's education system that temains strong today. The extent to
which a state should dictate what students in all the schools within their boundaries should learn is a question that
can only be resolved by each jurisdiction.

Level of specificity is an extremely important issue in standards evaluation. Many national and state standards
documents, including the NCTE/IRA Standards for English Language Arts (1996), have been criticized for lack of
specificity (Ravitch, 1995). But there is no consensus on what the optimum level of specificity is. Those who taught
or participated in some way in reading education in the 1970s will remember the dissatisfaction with overly specified
curricula (cf. Johnson & Pearson, 1975). The literature was replete with criticisms such as "minimums have become
maximums" or "we can't see the forest for the trees." In fact, the curricula that are being criticized today as "too
soft" or "undemanding" were developed in response to concerns about highly specified curricula focused on basics
at the expense of higher-order skills and processes.

Before we repeat the mistakes of the past, we need to more closely examine the standards under review and their
implications for instruction and assessment. Both the complexity and the level of detail in state reading standards are





important areas of analysis because they are likely to impact the development of local systems of curriculum,
instruction, and assessment in ways that will significantly effect student achievement.

Complexity

There is considerable vatiability among the 14 state documents in the complexity of the teading/language arts
standards by grade level. Some documents are organized simply with a small number of headings and no
subheadings, while others have complex organizations with multiple headings and subheadings. The writers of the
state frameworks documents made a fundamental decision about the parsing of reading alone and in relation to other
language arts such as speaking, writing, and listening. Ten of the 14 documents have a separate heading for Reading
or Reading in combination with another area such as Language or Literature. Three documents have separate
headings for Literature, and two documents are organized in terms of goals that cut across the areas of the language
arts (e.g., Effective Communicators).

Some documents divide Reading into a relatively small number of areas. For example, one state in our sample has
just one area--Reading/Literature, while another breaks Reading into two areas--Reading Comptehension and
Reading Vocabulary. In contrast, one of the more complex parsings of Reading provides 12 subareas: Print
Awareness; Phonological Awareness; Letter-Sound Relationships; Word Identification; Fluency; Variety of Texts;
Vocabulary  Development; Comptehension; — Literary  Response;  Text  Structures/Literary  Concepts;
Inquiry/Reseatch; and Culture.

There is not a one-to-one correspondence between the breakdown of reading content into categories and
subcategories and the total number of specific benchmarks or objectives in a given document. The 9 documents with
low numbers of headings (one to twelve) at each grade level provide an average of 45 benchmarks per grade level
(with a range from 14 to 102); while the 5 documents with more headings (16 to 23) at each grade level provide an
average of 63 benchmarks per grade level (with a range from 38 to 103). It is clear that there can be considerable
detail within a document, even when few differentiations are made within the domain of reading.

The way Reading is parsed is likely to have a significant impact on how local curriculum is organized, how
instructional time is spent, how assessments are developed and configured, and how student achievement is
communicated to external audiences. For example, if Literature is set apart by a subheading as an important
component of the overall Reading curriculum rather than included only as one of several dozen benchmarks under
the general heading of Reading, then the explicit study of literature is likely to claim more instructional time than it
would otherwise. These are not trivial matters in efforts to promote reading acquisition.

Level of Detail

As with the complexity analysis, there is considerable variability in the level of detail provided by the benchmarks or
objectives in the 14 documents under investigation. Benchmarks/objectives vary from highly detailed to quite
general. Highly detailed benchmarks often read like lists of skills and instructional activities rather than achievable
goals. For example, a kindergarten benchmark from one state reads, "Select suitable pictured word to complete orally
presented, grade-level appropriate sentence." This document has numerous, highly specific benchmarks describing
instructional activities, rather than curricular guidelines that could be easily translated into activities by districts or
teachers.

Level of Detail in Two States at the First-Grade Level
State N State E

Composition and Language Language Arts -- Reading
1. The student will exhibit positive reading habits and view reading as

® Identify and form all letters. important. The student wilt:





® Understand alphabetic principle and ® Participate in shared book experiences by listening and
concept of audience when writing. responding to print materials read aloud (e.g., stories, poems,

e Know standard spelling of commonly songs, informational texts)

used words; still use some invented ® Read independently for increasingly sustained periods of
spelling. time.
® With teacher help, begin to use basic ® Discuss books, authors, and illustrators.
mechanics such as end marks and .
I ® Read for the purpose of communication (e.g., messages,
capitalization. L .
letters, invitations, journals).
Reading and Language ® Use functional print (e.g., schedules, directions, lists, morning
messages) to accomplish tasks.
® Know most letter/sound ® Read to learn new information from vatrious sources (e.g.,
correspondences and use them to reference books, dictionaries, magazines, informational texts).

decode/use words in context.
® Develop an awareness of the parts of a book (e.g,, title page,

e Know common word endings (e.g., table of contents).
plurals, -ing, -ed) and use them to
decode/use words in context. 2. The student will read with fluency in order to understand what is read.

® \ith teacher help, use relevant text The student will:

features (e.g., bold print) to predict new ® Demonstrate an understanding of concepts of print
information. (understanding directionality of print, the function of letters,

e With teacher help, reread to improve words, and spaces, and that print is talk written down).

understanding. ® Use picture details and known words in context to determine
meanings of unknown words.

Literature and Interpretation . . . . .
® Use a variety of strategies, including phonics, prediction,

context, structural analysis, and references to identify

® Recognize story elements such as events, unknown words

characters, setting, moral.

. . ® Develop a sight vocabulary through reading.
® Understand difference between fiction

and nonfiction. ® Use prediction strategies in order to read pattern books

(stories with a repetitive element).
® Follow more complex, abstract, oral

directions. 3. The student will use prior knowledge to become actively engaged with

the reading material and use a range of comprehension skills (literal,

® With teacher help, make connections ! ’ ) _
inferential, and evaluative). The student will:

among pieces of literature and between

literature and life experiences. ® Preview the material and use prior experiences and

background knowledge to gain understanding of the reading
passage.

® After brainstorming ideas and key
vocabulary, write stories, letters, reports.

® Retell and draw pictures of beginnings, middles, and endings

® With teacher help recognize and create !
of stories.

literary devices such as rhythm, rhyme,

alliteration, figurative language. ® Demonstrate awareness of characters, settings, and events

through retelling stories.

® Respond to literature and other print material in various
ways, including discussion, dramatization, art, writing, and
reading other books.

4. The student will know the goal of reading is constructing meaning and
will use effective strategies to aid comprehension. The student will:

® Expect the reading material to make sense and use cortrection
strategies when the meaning is not clear (e.g., question
generation, rereading, vocabulary strategies).

® DPredict what will happen next based on context clues.

® Darticipate in directed reading-thinking activities and directed
listening-thinking activities.

® Use K-W-L charts (what the student knows, what the student
wants to know, and what the student has learned).





In contrast, benchmarks that are very general are often broad goals rather than guidelines for what students should
know and be able to do. This can be seen in the following first-grade benchmark included in one state's document:
"Develop a sight word vocabulary." This benchmark describes a broad goal, but it provides no guidance as to how
many and/or what kinds of words might be most appropriate for first gradets to know by sight. This is an example
of a benchmark that needs to be more focused and include specific information in order to be useful to educators.
The balance intended by the writers of the Criteria for Standards (CCSSO, 1996) likely lies somewhere between the
highly specific and the overly general.

As a rule of thumb, the greater the number of benchmarks a document provides, the more detailed they are and,
conversely, the fewer the number of benchmarks the more general they are. This generalization does not hold true
for every document, though, and many documents are characterized by unevenness in the level of detail. We chose
two state documents that have a small number of headings and subheadings to illustrate these differences (see Table
3). The benchmarks for State N read like a list of disjointed parts that do not come together as a whole. Benchmarks
such as "use basic mechanics such as end marks and capitalization" carry the same weight as "make connections
among pieces of literature." For teachers and supervisors in this state, such guidance would be difficult to translate
into a daily reading program or assessment selections that will indicate children's attainment of high reading levels.
Although the guidelines for composition mechanics are prescriptive, the guidelines for comprehension and
interpretation are sufficiently ambiguous to provide little guidance.

In contrast, the benchmarks for State E are written at a level of detail that provides guidance, but does not dictate
local practices with regard to curriculum, instruction, and assessment. For example, the benchmark "Use picture
details and known words in context to determine the meanings of unknown words" clearly states a goal (determining
the meaning of unknown words) and an instructional emphasis (meaning-based word recognition strategies) but it
does not dictate the means of achieving the goal or prescribe the instructional emphasis or method. This benchmark
leaves room for districts and teachers to make instructional decisions that best meet the needs of their students.
Perhaps one teacher will choose to reach this goal by working with a small group of children, each holding his or her
own copy of the same tradebook. Another teacher may achieve the same goal through a shared reading of a big book
with the entire class.

To further illustrate the differences in level of detail, we examined the benchmarks for first-grade decoding--surely
one of the most contentious areas of the elementary school curriculum. States have made very different choices in
the level of guidance that they provide first-grade teachers. The range of variation is illustrated in the cases of the
content for first-grade decoding of three states--States J, G, and M (see Table 4).

The decoding benchmarks in State J's document ate so detailed that it is easy to lose sight of how the parts should
cohere into reading/language atts. When standards and benchmarks/objectives are highly specified, they do not
allow for much local flexibility in the development of district curricula, instruction, and assessment practices and
policies. Marzano and Kendall (1996) draw a distinction between content standards, which should describe the goals
for individual student achievement, and curriculum standards, which should provide supplemental information that
contributes to helping students reach these goals. They feel that content standards and curriculum standards should
be distinct and not even presented in the same document. When content standards are highly specific, as in State J's
document, they tend to look more like curriculum guidelines than learning goals.

Differences in Level of Detail--First-Grade Decoding Benchmarks
STATE ] STATE G STATE M

Develop an ability to read with
increasing fluency and understanding
by using writing and a variety of other
reading strategies.

Decoding and word recognition. Decoding and word recognition.

® Generate the sounds from all ® Demonstrate appropriate ® Uses phonics knowledge
the letters and letter patterns, handling of a book (right-way of sound-letter
including consonant blends and up, front to back, sequential relationships to decode
long- and short-vowel patterns page-turning). regular one-syllable

(phonograms), and combine
those sounds into recognizable

. . words when readin,
® Use familiar words, picture g
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words. clues, context clues, and words and text.
personal experiences to read

® Read common, irregular sight . .
> 1Teg & and write meaningful

® Recognizes many high

words (e.g., the, have, said, frequency
; messages.
come, give, of). and/or common
® Predict meaning using pictures irregularly spelled words
® Use knowledge of vowel s &P rreguiatly sp .
. or context clues. in text (e.g., have, said,
digraphs and r-controlled letter-
.. .. . . where, two).
sound associations to read ® Participate as favorite stories
words. are re-read aloud by filling in ® Reads aloud with fluency
familiar words and phrases. and comprehension any

® Read compound words and
contractions. ® Recognize the phonetic
principle that letters are
associated with sounds heard
in words. ® Uses pronunciation,
sentence meaning, story
meaning, and syntax to

text that is appropriately
designed for the first half
® Read inflectional forms (e.g., -s, of grade one.
-ed, -ing) and root words (e.g.,
look, looked, looking).

® Apply beginning knowledge of

® Read common word families .
phonics and other word attack

(e.g., -ite, -ill, o . . confirm accurate
skills in reading a variety of .
-ate). . decoding or to self-
literature (trade books, correct etrors
® Read aloud with fluency in a experience stories, basal -
manner that sounds like natural readers, etc.).
speech.

® Develop a sight word
vocabulary.

® Read for information,
communication, and
entertainment.

In contrast to State J, the decoding benchmarks in the State G document are overly general. It is easy to get a sense
of the larger goals of reading/language atts from these benchmatks, but there is insufficient guidance for districts to
develop local cutriculum, instruction, and assessment materials and guidelines. Although little has been written about
the optimum level of specificity for state and local standards, Spillane and Jennings (1997) report that the extent to
which teachers' practices reflect a district's literacy initiative depends on how well the reforms are elaborated by that
district. In their study, the observed teachers responded to their district's explicit policies about the materials they
were to use and not use by using trade materials rather than basals to teach reading and by not using practice books.
District policy also indicated that learners should "evaluate different texts" and "establish and justify personal
opinions of various literary forms," but teachers wete offered no explicit guidelines about helping students articulate
ideas about text. As a result, there was considerable variability among classrooms in how teachers interpreted these
goals. This suggests that benchmarks that are too general may result in too much local variability.

The decoding benchmarks in the State M document appear to offer a reasonable compromise. They provide the big
reading/language arts picture and sufficient guidance for developing local curticulum, instruction, and assessment
without unduly constraining local flexibility. Our experience using state standards to help districts develop local
curricula and assessments suggests that a certain level of detail is necessary if district practices ate to achieve the goals
intended by the state. At the same time, we must be careful not to turn benchmarks into curticulum standards or
instructional activities. There is a fine line, here, and even the best documents can err on one side or the other at
times.

Content Analysis

The content analysis addressed the other two criteria of the CCSSO document--i.c., support for all students
achieving at high levels and attention to the strengths of the academic discipline. Again, those who were in the
classroom in the 1970s ecither as teacher or student will remember the frustration with the lack of knowledge about
which set of skills in which sequence would lead to reading achievement for all. The truth is that we still don't know,
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although many today talk as if we do. We know more about how the processes of reading and writing emerge and
develop over time, but that is not the same as knowing what the scope and sequence should be for systems of
curriculum, instruction, and assessment. If this were evident from the extant literature, there would be no debate and
standards documents would all look the same. Needless to say, they do not. Our examination of both the content
coverage represented in state standards documents and the appropriateness of their content serves to demonstrate
this variability and to explore some of the potential consequences of that variation, both positive and negative, for
children's early reading achievement.

Content Coverage

As we discussed in the methods section, the coverage analyses were conducted at two levels: (a) the extent to which
the benchmarks/objectives reflect a developmental progression or "cutricular path" from kindergarten through
grade 3, and (b) the number of state standards documents attending to each area of the subject matter criteria
presented in Table 2.

Curricular path

The extent to which the benchmarks/objectives reflect a developmental progression or cutticular path from
kindergarten through grade 3 is important for the continuity and coherence of local systems of curriculum,
instruction, and assessment. Instruction in the lower grades needs to lay the foundation for upper grade level work.
As in other areas, our analysis revealed a great deal of variability among the 14 eatly reading/language arts
documents. Some states arrange their documents so that benchmarks reflecting similar knowledge and skills are side-
by-side from one grade level to the next. In contrast, other documents often have disparate content under headings
that are common to each grade level.

Example of Clear Curricular Path

Kindergarten First Second Third
Identify and sort Understand and explain
common words from common antonyms and  Use knowledge of antonyms, synonyms,
basic categories (e.g., synonyms. homographs to determine meaning of words.

colors, shapes, foods).

Use knowledge of

Classify grade-
asstly grade individual words in

appropriate categories of

Pprop & unknown compound

Describ words (e, concrete words to predict their
escribe common collections like animals P

objects and events in and foods). meaning.
both general and specific

Demonstrate knowledge of super-, sub-, and co-
ordinate relations among grade-appropriate words
and explain the importance of these relations (e.g.,
dog/ mammal/animal/living things).

Know the meaning of ~ Monitor texts for unknown words using sentence

language. simple prefixes and and word context to find meaning,.
suffixes (e.g., ovet-, un-, o )
ing, -Iy) Use the dictionaty to learn the meaning and other
s LY ).

features of unknown words.

Use knowledge of prefixes (e.g., un-, re-, pre-, bi-,
mis-, dis-) and suffixes (e.g., -er, -est, -ful,

-ly, -ness, -less, -ous, -y) to determine the meaning
of words.

Differences in the extent to which there is a visible curricular path can be seen by comparing Table 5 and Table 6.
Table 5 presents benchmarks for grades K-3 under Vocabulary and Concept Development for State J, and Table 6
presents the benchmarks for grades K-3 under Reading Vocabulary for State A. It is not difficult to imagine the
word knowledge curriculum for State ] building from identifying, sorting, and describing common words, objects,
and events in kindergarten, to classifying grade-appropriate categories of words in grade 1, to demonstrating
understanding of super-, sub-, and coordinate relations among grade-appropriate words at grade 3.

In contrast, there is far less comparability in the content of the benchmarks from one grade level to the next in the
State A document. Even when the benchmarks are comparable across grade levels, the content sometimes moves
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from more to less difficult, as in the case of working with synonyms, antonyms, etc. In other instances, the content
stays at the same level of difficulty across two or more grades, as with recognizing multiple-meaning words, rather
than moving from lower to higher levels of difficulty as needed.

Example of Inconsistent Curricular Path

Kindergarten First Second Third

.. N . . . Recognize synonyms, antonyms
Participate in discussions about ~ Recognize and use Recognize synonyms, S YHOBYIS, yms,

. . . homonyms, and homophones for
learning to include appropriate synonyms, antonyms,  antonyms, homonyms, and . .

. . y ’ . . identified vocabulary words presented
voice level, phrasing, sentence homonyms, and homophones for identified . . S
. . in isolation or within a group of

structure, and intonation. homophones. vocabulary words.

words.

Recognize the correct
meaning of a multiple-
meaning word when
presented in text.

Use context clues to
gain meaning of
unfamiliar words.

Recognize the correct meaning of a
multiple-meaning word when
presented in text.

Apply context clues to
determine the meaning of an
unknown word.

Apply structural analysis and context
clues to decode and encode words.

Recognize colors and color
names, positional words, and

rhyming words. . .
Identify and use multiple Identify and use content-atea

meaning words. lecq a variety of reading vocabulary.
material, increase the

number of recognized words
in presented text.

Given a variety of reading material,
increase the number of recognized
words in presented text.

Areas covered.

We began this area of our analysis with a comparison between the 26 reading/language documents that include
benchmarks only at grade cluster levels (e.g., K-4) and the 14 documents that provide information by grade level for
grades K-3. For this analysis, we examined the grade cluster information for the lowest grade cluster provided (e.g.,
K-2, 1-3, K-4). We were interested in whether there was a noticeable difference in coverage between those
documents that did not break out standards and benchmarks/objectives at grades K-3 and those that did.

An examination of Table 7 reveals that there are relatively large differences between these two sets of documents in
the content areas covered, especially in the Foundations of Literacy area. For example, 71-86% of the K-3
documents address Phonemic Awareness and Concepts About Print in kindergarten, whereas only 35-38% of the
grade cluster documents include these areas. Not surprisingly, it appears that documents which break out
benchmarks at grades K-3 are more likely to address the foundational knowledge and skills related to reading
acquisition than are those that provide only grade cluster information.

Number of States Covering Each Content Area by K-3 Grade Level

State by States by
Individual Grade Level Clusters 1

K First Second Third Clusters
Category

N=14 N=14 N=14 N=14 N=20

Foundations of Literacy

Phonemic Awareness 12 (.86) 8 (57) 0O 0 9 (.35)
Concepts about Print 10 ((71) 6 (43) O 0 10 (.38)
Experience with Text 11 (.79) 13 (93) 13 (.93) 11 (.79) 23 (.88)

13





Word Identification and Fluency

Letter Knowledge 10 (71) 4 (29) 0O 0 2 (.09)
Meaning-based Word Recognition Stategies 2 (.14) 13 (.93) 14 (1.0) 13 (.93) 23 (.88)
Spelling-sound Word Recogition Strategies 4 (.29) 14 (1.0) 14 (1.0) 10 (.71) 24 (.92)

Sight Words 6 (43) 11(79) 8 (57) 4(29) 4(15)
Fluency 1(07) 9(64) 10(71) 5(306) 16 (.62)
Comprehension

Prior Knowledge 5(36) 9(.64) 10 (71) 9 (.64) 21 (.81)
Comprehension Strategies 11 (.79) 13 (.93) 14 (1.0) 13 (.93) 26 (1.0)
Vocabulary 7 (50) 11 (.79) 10 (71) 11 (.79)
Literature

Experience with Literature 8 (.57) 13(93) 13 (.93) 13 (.93) 21 (.81)
Genre 8 (.57) 12(.86) 11 (.79) 13 (.93) 20 (.77)

Habits and Attitudes
Read for Enjoyment 4(29) 7(50) 7(50) 8(57) 13(50)

Further analysis of the 14 eatly reading/language atts documents revealed several areas that virtually all documents
cover, as well as several areas that only about two-thirds of the documents cover (See Table 7). Over 90% of the
documents cover Meaning-based and Spelling-sound Word Recognition Strategies, Comprehension Strategies, and
Experience with Literature at grades 1 and 2. Alternatively, 57% or fewer of the documents address Reading for
Enjoyment at the K-3 levels. The kindergarten level appears to differ more from the 1-3 levels than the 1-3 levels
differ among themselves. For example, 57% or fewer of the kindergarten levels include Meaning-based Word
Recognition Strategies, Expetience with Literature, and Gente, whereas 79-100% of documents address these areas
at the 1-3 levels. Although there is more consistency across grade levels in the Foundations of Literacy area, it is still
notable that one-third to one-half of the documents do not address Concepts about Print and Phonemic Awareness
at both the kindergarten and first-grade levels.

Our analysis of the extent to which the content of these documents addresses the needs of Limited English
Proficient (LEP) and bilingual students indicates that this is an area which goes virtually unaddressed. State D
provides a notable exception. This state, which serves a large population of LEP students, organized its entire
document in three columns--one each for English language arts, Spanish language arts, and English as a Second
Language (ESL). The standatrds in each column address the same curricular goals, but the means to achieving the
goals are specific to the needs of children who are learning English as a second language and who are continuing to
hone their literacy skills in their home language.

State D's approach incorporates research findings and recommendations about how schools can best support the
reading development of bilingual and ESL children. The new volume from the National Research Council,
Preventing Reading Difficulties in Young Children (1998), and the Center for Research on Education, Diversity and
Excellence (CREDE) both make the following research-based suggestions for improving the reading achievement of
bilingual and ESL children: All students benefit from grade-level instruction in their first language as they are
becoming fluent in English. Children will not benefit from formal reading instruction in English until they have
achieved oral fluency in English. Therefore, reading instruction/materials should be provided in a child's first
language until that child has achieved oral fluency in English, whereupon he or she can apply those reading skills to
text in English (CREDE, 1998; National Research Council, 1998, p. 321).

In contrast to state D, State J--with a student population of at least 25% ESL students--does not address the specific

needs of its bilingual and ESL students anywhere in the standards and benchmarks. The introduction to the
document briefly addresses this issue, simply stating that it would be unfair to all students if the standards were
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altered in any way to specifically address ESL students. This document leaves it to the "local education authorities"
to address the needs of second language learners, but provides no guidance as to how this might best be
accomplished and nowhere supports the research-based recommendations cited above. As written, this state's
document would support a local decision to forego any accommodations for ESL or bilingual students. Though this
is cleatly a safe political choice, particularly in a state in which bilingual education is a highly politicized issue, it is a
choice that leaves local districts without adequate guidance to make the curricular decisions that will best serve the
needs of all students.

Most of the other states in our sample fall between states D and ] regarding the issue of cultural and linguistic
diversity. Although just one other document includes elaborated or additional benchmarks (and it is not one of the
states that breaks down benchmarks at the K-3 levels), a few provide more detailed information regarding ESL
students in introductions or appendices. Linguistic diversity is an atea in which some of the states clearly do not
"expect and support all students achieving to high levels"--one of the criteria guiding our analysis. Without additional
information and support within standards documents for teachers and cutriculum/assessment developers who must
meet the needs of linguistically diverse populations, some of our most vulnerable children will be left behind.

Appropriateness of Content

When we assess how standards impact systems of curriculum, instruction, assessment, and ultimately student
achievement, it is crucial that we take issues of content-appropriateness into consideration. For example, a standards
document that includes word-level skills at the kindergarten level that are developmentally too sophisticated could
result in wasted instructional time, inappropriate expectations and assessments, and student frustration and failure.
Conversely, if a state's standards exclude a fundamental foundational skill at the kindergarten level, such as letter
knowledge or concepts about print, students may be ill prepared for more advanced instruction.

Inclusion of inappropriate content

A close examination of the content of our 14 core documents revealed that some of the states place inappropriate
emphases at the kindergarten level. It is important to remember that standards are guides for what all children ought
to know and be able to do at the designated grade level. As the research emphasizes, some kindergarten children will
arrive in the fall already reading or ready for systematic reading instruction. These children's needs--more knowledge
and skill in using decoding skills and comprehension strategies, etc.--ought to be met. However, many, if not most,
kindergarten children will not arrive in the fall, nor leave the following spring, with those skills in place. One of the
goals of kindergarten is to have children ready to begin systematic instruction in word-level skills and comprehension
strategies when they enter first grade.

A benchmark such as the following is an inappropriate expectation for all kindergarten children: "Recognize sound-
letter correspondence including beginning consonants, two-letter consonant blends, and two-letter consonant
digraphs--all in the initial word positions." Research suggests that even at the beginning of first grade the emphasis
should be on the most regular and important letter-sound relationships (Adams, 1990; Anderson et al., 1985).
Consonant blends and digraphs are usually learned as a result of instruction in beginning consonant sounds and from
systematic instruction in how to blend sounds. Based on our reading of the research, it seems that a more
approptiate benchmark at this level would have limited the goal to letter-sound cortespondence for beginning
consonants.

Similarly, some of the documents require that all kindergarten children should know and be able to segment words
by their sounds. One kindergarten benchmark reads: "Segment one-syllable spoken words into individual phonemes"
(this benchmatk also appeats, more appropriately, at the first-grade level). Another expects kindergartners to: "Count
number of syllables in a word and sounds in syllables." In discussing segmentation tasks, Adams (1990) states that
they are "generally unattainable by children who have received no formal reading instruction, which forces us to
wonder whether the skills they assess are truly causes or merely effects of beginning reading instruction”" (Adams,
1990, p. 81). Adams (1990) also cites extensive literature verifying that performance on a segmentation task increases
dramatically across the first grade.

Adams reviews vatious phonemic awateness tasks, arranging them from "most primitive" to most sophisticated as
follows: knowledge of nursery rhymes, oddity tasks, blending and syllable-splitting, phonemic segmentation, and
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phoneme manipulation. Of phonemic segmentation, she writes: "These tasks require not only that the child have a
thorough understanding that words can be completely analyzed into a series of phonemes, but further that she or he
be able to so analyze them, completely and on demand" (Adams, p. 80). Although Adams doesn't talk explicitly
about developmental levels when discussing phonemic segmentation, she does when discussing phoneme
manipulation; she says that phoneme manipulation tasks have generally been found to be beyond the reach of
children before the very end of first grade (p. 72). So, it seems arguable that segmentation tasks might be beyond the
reach of most kindergartners. At the very least, segmentation should only be introduced after children show
awareness of the more "primitive" levels of sound symbol correlations. Segmentation instruction appears to be
effective only when its results are measured in the context of an entire early reading program, not as an isolated skill
introduced before and apart from early reading instruction.

The point is not whether some kindergartners could achieve these goals; the point is whether all kindergartners
should be expected to achieve them, since these are fairly sophisticated phonemic awareness tasks. Children's
performance on these tasks may indicate nothing more than that they have participated in formal reading instruction.
The appropriateness of these expectations for children with culturally and linguistically diverse backgrounds needs to
be addressed, as well.

As one of the primary purposes of standards documents is to provide guidance for state and local assessment and
curriculum development, the inclusion of inappropriate content has implications for student achievement and
classroom practice. Assessments designed to include the above skills at the kindergarten level will result in the failure
of many children to achieve competency, particularly children who do not enter kindergarten with phonemic
awareness and understandings of print. Additionally, if kindergarten language arts curriculum and assessment are
designed around these benchmarks, districts will be compelled to focus classroom time and attention on these skills
rather than on developmentally appropriate literacy skills and activities.

Exclusion of important content

Another critical content issue we discovered is the tendency to ignore or gloss over crucial knowledge and skills in
reading at the early levels. Some state documents pay little or no attention to components of important areas such as
phonemic awareness, decoding, concepts about print, letter knowledge, and response to text.

Decoding is an area that receives inadequate attention in some documents, patticularly at the first-grade level. The
closest that one document comes to addressing decoding skills in first grade is this benchmark: "Recognize that
written language can represent spoken language." Benchmarks such as this do not reflect our best knowledge of what
children should know and be able to do to become skilled readers. As a result, the benchmarks fail to provide
enough guidance for districts designing systems of cutriculum, instruction, and assessment.

Benchmarks at the early levels should provide districts and teachers with specific information about the word
identification skills that we know are beneficial at the first-grade level. The research concurs that systematic
instruction in the blending of sounds is crucial in aiding beginning readers in the decoding process (Adams, 1990;
Anderson et al., 1985; CIERA, 1998; National Research Council, 1998). A benchmark including this skill need not be
presctiptive, however. For example, one benchmark at the first-grade level reads, "Can blend the phonemes of one-
syllable words." This benchmark addresses a specific, research-based skill that all first-graders need to know and be
able to do if they are to master conventional reading. As we stated earlier, there is a fine line between appropriate
flexibility and appropriate guidance. However, it seems crucial that content around which there is consensus in
research needs to be addressed at the early levels to ensure that all children are receiving the skills they need to
become competent readers.

One of the most important areas of knowledge that developing readers can develop at preschool and kindergarten
levels involves learning the vatious forms and functions of written language (concepts about print). Many of the state
standards documents reflect this important area of knowledge, but some do not address this essential knowledge
category at all, and instead move directly to word-level skills and comprehension strategies at the kindergarten level.
Given the consensus in research about the importance of knowledge about concepts of print, it is significant that 4
of 14 documents do not address it.

The lack of attention to concepts about print is significant in two ways. First, children's knowledge about the forms
and functions of print is the basis upon which more sophisticated skills and processes are built. Failure to address
these issues at the earliest levels will leave children underprepared to learn the decoding and comprehension
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strategies they will encounter as they progress through the primary grades. Second, the children who will be hurt
most by this omission are those who arrive at school with the smallest number of encounters with conventional
literacy activities, which is more often true of children from poor or working-class backgrounds, or students whose
home language is other than standard English.

Research has shown that middle-class children often enter school having had rich, varied experiences with the kinds
of literacy activities valued in schools (such as storybook reading, letter knowledge, and rhymes). Other children
arrive at school from communities where literacy activities do not conform to those fostered in schools and,
therefore, must learn those conventions upon entering kindergarten (e.g., Heath, 1983). These children need and
deserve a solid base upon which to build their reading skills. We can ensure that they gain such a foundation only by
making it an explicit goal at the earliest levels.

Judging appropriate content for standards documents is complicated. However, if research consensus exists around
certain content in early reading, then that content needs to be reflected in state standards. Only by gleaning and
synthesizing the content criteria from research across perspectives can we begin to have substantive conversations
about the impact of standards on children's eatly success in reading.

Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusion 1

The majority of states do not break out standards and/or benchmatks/objectives at eatly grade levels; approximately
one-third do so. When documents do not provide detailed information for grades K-3, they often miss important
content that is unique to these levels, especially in the Foundations of Literacy areas.

Recommendation 1

It is helpful to provide additional information at K-3 grade levels because of the relatively large differences between
and among these grade levels as compared to upper grade levels.

Conclusion 2

Documents vary in the ways in which they conceptualize and organize the area of Reading. Some documents do very
little parsing of the Reading area and others parse it in very complex ways. Still others provide organizers that
integrate the language arts and do not identify Reading apart from the other language arts. All of these arrangements
pose challenges in developing local systems of curriculum, instruction, assessment, and in reporting student
achievement to external audiences.

Recommendation 2

The organization of standards and benchmark documents should reflect a conceptualization of Reading that is
simple enough to support manageable systems of curriculum, instruction, assessment, and reporting, but not so
simple that important areas of emphasis can be overlooked.

Conclusion 3

Benchmarks/objectives vaty along a continuum from ovetly specific to overly general. In general, the latger the
number of benchmarks, the more specific they are. Conversely, the fewer the benchmarks, the more general they are.
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Overly specific benchmarks often read like lists of skills and instructional activities, rather than the goals we expect
students to achieve. Furthermore, they do not appear to allow for much local flexibility in the development of
district curricula, instruction, and assessment practices and policies. Ovetly general benchmarks are often broad goals
rather than guidelines for what students should know and be able to do; they do not appear to offer sufficient
guidance for the development of district level curriculum, instruction, and assessment.

Recommendation 3

The optimum level of detail provides sufficient guidance while allowing for flexibility in the development of local
systems of curriculum, instruction, and assessment. The translation of state standards and benchmarks into local
systems of curriculum, instruction, and assessment is at the heart of the professional development that is essential for
successfully implementing state frameworks at the local level.

Conclusion 4

Many documents do not provide a viable curricular path for the development of knowledge and skills across grade
levels.

Recommendation 4

It is important that standards and benchmarks provide a progression of knowledge and skills from kindergarten to
grade 3, and from grade 3 through grade 12. It should be clear how the knowledge and skills developed in the
primary grades lay the foundation for knowledge and skills in the upper grades, and how the standards and
benchmarks provide the basis for a coherent K-12 curriculum.

Conclusion 5

Some documents include content inapproptiate for certain grade levels, especially kindergarten, and/or ignore
important content. Inappropriate content is likely to lead to inappropriate assessments, which, in turn, will lead to
frustration and failure. Ignoring important content can result in children's inability to benefit from instruction.

Recommendation 5

The content of eatly reading/language atts standards and benchmarks should detive from a convergence of
information from research conducted from a variety of perspectives, including research on reading acquisition
among linguistically and culturally diverse children.

State level content standards can and should invite us to converse about what our students should know and be able
to do. These conversations should extend beyond the content of the curriculum to issues such as accountability and
assessment, alighment and continuity, and preservice and inservice teacher education. State standards are so
important that our evaluations of them need to be based on defensible criteria that are open to examination by the
consumers of the evaluations. Although the CCSSO standards document provides a good beginning, we also need
content criteria that reflect current research in each subject matter area. Many national standards documents provide
the specificity needed to develop content criteria, but this is not true in the case of English language arts. The
content criteria developed for this analysis can be used to evaluate and/or develop standards for early
reading/language arts standards, and can also setve as a model for the development of content critetia for English
language arts standards at other developmental levels.
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Essential Academic Learning Requirements—Reading

1.  The student understands and uses different skills and strategies to read.

To meet this standard, the student will:

1.1. Use word recognition and word meaning skills to read and comprehend text.
1.2. Use vocabulary (word meaning) strategies to comprehend text.

1.3. Build vocabulary through wide reading.

1.4. Apply word recognition skills and strategies to read fluently.

2.  The student understands the meaning of what is read.

To meet this standard, the student will:

2.1. Demonstrate evidence of reading comprehension.

2.2. Understand and apply knowledge of text components to comprehend text.

2.3. Expand comprehension by analyzing, interpreting, and synthesizing
information and ideas in literacy and informational text.

2.4. Think critically and analyze author’s use of language, style purpose, and
perspective in informational and literary text.

3. The student reads different materials for a variety of purposes.

To meet this standard, the student will:

3.1. Read to learn new information.

3.2. Read to perform a task.

3.3. Read for career applications.

3.4. Read for literary/narrative experience in a variety of genres.

4.  The student sets goals and evaluates progress to improve reading.
To meet this standard, the student will:

4.1. Assess reading strengths and need for improvement.
4.2. Develop interests and share reading experiences.

Washington Office ot Superintendent ot Public Instruction; Essential Academic Learning
Requirements and Grade Level Expectations, Washington State Learning Goals (n.d.)
Essential Academic Learning Requirements — Reading Retrieved July 16, 2008 from

http://www.k12.wa.us/Curriculuminstruct/reading/pubdocs/readingEALRs.doc



sudnickb

Text Box

Washington Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction; Essential Academic Learning
    Requirements and Grade Level Expectations, Washington State Learning Goals (n.d.)
    Essential Academic Learning Requirements – Reading Retrieved July 16, 2008 from
    http://www.k12.wa.us/CurriculumInstruct/reading/pubdocs/readingEALRs.doc 











WASHINGTON STATE
Instructional Materials Review

K-3
Reading
Core/Comprehensive

Instructional Materials
(English and Spanish)

April 2006

W) Washington State
Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction

g
ASHIN






TABLE OF CONTENTS

0] =11 ] (o [OOSR 1
INEFOAUCTION ...ttt ettt b b e e 2
HOW t0 USE ThiS REPOI........cieiiieieieiei st 3
HOW NOt t0 USE ThiS REPOI.......coiieiiriieenieeeree e 4
OVerview Of the REVIEW PIOCESS ......c..cuiiiriiieieirieise e 4
PUIDOSE ...ttt ettt ettt b ettt e et bt neenre s 4
Publisher Notification and Submission ProCcedures ...........cccverrereienennenienenen, 4
Publisher Self-Study DOCUMENLS .........ccccerieirieiiiricieseece e 5
REVIEW PANEIISTS. ....c.ciiiieiiiiee e 6
Structure of the REVIEW WEEK ... 6
Alignment Rating and SCOMNQY ........coveiieiieicesesee et enes 7
SCOMNG RUDFIC.....eiieiiieeee et 8
Instructional Materials Submitted for REVIEW...........ccocviiiiinniniece s 9
OVerview OF the RESUILS .........oiiiiiiee e 9
Reading First Instructional Materials ...........cccovivieveiniieneie e, 10
CONCIUSION ...ttt bbbttt bbb 10
Organization of Data Display ChartS..........cccceereiiieiniiieiseree e 12
Data Display Charts
Section A: Program AlGNMENT...........ccooiiiirriineeesees e 13
Section B: Program Alignment by GLE ..., 17
GLE Abbreviated Description Key...........ccocevvireienenniinenneseenen, 18
Section C: Program Data by Grade Level.........ccccoevveieieiciiiescecesee e 31
Appendices
Appendix A: PUDIISNErs” NOLICE .......ccovoiiiieiesee e 45
Appendix B: Publisher Self-Study DOCUMENL...........cccccereiviereireesesee e 50
Appendix C: Frequently Asked Questions (FAQ) .....ccocevrerrernienensienenenesienes 59
Appendix D: Publisher Materials CheckIist ............cccccoeivveiiiineiniencie e 63
RETEIENCES ...ttt 64

ACKNOWIEAGEMENTS ...ttt nesne e 65





FOREWORD

The scientific research base in reading has never been stronger. The information
provided by the National Reading Panel in their seminal report on teaching reading has given our
state an excellent foundation on which to build our Grade Level Expectations (GLES). Our use
of this information has given our state an excellent set of reading standards; it is a natural next
step for us to use this to supply current and relevant information about core/comprehensive
reading programs and their alignment to our standards.

We know that reading achievement is dependent on many factors. We also know that
effective beginning reading instruction using scientifically research-based materials leads to
significantly greater reading achievement for all students. Early acquisition of phonemic
awareness, phonics skills, and fluency will lead to greater vocabulary acquisition and stronger
comprehension skills and are all critical to a student’s future academic success. If a child does
not learn to decode early, he or she will likely lag behind their peers throughout their school
years and may struggle with mathematics, social studies, science, and other content area
coursework.

We must ensure that students in every classroom in Washington State receive high
quality instruction with comprehensive reading materials aligned with the research. Students in
our Reading First schools have made significant gains in reading achievement. Reading First
schools are using research-based comprehensive reading programs that are implemented in every
K-3 classroom with a high degree of fidelity. There are other aspects to the success of many
high-poverty, traditionally low-achieving schools, but the core classroom instruction delivered
by a highly-trained and well supported teacher is the first line of defense against reading failure.
If we are able to replicate these gains across our state we will be well on our way to achieving a
level of literacy unparalleled in the United States today.

This K-3 Reading Core/Comprehensive Instructional Materials Review for both English
and Spanish comes from my long-standing belief that a statewide review of instructional
materials examining alignment to our academic standards will provide information critical to our
state’s educators to aid in the complex task of choosing reading materials. While decisions for
the adoption of instructional materials remain at the local district level, we know that the
resources and expertise required to conduct an alignment review of instructional materials such
as this could be prohibitive for many districts.

I am truly grateful and appreciative of the dedicated classroom teachers throughout this
great state and of their tireless efforts to help every child achieve to their highest potential. My
gratitude goes to the dedicated review panel members who devoted the time and considerable
energy required to complete this comprehensive reading materials review. The children in our
state are fortunate to have such consummate professionals committed to providing each of them
an excellent education.

o by 5

Dr. Terry Bergeson
State Superintendent of Public Instruction





INTRODUCTION

The Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI) stands firmly behind our state
Grade Level Expectations (GLES) and the knowledge that alignment of curriculum, instruction,
and assessment with the GLEs will result in higher levels of student achievement. The following
graphic from Washington State’s GLE documents demonstrates the interconnectedness of these
critical aspects of learning and teaching:

Curriculum
Defined by school districts
based on EALRs/GLEs

STUDENT
ACHIEVEMENT

Instruction Assessment
Implementation Multiple measures
of the defined curriculum I of proficiency on the defined
curriculum

Quality, standards-aligned instructional materials are one indispensable tool teachers
need in order to teach a systematic, explicit beginning reading program. If students are fluent
readers by the end of first grade, research validates that they will have the necessary prerequisite
skills to focus on reading to learn in subsequent grade levels and throughout life. The primary
goal of the English and Spanish K-3 Core/Comprehensive Reading Instructional Materials
Review (2006) is to provide districts with a more complete report of the alignment of programs
that teach beginning reading. This review was also completed to create a qualified menu of
programs from which the 2006-2007 cohort of Reading First schools must choose. The
following documents were used in this alignment:

e OSPI. (2004). Reading K-10 Grade Level Expectations. Olympia, WA: Office of
Superintendent of Public Instruction.

e Simmons, D. C., & Kame’enui, E. J. (2003). A Consumer’s Guide to Evaluating a
Core Reading Program Grades K-3: A Critical Elements Analysis. Eugene, OR:
Institute for the Development of Educational Achievement, University of Oregon.
http://reading.uoregon.edu/appendices/con_guide_3.1.03.doc

e Publisher prepared Self-Study Documents.

The publishers who submitted materials for this review provided citations in the form of a
Self-Study Document. This review could not have been completed without the partnership,
commitment, and cooperation of publishers willing to devote the time and resources to learn
about alignment to Washington State’s GLEs and A Consumer’s Guide, and to provide the Self-
Study Documents. OSPI is grateful for the essential contribution of each publisher to the review
process.

Finally, participants on Washington’s English and Spanish K-3 Reading
Core/Comprehensive Instructional Materials Review Panel deserve great respect and
acknowledgement. There were 40 reviewers total for the English and Spanish programs
reviewed. This group spent a full day in training and an additional four days and evenings
judiciously reading each citation provided by publishers, asking thoughtful questions of Office of
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Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI) staff, and determining the degree of alignment of the
materials in a consistent and independent manner. Panelists reported the process as significant
work that gave them deeper understanding of the complexities of reading instruction and the
importance of quality materials aligned to the research and to our state standards.

How to Use this Report
There are various ways to use the information contained in this report. Outlined below
are several possibilities.

1. Districts that have already selected programs reviewed in this report:

e Examine the different levels of information; specifically to the GLEs by grade level.
Examine the report based on real student achievement data within the district.
Determine gaps or overlaps (Deep Alignment Process).
Adapt the lessons to align with the 3 Cs: content, cognitive demand, and context.
Augment with other instructional support/lessons.
Adjust, as needed, the professional development plan with the publisher to implement the
program fully.

2. If adistrict is currently in an evaluation/adoption process:

e Use this report as a first step only; not as a conclusive list for selection purposes.

e Consider field testing materials for identifying particular strengths and weaknesses and/or
to study areas (e.g. phonics instruction) that the district is looking at for emphasis.

e Conduct more in-depth skills trace or other content analyses.

e Learn about the quality and quantity of professional development offered by the publisher
as part of the adoption process.

e Consider that districts can collaborate on their mutual findings and may perhaps benefit
from regionalized professional development.

3. If a Publisher was not part of this review:
e Ask the publisher to complete an alignment Self-Study as used in this review.
e Conduct an alignment process at the district level.
e Determine depth of professional development support to be offered if materials were to
be adopted.

There are no “Silver Bullets”---no program alone will be enough to reach high levels of
reading achievement. The Washington State K-12 Reading Model
(http://www.k12.wa.us/Curriculuminstruct/Reading/pubdocs/K-12ReadingModel.pdf ) provides
guidance for implementing systemic reform in literacy instruction. Some of the elements that
districts should consider that are addressed in the K-12 Reading Model include:

e Leadership in instruction for increasing student achievement in reading;

e Time for students to learn;

e Professional development;

e Understanding of the GLEs and of the scientifically-based reading research;

Use of all five major components outlined by the National Reading Panel,
Assessments aligned with instructional programs and standard.
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How Not to Use This Report
The Washington State English and Spanish K-3 Reading Core/Comprehensive Instructional
Materials Reviews is...
e NOT an endorsement of programs over one another;
NOT a ranking of preferred instructional programs;
NOT a list from which districts must select*;
NOT inclusive of all available materials—not all publishers participated;
NOT a shortcut for decision making selecting materials.

*Reading First exception

This report may be used as an important first step to review information when embarking
on any alignment or adoption process. It provides districts with an in-depth report of the findings
of an objective, complex alignment process further described in the content of this report. Some
may refer to this as a “consumer report” for Washington State school districts to learn how well
programs align based on the citations provided by each publisher. Washington State educators
are urged to use this report in its full context and only for its intended purpose.

OVERVIEW OF THE REVIEW PROCESS

Purpose

The purpose of the English and Spanish K-3 Reading Core/Comprehensive Instructional
Materials Review (Spring, 2006) was twofold: 1) to provide all school districts with in-depth
information regarding alignment of K-3 Reading Core/Comprehensive Instructional Materials to
the Washington State standards for student achievement and to the research-based instructional
scope and sequence needed for reading acquisition; and, 2) to assist Reading First districts and
schools in making decisions regarding selection of primary reading instructional materials.
According to Simmons & Kame’enui (2003), a core/comprehensive reading program is “the
primary instructional tool that teachers use to teach children to learn to read and ensure they
reach reading levels that meet or exceed grade-level standards. A core program should address
the instructional needs of the majority of students in a respective school or district” (p.1).

Publisher Notification and Submission Procedures
A public invitation was posted on the Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction

(OSPI) website inviting all interested publishers to submit K-3 English and Spanish K-3 Reading
Core/Comprehensive Instructional Materials for review (see Appendix A). Notification was also
made on the Washington/Oregon/Alaska Textbook Representative Association (WOATRA) and
American Association of Publishers, Education Division websites. Publishers were required to
submit in writing the names and research base of their programs by January 5, 2006, to be
considered for the review. Submitted programs had to meet the following criteria:

e Must be considered a core reading program (see Appendix A);

e Must cover grades K, 1, 2, and/or 3;

e Materials must be in English and/or Spanish.





In total, ten (10) English and four (4) Spanish programs were submitted for review.
Publishers were required to complete and submit a Self-Study Document (see Appendix B) for
each submitted program. The purpose of the Self-Study Document was to demonstrate alignment
of each reading program to the Washington State Grade Level Expectations (GLES) (2004), and
to A Consumer’s Guide (Simmons & Kame’enui, 2003) regarding instructional priorities for
teaching beginning reading.

Publishers attended an OSPI/WOATRA sponsored training session on completing the
Self-Study Document. The presentation included an overview of the GLEs and an in-depth
explanation of the Self-Study Document. Publishers were given the opportunity to practice filling
out sections of the Self-Study Document and to ask questions regarding the procedures
completing correct citations. Throughout the winter, publishers had access to all documents and
information regarding the procedures on the OSPI website. Further, a Frequently Asked
Questions list, or FAQ, regarding the process was available and updated regularly with
information pertinent to the review (see Appendix C).

Publisher Self-Study Document

Each publisher’s Self-Study Document served as the primary tool for this review. The
Self-Study Document asked publishers to cite specific lessons and skills from their reading
programs to demonstrate alignment to Washington’s GLEs. The Self-Study Document is based
on a combination of two documents; a) Reading K-10 Grade Level Expectations: A New Level of
Specificity (OSPI, 2004); and, b) A Consumer’s Guide to Evaluating a Core Reading Program
Grades K-3: A Critical Elements Analysis (Simmons & Kame’enui, 2003), and has four (4)
sections.

Publishers provided a page number, a lesson title, and specific lesson components that
aligned to each GLE and Evidence of Learning. They also provided citations that demonstrated
the alignment of materials to an adapted version of A Consumer’s Guide (Simmons &
Kame’enui, 2003) using only the High Priority Items. The Self-Study Document is sequenced
according to the Washington State Essential Academic Learning Requirements (EALRs) and
Grade Level Expectations (GLES) by grade levels K, 1, 2, and 3. The four sections of the Self-
Study Document are as follows:

Section One: Student Proficiency

Section One of the Self-Study Document directly aligned to the Reading K-3 Grade Level
Expectations (GLEs) and to skills designated as High Priority Items in A Consumer’s Guide
(2003) in accordance with the research findings of the National Reading Panel (NICHHD, 2000).
A Consumer’s Guide codes scope and sequence of skills indicated as (ss) based upon student
performance, or outcome analyzed over time. In the Self-Study Document it should be noted that
some Evidences of Learning do not have a corresponding High Priority Item, or scope and
sequence indicator (ss), and in a few GLE sections, there is a High Priority Item, but no
corresponding Evidence of Learning (see Appendix B).

For Section One, publishers cited three examples of lessons that aligned to each Evidence
of Learning. There are three columns marked, “beginning”, “middle” and *“end”. The lessons
represent student performance over time starting from the introduction of the skill, typically from
the beginning of the year, a citation from the middle of the year, and a citation from the end of
the skill development, typically, at the end of the year.






Section Two: Instructional Approaches

Section Two of the Self-Study Document addresses instructional approaches and contains
citations at the GLE level. Instructional approach refers to the teacher behaviors, or teaching
approaches implemented during a lesson (e.g., direct, explicit, systematic instruction, guided
practice, and teacher modeling). Based upon the criteria established in A Consumer’s Guide
(Simmons & Kame’enui, 2003), two different instructional approach measures were applied:
Within Lessons (w) and Skills Trace (st). A full explanation for this section can be found in
Appendix B. The information provided in this final report is important to consider because of
the critical role that systematic, explicit instruction plays in early reading acquisition for most
students.

Section Three: Meeting the Needs of All Students

Section Three of the Self-Study Document addresses the individual needs of students by
evaluating Universal Access and Cultural Responsiveness. Publishers cited lesson examples
from three points in time (i.e., beginning, middle, and end). Universal Access and Cultural
Responsiveness is measured at the Component level of the Reading GLEs. Definitions of these
terms and an example of this section may be found in Appendix B.

Section Four: Assessment

Assessment is a spectrum of behaviors that includes observing, documenting, and
interpreting performance (Johnston & Rogers, 2001). Assessment is an on-going and dynamic
process that is tied to instruction and intervention, is used to inform instruction for both large
groups and individuals, is used to identify students who are not meeting benchmarks, provides
information to the community, and monitors teacher pacing and program use. Examples of
formative and summative assessments at the Component level from three points in time (i.e.,
beginning, middle, and end) were cited as part of the Self-Study Document. An example of this
section may be found in Appendix B.

Review Panelists

The review panel was comprised of 40 educators, representing the varied demographics
of Washington State. Reviewers applied to participate on the panel and were selected based on
their level of experience in education, district size, geographical distribution, etc. to create a
representative group. Most reviewers were primary teachers; sixteen reviewers were bilingual,
three reviewers were professors from higher education, several reviewers were district language
arts leaders or specialists, and one was a primary administrator. All reviewers had knowledge
and experience with the Washington State Reading GLEs and the five critical components of
reading (i.e., phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary and comprehension).

Prior to arriving for the materials review week, the reviewers were ask to review the
Reading K-10 Grade Level Expectations (OSPI, 2004) and read Teaching Reading IS Rocket
Science (Moats, 1998) to provide each reviewer with a common set of information.

Structure of Review Week

Publishers delivered five sets of each submitted program per grade level and five sets of
each Self-Study Document with the appropriate citations completed. OSPI staff checked each
publisher into the official reviewing room using the Publisher Materials Checklist (Appendix D),
and set up the materials by grade level for ease of access for the reviewers the following day.





The first day of the review, panel members reviewed the GLEs and the five critical
components of reading and the research about instructional practices recommended by the
National Reading Panel (NICHHD, 2000). Reviewers also practiced the review and scoring
process. The training was provided in the following sequence:
e Review of the GLEs, Evidence of Learning statements, and the 3 C’s of deep alignment;

Review of the five components of reading research and instruction;

Information about the GLESs’ alignment to the five components of reading;

The scoring rubric used throughout the review;

Practice scoring of a common set of OSPI created program materials and a check for

fidelity of scoring to assure inter-rater reliability;

e An explanation of the overall structure of the review and the guidelines for the review
week including the norms of review protocol,

e Brief explanation of the data collection and entry process;

e Time to ask general questions regarding the Publisher Self-Study Documents or review
process.

The remaining four days of the review were dedicated to scoring the materials to indicate
their degree of alignment. Materials and review documents remained in the scoring room at all
times. Reviewers worked independently and scored each program using the publisher submitted
Self-Study Document. Three reading content specialists from OSPI and one bilingual specialist
were available to answer questions regarding the process; however, scoring decisions were left
up to each individual reviewer based on the scoring rubric and the predetermined procedures.
Each set of materials at each grade level was reviewed by a minimum of three independent
reviewers.

Self-Study Documents were collected upon completion and immediately submitted to data
input personnel. An independent contractor was hired to create a process for the input of data
upon completion of a Self-Study Document and to direct the analysis of data. All data sets were
independently audited to assure 100% accuracy to the original scores given by the reviewers.
The reviewers completed a questionnaire upon finishing a review of each program. On the final
day of the review, publishers collected all program materials. Publishers were not allowed
contact with the reviewers at any time before or during the review.

ALIGNMENT RATING AND SCORING

In the first step of alignment, panelists determined if there was a match between the
content of an Evidence of Learning statement and the content addressed in the citation. If the
matching citation was identified, cognitive demand of the citation was then examined for
alignment.

The Scoring Rubric for English and Spanish K-3 Reading Materials Review, found below
in Table 1, gives the information that each reviewer used for scoring all sections of the Self-Study
Document.  Reviewers independently completed each citation scoring and fulfilled the
expectations that their scoring would be objective. The publisher Self-Study Documents for each
program were utilized throughout the entire scoring process and served as the anchor documents
for the data compiled during the review.

In order to determine each program’s degree of alignment with each GLE, reviewers first
scored each Evidence of Learning. In order to determine whether or not each citation aligned





with the content of the Evidence of Learning and the cognitive demand of the GLE, reviewers
used the following rubric and questions when scrutinizing each citation.

Table 1: Scoring Rubric

SCORING RUBRIC FOR K-3 READING MATERIALS REVIEW
English and Spanish
K-3 Reading Core/Comprehensive Instructional Materials Review
Self-Study Scoring Process
Evidence of Learning
SCORING Criteria
For each citation the reviewers Section Criteria Score
asked...

Does this citation match all of the content of | Section ONE: Student 30f3 3
the Evidence of Learning and the cognitive Proficiency 20f3 2
demand(s) of the GLE? 1lof3 1
0of3 0

Does this citation match the content of the Section TWO: 6 of 6 3
GLE and the instructional approaches Instructional Approach - 4or50f6 2
described in the Consumer’s Guide? (w) 2or30f6 1
Qorlof6 0

Does this citation match the content of the Section TWO: 9or100f 10 3
GLE and the instructional approaches Instructional Approach - 7 or8of 10 2
described in the Consumer’s Guide? (st) 6 of 10 1
5 or less of 10 0

Does the citation match the characteristics of | Section THREE: Meeting 30f3 3
the indicator listed? the Needs of All Students 20f3 2
(Universal Access & 1of3 1

Cultural Responsiveness) 0of3 0

Does the citation match the characteristics of | Section FOUR: 30f3 3
the indicator listed? Assessment 20f3 2
1of3 1

0of3 0

For Sections One, Two, and Four, Strong Alignment was given a score of three (3),
Adequate Alignment was given a score of two (2), Partial Alignment was given a score of one
(1), and No Alignment was given a score of zero (0). The scoring for the Instructional
Approaches in Section Three was unique in that there were multiple citations over time, though
the scoring remained consistent with the other sections in the review.





INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS SUBMITTED FOR REVIEW

Table 2: Submitted English and Spanish K-3 Reading Programs listed alphabetically

Copyright Grade
Language | Publisher Name of Program Date Levels
English Harcourt Trophies 2007 K-3
English Houghton Mifflin Houghton Mifflin Reading 2006 K-3
English Kendall/Hunt Pegasus Il 2004 K-3
Macmillan/ McGraw-
English Hill Treasures 2007 K, 1* 2,3
English Pearson Scott Foresman | Reading Street 2007 K-3
English Rigby Rigby Literacy 2004 K-3
English SRA/ McGraw-Hill Open Court Reading 2005 K-3
English SRA/ McGraw-Hill Reading Mastery Plus 2002 K-3**
Voyager Expanded Voyager Universal
English Learning Literacy System 2004 K-3
Wendy Pye Publishing
English Ltd. AWARD Reading 2006 K-1
Spanish Harcourt Trofeos 2003 K-3
Spanish Macmillan/McGraw-Hill | Lectura 2005 K-3
Nuevo Siglo de Espanol
Spanish Santillana with La Cartilla 2002 K-3
Foro abierto para La
Spanish SRA/ McGraw-Hill Lectura 2005 K-3

* Macmillan/McGraw-Hill, Treasures, Grade 1 was not reviewed because the publisher did not
submit the materials required to review the grade level.

** SRA/ McGraw-Hill, Reading Mastery Plus, was submitted, but was disqualified for not
following the Self-Study requirements.

OVERVIEW OF RESULTS

The results of this materials review will provide districts initial information about the
submitted Core/Comprehensive Instructional Materials and their degree of alignment to the state
standards. There is great variation between programs in the percentage of strong and adequate
alignment within each section of the study and between grade levels of the same program. Due
to the importance of teaching students to read by the end of first grade, it may be necessary to
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look closely at both kindergarten and first grade in particular when examining degrees of
alignment of instructional materials.

It is important to assure that all programs provide Universal Access, Cultural Responsive-
ness, and appropriate Assessments as significant components of high-quality reading program.
Essential to early reading acquisition are Student Proficiency and Instructional Approaches.
These findings should be analyzed and given serious consideration when looking at beginning
reading programs. It is important to note that this report does not provide a total evaluation of a
program as it does not examine the program’s effectiveness and the necessary implications for
quality implementation.

Reading First Instructional Materials

Under the federal guidelines of Reading First (No Child Left Behind, 2001) instructional
materials used in Reading First schools must be aligned with the scientifically-based reading
research. Washington State has reviewed materials and created a menu for each cohort of
Reading First schools. Current Reading First districts/schools (Cohorts 1 and 2) will continue to
use qualified materials previously selected from the 2002 Reading First Comprehensive Reading
Program Menu. Only new districts/schools (Cohort 3) applying to become part of Washington
State Reading First beginning the school year 2006-07 will be required to select from the
qualified menu listed below.

The publishers were informed of the preliminary results of the materials review and the
materials on the Reading First menu on March 27, 2006 at a meeting sponsored by OSPI. On
March 29, 2006, the publishers of materials listed on the Reading First Qualified Menu were
invited to present at a Reading First event to all of the possible Cohort 3 schools. Table 3
provides the information given to publishers at the March 27™ meeting.

Table 3: 2006 Washington State's Reading First Qualified Comprehensive Program Menu

Copyright | Grade
Language | Publisher Name of Program Date Levels
English Harcourt Trophies 2007 K-3
English Houghton Mifflin Houghton Mifflin Reading 2006 K-3
English Pearson Scott Foresman | Reading Street 2007 K-3
English SRA/McGraw-Hill Open Court 2005 K-3
Spanish Harcourt Trofeos 2003 K-3
Spanish SRA/McGraw-Hill Foro abierto para la Lectura 2003 K-3
CONCLUSION

This report provides districts with information about the instructional tools they are
currently using or may be considering for adoption to help identify strengths and gaps in
alignment to Washington State standards. This report and knowledge of the process used to
examine alignment will not only save districts time and resources but also lead them to
clarification and deeper exploration of best options for their reading program and instruction
strategies needed to teach beginning reading.

As evidenced in this second state level review of Core/Comprehensive Reading
Instructional Materials, it is important to note that publishers are coming to understand with
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greater specificity what Washington State standards expect for student proficiency. Publishers
are finding ways to better represent the alignment of their products and/or are fine-tuning their
products for Washington State (e.g., with better citations, greater attention to the research, or
publishing specialized versions for Washington). All publishers marketing instructional materials
in Washington would be prudent to provide districts with a Self-Study Document that illustrates
their program’s alignment to Washington’s GLEs in both content and cognitive demand of
lessons and to highlight the research base behind their programs. With this information, districts
can help ensure that students and teachers have the best instructional tools available to improve
student performance.
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ORGANIZATION OF DATA DISPLAY CHARTS

The information obtained from the review is organized into three specific charts. Each
chart displays in a different level of alignment data as described below:

Section A:
Program Alignment — Alphabetical by Publisher
e Summary of all data for each of the grades submitted. The first wide bar
contains all grade level data combined, followed by each grade level displayed
individually.

Section B:
Program Alignment by GLE — Alphabetical by Publisher
A Grade Level Expectation (GLE) Abbreviated Description Key* is located on the next
page. This will assist in understanding the key teaching addressed in each GLE in
general for grade levels K-3. Summary GLE information for each complete program:
e Section One: Student Proficiency
e Section Two: Instructional Approaches

Section C:
Program Data — Alphabetical by Publisher
Data displayed for each grade level submitted for the program review. An entire program
is exhibited on one page. Data is shown for:
e Section 1: Student Proficiency
e Section 2: Instructional Approaches
e Section 3: Universal Access and Cultural Responsiveness
e Section 4: Assessment
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Washington State Instructional Materials Review Report, April 2006
K-3 Reading Core/Comprehensive Instructional Materials

Section A: Program Alignment

Program Alignment Charts summarize all data in a given program with all data reported
into one bar graph that depicts the level of alignment for all grades submitted. Summarization
by individual grade level is also depicted in graph form.

All information is displayed on these charts alphabetically by publisher, with English
programs first and Spanish programs grouped alphabetically directly after.
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English Section A: Program Alignment
Alphabetical by Publisher

Harcourt
Trophies (2007)

Grade K
Grade 1
Grade 2
Grade 3

20%

0, 0,
0% Distribution of Alignment Scores 100%

Houghton Mifflin
Houghton Mifflin Reading (2006)

6% | 10%
Grade K [ 2% | 14%
Grade 1 | 6% | 16%
Grade 2 | 18% | 5%
Grade 3 16% | 27%
% Distribution of Alignment Scores 100%

Kendall/Hunt
Pegasus Il (2004)

Grade K | 3% | 8%
Grade 1 37% | 0%
Grade 2 7% | 5507
Grade 3 14% | 36%
% Distribution of Alignment Scores 100%

Pearson Scott Foresman
Reading Street (2007)

11% 19%

Grade K 319
Grade 1 12% | 19%
Grade 2 | 5% | 119
Grade 3 | 7% | 18%
% Distribution of Alignment Scores 100%
. Strongly Aligned Adequately Aligned Partially Aligned Not Aligned

14





Grade K
Grade 1
Grade 2
Grade 3

0%

Grade K
Grade 1
Grade 2
Grade 3

0%

Grade K
Grade 1
Grade 2
Grade 3

0%

Grades K-1

Grade K

Grade 1 9%

0%

. Strongly Aligned

English Section A: Program Alignment
Alphabetical by Publisher

37%

29%

36%

Rigby
Rigby Literacy (2003)

16% 41%
8% | 42%

[ 19% | 38%
7% | 45%

[ 9% | 37%

Distribution of Alignment Scores

100%

SRA/McGraw-Hill
Open Court (2006)

12% 25%
35%
35%
[7% ] 11%
12% | 22%

Distribution of Alignment Scores

100%

Voyager Expanded Learning
Voyager Universal Literacy System (2004)

51%

14% 30%
[ 16% ] 29%
18% [ 31%
[ 13% ] 17%
9% | 40%

Distribution of Alignment Scores

100%

Wendy Pye Publishing Ltd.
AWARD Reading (2006)

32% | 14% | 40%
15% 69%
100%
Distribution of Alignment Scores
Adequately Aligned Partially Aligned Not Aligned
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Spanish Section A: Program Alignment
Alphabetical by Publisher

Harcourt
Trofeos (2003)

Grade K | 7% [ 13%
Grade 1 [6%] 8%
Grade 2 | 7% | 8%
Grade 3 | 9% [ 13%
0, 0,
0% Distribution of Alignment Scores 100%

Macmillan/McGraw-Hill

Lectura (2005)
Grade K [ 11% | 54%
Grade 1 JOAY 1017 | 6% | 80%
Grade 2 [6%] 56%
Grade 3 [ 8% | 55%
0% Distribution of Alignment Scores 100%
Santillana

Nuevo Siglo de Espanol with La Cartilla (2002)

14% 38%
Grade K [ 16% | 28%
Grade 1 51%
Grade 2 | 11% | 28%
Grade 3 [ 44%
0, 0,
0% Distribution of Alignment Scores 100%

Grade K [ 11% | 26%
Grade 1 [  15% | 36%
Grade 2 [ 12% | 33%
Grade 3 [ 13% | 30%

0%

SRA/McGraw-Hill
Foro abierto para La Lectura (2003)

. Strongly Aligned

Distribution of Alignment Scores

Adequately Aligned

Partially Aligned

100%

Not Aligned
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Washington State Instructional Materials Review Report, April 2006
K-3 Reading Core/Comprehensive Instructional Materials

Section B: Program Alignment by GLE

Overview charts summarize all data in a given program by the Grade Level Expectations for grades
K-3. A Grade Level Expectation (GLE) Abbreviated Description Key* is found on the page
directly preceding the charts. This information will provide educators with a brief description of
the specific skills and strategies taught within each GLE. To gain deeper understanding of the
GLEs, readers should access the K-10 Grade Level Expectations: A New Level of Specificity (OSPI,
2004).

All information is displayed on these charts alphabetically by publisher, with English charts first
and Spanish charts grouped alphabetically directly after.
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Grade Level Expectation (GLE)
Abbreviated Description Key*

GLE DESCRIPTION
111 concepts of print
112 phonological awareness and phonemic
awareness
1.1.3 word meanings
1.1.4 phonics
121 resources or reference skills to learn new
- word meanings
1.2.2 vocabulary strategies in grade-level text
13.1 new vocabulary
1.3.2 content/academic vocabulary
1.4.1 sight words
1.4.2 fluency
1.4.3 reading rates to match text
2.1.1 ask questions about text
2.1.2 create mental imagery
2.1.3 theme, main idea, and detail
2.1.4 prior knowledge/schema
2.15 infer/predict meaning
Monitor for meaning, create mental images,
2.1.6 .
and answer questions about text
2.1.7 Summarize information
221 story sequence
2.2.2 printed and electronic text features
2.2.3 story elements
2.2.4 simple text organizational structures
similarities within and between
231 informational/expository text and
literary/narrative text
2.3.2 systems of organizing information
2.3.3 literary/narrative devices
241 give per_sonal responses and make
o connections
2.4.2 author’s purpose
2.4.3 fact and opinion
2.4.4 author’s effectiveness
2.4.5 generalize from text
311 resources coqtain information needed to
- answer questions and solve problems
information gained from reading to perform
321 .
a specific task
3.2.2 functional documents
341 different perspec_ti_ves of fami_ly, _friendship,
o culture, and traditions found in literature
traditional and contemporary literature
3.4.2 oo .
written in a variety of genres
literature represents different cultures and
3.4.3 o
traditions
411 monitor own reading progress
412 setting reading goals
421 readers choose books

* This GLE Abbreviated Description Key
contains content information only from the

K-3 GLEs. The information contained here will
aid in understanding the Section B charts
displayed on the following pages. Fora
complete description of understanding of
Washington’s Reading GLEs, please refer to:
Reading K-10 Grade Level Expectations: A New
Level of Specificity. Olympia, WA: Office of
Superintendent of Public Instruction. (2004).
http://www.k12.wa.us/ealrs/default.aspx
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English Section B: Program Alignment by GLE

Harcourt
Trophies (2007)

A. Student Proficiency

GL

m

19% [ 9%
12% 19%
14%
6% 4%
| 7% | 7%
[4%]2¢
14% 7%
7%

- 10% &%

14% |  14%
29%

29 15%

5% 14%

(=)

2%
13% 13%

AAPOWOWWWWWNNNNNNOODONDPOPNDODNDOONON R R R R PR R e
NEERERABRRNVNMERARAABRRLOONMOMOYNRRRRERRERAAMRMOONDNEREEREE
RPNRWNRNVRRODWNRWYRRWNMRNOURWNNRWNRNVRVRRWNER

[4% 7%
[5%[5%
[ 7% 1 7%
[ 8% [ 11%
[ 22%
[ 15% [5%
| 6% [ 6%
29%
[ 10% [ 10%
[ 12% [6%
20% [ 10%
33%
33%
14%
[7% ] 7%
29%
[ 14% [ 7%
16% [ 16%
7% | 7%
6%
- 18% R 18%
[ 0 4%
0% 100%
B. Instructional Approaches
GLE
1.1.2 [6%] _18%
1.1.4 [7%
1.2.2 [ 15%
1.3.1 20%
1.3.2 | 7%
141 | %
1.4.2 5% 9%
2.1.3 |  13%
214 29%
2.1.5 | 10% | 10%
2.1.6 43%
2.1.7 21% | 36%
2.2.3 50%
231
0% 100%
. Strongly Aligned Adequately Aligned Partially Aligned Not Aligned
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English Section B: Program Alignment by GLE

A. Student Proficiency

Houghton Mifflin
Houghton Mifflin Reading (2006)

GLE
1.1.1 [ 19% [3%
1.1.2 16% 14%
1.1.3
1.1.4 6% | 8%
1.2.1 | 15%
1.2.2 14% | 17%
1.3.1 31% 8%
1.3.2 20% | 12%
14.1
1.4.2 | 7% | 15%
1.4.3 50%
2.11
2.1.2 14%
2.1.3 21% 16%
2.14 | 11% 16%
2.15 26% [5%
2.1.6 | 13% | 13%
2.17 21% [  13%
221 5% | 5%
222 | 11% 11%
2.2.3 [ 9%
224 | 19%
231 [5%| 11%
2.3.2 [ 6% ]| 13%
2.3.3
2.4.1 [ 5%
2.4.2 | 6% | 6%
2.4.3 | 11% | 11%
244 33%
245
3.11 [ 5%
3.2.1 | 19%
3.2.2 | 17%
34.1
3.4.2 [4%
3.4.3 31% [ 8%
41.1 50%
4.1.2
42.1 26%

0% 100%

B. Instructional Approaches

GLE
1.1.2 47% 29% | 18%
114 % | 1% [ 1%
1.2.2 48% 19% | 22%
1.3.1 0% | 20% | 10%
1.3.2 42% 8% 33%
1.4.1 64% | 14%
1.4.2 64% | 9% | 14%
2.1.3 8% | 23% | 8%
214 % 1/% | 17%
2.1.5 6 7% 11%
2.1.6 6/7% | 17%
2.1.7 % 25% 42%
2.2.3 0%
2.3.1 00%

0%

Partially Aligned

. Strongly Aligned Adequately Aligned

100%

Not Aligned
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English Section B: Program Alignment by GLE
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0%

A. Student Proficiency

Kendall/Hunt

Pegasus Il (2004)

33% |

22%

61%

17%

[ 20% 1

16%

| 8% |

17%

| 23%

13%

[ 25%

[ 8%

[ 13% | 25%

| 8% |

8%

| 8% | 29%

33% |

17%

50%

33% |

17%

28%

| 28%

33%

[ 11%

14% |

19%

7% | 27%

[ 17% |

21%

[ 22%

[ 11%

| 36%

| 24%

[ 6%

[ 27%

[ 7%

36% I

19%

[ 7%

17%

[ 17%

[ 6%

20% | 27%

33%

33%

[ 11%

% | 25%

| 33%

42%

[5%]5%

| 25%

20%

22%

[ 33%

B. Instructional Approaches

100%

| 7%

6/%

49%

NPONNDONNRERRREREREE O
WNRRPRPRPEARMOWNRE
RWNOUIRWNRNRNAN M

0%

. Strongly Aligned

17/%

17/%

Adequately Aligned

Partially Aligned

100%

Not Aligned
21





English Section B: Program Alignment by GLE

Pearson Scott Foresman
Reading Street (2007)

A. Student Proficiency

@
=
m

11% | 7%

36% 31%

17%

[4%]| 6%

[ 8%

[ 7% | 7%

[ 15%

15%

7% |

18%

25%

12%

17%

17%

17%

10% | 7%
[ 10%
[ 0] 15% 20%
[5%
[3% 10%
[ 14% | 14%
[ 12% 15%

] 11% | 11%

AAPOWOWWWWWNNNNNNOODONDPOPNDODNDOONON R R R R PR R e
NEERERABRRNVNMERARAABRRLOONMOMOYNRRRRERRERAAMRMOONDNEREEREE
RPNRWNRNVRRODWNRWYRRWNMRNOURWNNRWNRNVRVRRWNER

[ 6% | 18%
7% 22%
6% | 6%
5%
[ 6% [ 6%
27%
50%
16% | 16%
23% [ 8%
| 14%
| 8% | 8%
[4%[4%
[ 15%
| 6% [ 6%
10% | 40%
(4% 35%

0%

B. Instructional Approaches

100%

[4%]

NPONNDONNRERRREREREE O
WNRRPRPRPEARMOWNRE
RWNOUIRWNRNRNAN M

0%

. Strongly Aligned Adequately Aligned Partially Aligned

100%

Not Aligned
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English Section B: Program Alignment by GLE

Rigby
Rigby Literacy (2003)
A. Student Proficiency

GLE
1.11 69% [6% [ 13%
1.1.2 peim 35% 37%
1.13 57%
1.14 38% | 19% [ 17%
121 36% [ 36% [ 7%
1.2.2 41% [ 22% | 17%
131 43% 14% | 21%
1.3.2 44% % 33%
141 29% [ 7% [ 21%
1.4.2 43% 43%
143 29% 14% 14%
211 14% 14%
212 14% 14%
2.13 20% [ 20% 29%
214 [5%] 19%
2.15 37%
2.16 | 13% |6%
2.1.7 19% 15%
221 [5% 15%
2.2.2 [29%6 29%
2.2.3 |1 8% | 8%
224 | 11% [6%
23.1 | 7% | 29%
2.3.2 29% [ 18%
2.3.3 | 14%
24.1 [5%]5%
24.2 [ 6% | 24%
243 [ 30%
24.4
245
3.1.1 | 14% | 14%
3.2.1 | 24% [ 14%
3.2.2 57%
34.1 | 7% | 36%
3.4.2 [ 16% [ 8%
3.4.3 [ 43%
41.1 | 44%
41.2
42.1 [ 12% | 28%

0% 100%

B. Instructional Approaches

| 10% | 10%

NPONNDONNRERRREREREE O
WNRRPRPRPEAROWNRE
RWNOUIRWNRNRNAN M

0% 100%

. Strongly Aligned Adequately Aligned Partially Aligned Not Aligned
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. Strongly Aligned

English Section B: Program Alignment by GLE

449

494

SRA/McGraw-Hill
Open Court (2006)

A. Student Proficiency

[ 19%
28%

23%
00%
15%
14%

13%
14% |
26%

22%

[ 7%
[39
[ 8%

28%
% 15%
% 31%
[ 14%

43%

B.

0 25%

43%
[ 11% |

| 10% | 14%

[ 9% | 23%

0 5% [ 5%

24% [ 17%

[ 18% [ 14%
0 | 14% | 7%
5%| 8%

16%

12%
| 12% |

14%
12%

14% | 14%
[ 22% [ 11%
| 18%
25%

15% [ 10%
0 [ 17%

[ 17¢
57%

29%
0 | 8% [ 8%
7% | 21%
[ 11% | 28%
55%
48%

[
[ 8% |

100%

Instructional Approaches

35%

41%
32%
36%
38%
29%
33%

189

Partially Aligned

Adequately Aligned

Not Aligned
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English Section B: Program Alignment by GLE

Voyager Expanded Learning
Voyager Universal Literacy System (2004)
A. Student Proficiency

GLE
1.1.1 [ 23% [ 10%
1.1.2 17% 12%
1.1.3
1.1.4 10% Pt
121
122 [ 17% [ 7%
131 [ 15% T 15%
1.3.2 [ 8% | 20%
1.4.1 [ 14%
1.4.2 [ 42%
1.4.3 17% [  17%
211 29%
212 29%
2.13 32%
2.1.4 [ 11%
2.15 [5%] 24%
2.16 27% [ 13%
2.1.7 [ 8% [ 13%
221 [5%] 26%
222 42%
223 [ 9% | 24%
224 [ 13% T 13%
231 18% [ 24%
232 [6%] 12%
233
24.1 [5%] 21%
2.4.2 19% [ 19%
243 [ 33%
2.4.4
245 17%
3.1.1 15% 15%
3.2.1 [ 28% [4%
3.2.2 67%
34.1 [ 15% [ 8%
3.4.2 [5%
343 38% [ 15%
411 [ 20% [ 20%
412 [ 33%
42.1 [ 18% [5%
0% 100%
B. Instructional Approaches
GLE
1.1.2 [ 1/% | 44%
114 39%
1.2.2 0%
1.3.1 30%
1.3.2
141 | 29%
1.4.2
2.1.3
214
2.1.5
2.1.6
217
2.2.3 36%
2.3.1 ]
0% 100%
. Strongly Aligned Adequately Aligned Partially Aligned Not Aligned
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English Section B: Program Alignment by

A. Student Proficiency
GL

m

GLE

Wendy Pye Publishing Ltd.

AWARD Reading (2006)
(Grades K and 1 only)

[ 29%

[ 16%

27%
9%

22%
14%
29%

14%

29%

18%

24%

14%

29%

14%

29%

9% |

27%

67%

14% 14%

29%

14%

50%

20%

14%

43%

36%

| 7%

36%

14%

29% 29%

14%

67%

14% [ 21%

36%

27%

55%

57% 14% |

29%

43%

64%

36%

8%

46%

14% |

43%

[ 20% [

30%

S57%

33% 67%

33% 67%

APAPOWOWWWWWNNNNNNODODOODONONDNNDOONN R R R R PR R e
NEERERARRNOVNMERARAABRRLOONMODOYNRRRRERREREAAMRMOONDNERREREE
RPNRWNRNVRRODWNRWYRRWNMRNOURWNNRWNRNVRNMRRWNER

10% | 60%

B. Instructional Approaches

100%

| 17/% |

16% |

1000

3%

ISINISISINA A el ol el el el el N )
WNRRPRPRPEREAROWNRE
RWNOUIRWNRNRNAN M

9%I

0%

Adequately Aligned

. Strongly Aligned

Partially Aligned

100%

Not Aligned
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Spanish Section B: Program Alignment by GLE

Harcourt
Trofeos (2003)

A. Student Proficiency

GL

m

74% 4944%
64% 8% |6%
83%
76%
58% i 17%
56% | 15% [39
58%

4%

(=)

71% 8% | 13%
83%
79% 8% [4%
67% 17%
83% 17%
83% 17%
56% 17% 11%
56% [ 11% [6%
69% [3%6%
2% A 27%
67% [ 8%
67% [6%
72% [ 8%
67% 13% 9%
60% [ 13%
67% BIBY
87%

50%

72% [6%] 11%
53% 13% | 7%
11%

33%

50% 17%

0N 6%
- 17% IR

17%

10% 5%
[ 8%
| 13% | 7%
11%

| 10% [5%

0% 100%

AAPOWOWWWWWNNNNNNOODONDPOPNDODNDOONON R R R R PR R e
NEERERABRRNVNMERARAABRRLOONMOMOYNRRRRERRERAAMRMOONDNEREEREE
RPNRWNRNVRRODWNRWYRRWNMRNOURWNNRWNRNVRVRRWNER

B. Instructional Approaches

| 7% [ 1%
18%
21

PO RRRREREE O
WNRPRPRPRPRPEAROWNRE
RWNOUIRWNRNRNARN M

0% 100%

. Strongly Aligned Adequately Aligned Partially Aligned Not Aligned
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Spanish Section B: Program Alignment by GLE

Macmillan/McGraw-Hill
Lectura (2005)

A. Student Proficiency
GL

m

[ 33% [ 26%
28%

15%

50%

67%
I

24% [ 10%
[5%] 20%
| 7% [5%
32%
| 17% [ 10%
19% [ 14%
|  15% 10%
| 8% | 16%
35%
[ 29%
[ 19% | 6%
[ 29%
[ 15%
[ 29%
| 27%
50%
25% [ 13%
32% [ 11%
| 12% | 8%
43%
31%

[ 9%

54%

29%

AAPOWOWWWWWNNNNNNOODONDPOPNDODNDOONON R R R R PR R e
NEERERABRRNVNMERARAABRRLOONMOMOYNRRRRERRERAAMRMOONDNEREEREE
RPNRWNRNVRRODWNRWYRRWNMRNOURWNNRWNRNVRVRRWNER

0% 100%

B. Instructional Approaches

[ 13% | 40%
[ 25% | 25%
| 8% | 40%
70%
69%
5%
(0%
159

b
14% | 29%
64%

RwNoUIRWNRN DR M

NN REREREEE 6
WNRRRPRPRPARNOWNRRE

0% 100%

. Strongly Aligned Adequately Aligned Partially Aligned Not Aligned
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Spanish Section B: Program Alignment by GLE

Santillana
Nuevo Siglo de Espanol with La Cartilla (2002)

A. Student Proficiency
GL

m

47% [ 14% | 17%

7 | 10%

10% 10%

[ 13% [ 7%
[  15% | 17%
[ 13% | 13%
| 7% | 11%
[ 31%

37%

31%
[ 23% [ 14%
[ 14% | 19%

13% | 44%
[ 19% [ 37%
| 10% | 14%
12% | 47%
| 15% [ 26%
[ 22% [ 22%
[ 19% [ 35%
[ 21% [ 26%
43%
| 9% | 9%
28%

26% [ 9%
20% [ 13%
14% | 14%
33%
23% [ 8%
20% [ 13%

AAPOWOWWWWWNNNNNNOODONDPOPNDODNDOONON R R R R PR R e
NEERERABRRNVNMERARAABRRLOONMOMOYNRRRRERRERAAMRMOONDNEREEREE
RPNRWNRNVRRODWNRWYRRWNMRNOURWNNRWNRNVRVRRWNER

[ 8% ]
0% 100%

B. Instructional Approaches

NPONNDONNRERRREREREE O
WNRRPRPRPEAROWNRE
RWNOUIRWNRNRNAN M

0% 100%

. Strongly Aligned Adequately Aligned Partially Aligned Not Aligned
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Spanish Section B: Program Alignment by GLE

SRA/McGraw-Hill
Foro abierto para La Lectura (2003)

A. Student Proficiency

@
—
m

[ 17% [ 6%
33% [ 8%

[ 10% | 7%
[ 27% [ 7%
[ 21% [ 6%
[ 13%
14% | 25%
[6% [ 6%
[ 13%
29%

13%
13%
19% | 21%
[ 14% | 18%
[ 19% | 16%
31%
[ 7% | 19%
[ 14% | 14%
[ 149% | 23%
[ 13% [5%

56%
21% | 16%
| 11%
[ 29%
[5%] 9%
[ 17% [ 11%
| 10% | 10%

67%

[ 17%
| 13% [4%
23% ] 17%

71%

| 27%
| 15%
33% [ 13%
6% | 33%
64%
[ 8% | 46%

0% 100%

AAPOWOWWWWWNNNNNNOODONDPOPNDODNDOONON R R R R PR R e
NEERERABRRNVNMERARAABRRLOONMOMOYNRRRRERRERAAMRMOONDNEREEREE
RPNRWNRNVRRODWNRWYRRWNMRNOURWNNRWNRNVRVRRWNER

B. Instructional Approaches
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43% [ 12%
[ 7% 36%
17% 1 8%
50% 25%
0% 100%
. Strongly Aligned Adequately Aligned Partially Aligned Not Aligned
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Washington State Instructional Materials Review Report, April 2006
K-3 Reading Core/Comprehensive Instructional Materials

Section C: Program Data by Grade Level

Each chart depicts the data for each Section of the Self-Study Document and displays it by grade
level and by publisher alphabetically. All data for a particular grade level is reported in a format
where each of five bar graphs displays the summarized data for each of the following categories:

Student Proficiency
Instructional Approaches
Universal Access
Cultural Responsiveness
Assessment

Charts are organized with English programs listed first alphabetically with each program’s grade
levels displayed entirely on one page. Spanish programs follow in the same format.
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English Section C: Program Data by Grade Level
Harcourt, Trophies (2007)

Kindergarten

Student Proficiency
Instructional Approaches
Universal Access | 24%
Cultural Responsiveness | 16% | 35% |
Assessment | 119%| 46% |

0% o . 100%
Distribution of Alignment Scores

| 16% [

|209%| 149 |

| 15%|

Grade 1
Instructional Approaches 71% -.

| 1296 | 15% |

Cultural Responsiveness

0% o ] 100%
Distribution of Alignment Scores

|10%| 1296 |

Grade 2

Student Proficiency 79% - %

119 [

Universal Access 80%

Cultural Responsiveness 81%

[ 7

0% o ) 100%
Distribution of Alignment Scores

Assessment 85%

Adequately Aligned

. Strongly Aligned

Grade 3

Student Proficiency

Instructional Approaches | 15% | 23%

Universal Access
Cultural Responsiveness | 15% | 22%

0% o ) 100%
Distribution of Alignment Scores

| 109794

|
| 14% | 22% |
|

Not Aligned

Partially Aligned
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English Section C: Program Data by Grade Level
Houghton Mifflin, Houghton Mifflin Reading (2006)

Kindergarten

| 14% [7%)

66%

Student Proficiency

Instructional Approaches

Universal Access

Nion BT

| 149% | 14% |

[ ]

0% o . 100%
Distribution of Alignment Scores

Cultural Responsiveness

39% |

Assessment

Grade 1

Student Proficiency

| 14% |7%

Instructional Approaches

| 15% [10%)|

Universal Access | 22% | 25% |
Cultural Responsiveness |10%| 30% |

Distribution of Alignment Scores

100%

Grade 2

Student Proficiency | 12% |9%|

1006 179% |

|

Instructional Approaches

Universal Access 19%

Cultural Responsiveness

|
| 15% | 17% |
|

| 1% | 17%

Assessment

0% o ] 100%
Distribution of Alignment Scores

. Strongly Aligned Adequately Aligned

Grade 3

| 120 | 17%

Student Proficiency

|

Instructional Approaches | 13% | 36% |
Universal Access | 21% | 27% |
Cultural Responsiveness | 18% | 37% |
Assessment | 17% | 36% |

Distribution of Alignment Scores

Partially Aligned Not Aligned

100%
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Kindergarten

English Section C: Program Data by Grade Level
Kendall/Hunt, Pegasus 11 (2004)

Grade 1

Student Proficiency _ | 21% |10%| Student Proficiency | 35% | 35% |
Instructional Approaches - | 35% | 24% | Instructional Approaches : 24% | 65% |
Universal Access - | 20% | 35% | Universal Access | 47% | 35% |
Cultural Responsiveness - | 25% | 31% | Cultural Responsiveness | 38% 38% |
Assessment - | 19% | 44% | Assessment | 26% 45% |

Distribution of Alignment Scores 1oo% . Distribution of Alignment Scores 100%

Grade 2 Grade 3

Student Proficiency _ | 24% |9%| Student Proficiency | 14% | 21% |
Instructional Approaches - | 43% |12%| Instructional Approaches | 15% | 31% |
Universal Access - | 24% | 41% | Universal Access |9%| 54% |
Cultural Responsiveness - | 34% | 26% | Cultural Responsiveness | 17% | 44% |
Assessment % | 21% | 17% | Assessment | 17% | 32% |

Distribution of Alignment Scores 100% 0% Distribution of Alignment Scores 100%

. Strongly Aligned Adequately Aligned Partially Aligned Not Aligned
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English Section C: Program Data by Grade Level

Macmillan/McGraw-Hill, Treasures (2007)

Kindergarten

| 18% |12%|

Student Proficiency

10| 24% |

Instructional Approaches

Universal Access 33% | 20% | 21%

|
Cultural Responsiveness [EEG | 25% | 58% |
|

Assessment [FEL | 17% | 57%

0% o ) 100%
Distribution of Alignment Scores

MATERIAL NOT PROVIDED BY PUBLISHER

Grade 2

Student Proficiency | 13% | 12%|
Instructional Approaches |11%| 16% |
Universal Access |7%| 24% |
Cultural Responsiveness |4|>/o 72% |
Assessment H% 59% |

0% o ) 100%
Distribution of Alignment Scores

Adequately Aligned

. Strongly Aligned

Grade 3

Student Proficiency

Universal Access

Cultural Responsiveness

N GO0

| 15% | 13% |

100 DT

7%| 72%

Assessment Hl% 68%

Partially Aligned

0%

Distribution of Alignment Scores

Not Aligned

100%
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Kindergarten

Student Proficiency

English Section C: Program Data by Grade Level
Pearson Scott Foresman, Reading Street (2007)

| 17% | 20%

Grade 1

Student Proficiency

| 120 | 10% |

|
Instructional Approaches 37% |10%| 22% | Instructional Approaches 72%
Universal Access - | 18% | 49% | Universal Access | 14% | 18% |
Cultural Responsiveness | 35% | 32% | Cultural Responsiveness | 18% | 21% |
Assessment | 19% | 24% | Assessment |5° 17% |
% Distribution of Alignment Scores 1oo% 0% Distribution of Alignment Scores 1oo%
Grade 2 Grade 3
Student Proficiency 7% Student Proficiency |6%| 11%|
Instructional Approaches | 14% |10%| Instructional Approaches | 15% |8%|
Universal Access 75% .H Universal Access |9%| 25% |
Cultural Responsiveness |7%| 22% | Cultural Responsiveness |5°)p 28% |

Assessment

. Strongly Aligned

78%

0% 100%

Distribution of Alignment Scores

Adequately Aligned

Assessment

i 17 |

0%

Distribution of Alignment Scores

Not Aligned

Partially Aligned

100%
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English Section C: Program Data by Grade Level
Rigby, Rigby Literacy (2003)

Kindergarten

Grade 1

Student Proficiency | 16% | 22% | Student Proficiency | 18% | 18% |
Instructional Approaches | 14% | 51% | Instructional Approaches | 17% | 51% |
Universal Access | 15% | 45% | Universal Access | 25% 42% |
Cultural Responsiveness | 19% | 60% | Cultural Responsiveness | 17% | 55% |
Assessment P S 40% | Assessment [ 15% | 39% |

. Distribution of Alignment Scores oo 0% Distribution of Alignment Scores 100%

Grade 2 Grade 3

Student Proficiency | 18% | 23% | Student Proficiency |8%| 30% |
Instructional Approaches | 23% | 23% | Instructional Approaches |10%| 26% |
Universal Access i 17% | 65% | Universal Access |11%| 40% |
Cultural Responsiveness i 16% | 71% | Cultural Responsiveness |4d(o 61% |
Assessment |13%| 30% | Assessment | 14% | 24% |

0% 100% 0% 100%

Distribution of Alignment Scores

. Strongly Aligned Adequately Aligned

Partially Aligned

Distribution of Alignment Scores

Not Aligned
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English Section C: Program Data by Grade Level
SRA/McGraw-Hill, Open Court (2006)

Kindergarten

Student Proficiency |13%| 15% |
Instructional Approaches | 16% | 14% |
Universal Access |9%| 41% |
Cultural Responsiveness |6%{ 36% |
Assessment |3|% 71% |

0% o ) 100%
Distribution of Alignment Scores

Grade 1

Student Proficiency
Instructional Approaches
Universal Access
Cultural Responsiveness

Assessment

]

]

B T

0%

Distribution of Alignment Scores

100%

Grade 2

7%

RT
Instructional Approaches | 12% | 36% |
Cultural Responsiveness |9%| 16% |

Assessment 68% -

0% o ] 100%
Distribution of Alignment Scores

Student Proficiency

. Strongly Aligned Adequately Aligned

Grade 3

Student Proficiency
Instructional Approaches
Universal Access
Cultural Responsiveness

Assessment

Partially Aligned

50% |129%] 179%

48% L 23% | 25%

]

bl 26%

T

0%

Distribution of Alignment Scores

Not Aligned

38





Kindergarten

Student Proficiency

English Section C: Program Data by Grade Level
Voyager Expanded Learning, Voyager Universal Literacy System (2004)

| 149 | 11%|

Grade 1

Student Proficiency

| 16% | 16%

|
Instructional Approaches |12%| 24% | Instructional Approaches |6°/1> 65% |
Universal Access | 19% | 27% | Universal Access | 19% | 28% |
Cultural Responsiveness | 22% | 46% | Cultural Responsiveness | 28% | 44% |
Assessment |9%| 43% | Assessment | 17% | 28% |
. Distribution of Alignment Scores 100% % Distribution of Alignment Scores 100%

Grade 2 Grade 3
Student Proficiency |10%| 1l%| Student Proficiency | 12%| 30% |
Instructional Approaches | 79% | Instructional Approaches % |5°/f> 79% |
Universal Access | 12% |5°/i> Universal Access |8%| 47% |
Cultural Responsiveness | 24% | 27% | Cultural Responsiveness |10%| 30% |
Assessment |9%|8%| Assessment E6°/+ 54% |

. Strongly Aligned

0% o ) 100%
Distribution of Alignment Scores

Adequately Aligned

0% o . .
Distribution of Alignment Scores

Partially Aligned Not Aligned

100%
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Kindergarten

English Section C: Program Data by Grade Level
Wendy Pye Publishing Ltd., AWARD Reading (2006)

| 12| 20%

Instructional Approaches | 25%

Universal Access

| 43%

ED

Cultural Responsiveness | 17% |

47%

|
|
55% |
|
|

| 13% | 32%

0%

100%

Distribution of Alignment Scores

Grade 1
Student Proficiency | 27% 37% |
Instructional Approaches E?% 89% |
Universal Access 1'{7'(08%| 90% |
Cultural Responsiveness 1I4-I 16% | 78% |

Assessment !9%| 67%

Distribution of Alignment Scores

100%

. Strongly Aligned

NO 2" or 3" GRADE MATERIAL PUBLISHED

Adequately Aligned

Partially Aligned Not Aligned
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Spanish Section C: Program Data by Grade Level
Harcourt, Trofeos (2003)

Kindergarten

Student Proficiency 1%
Instructional Approaches |12%| 22% |

Universal Access 79% -aﬁ 3%
Cultural Responsiveness |11%| 17% |
Assessment Jade 46% |

0% o . 100%
Distribution of Alignment Scores

Grade 1

B

Instructional Approaches |2|%13%{
Universal Access 77% -@E.
Cultural Responsiveness |8%k3°/c{
Assessment [ov] 17% |

0% o ) 100%
Distribution of Alignment Scores

Grade 2

Student Proficiency
Instructional Approaches

Universal Access 72%

Cultural Responsiveness | 15% | 24% |
Assessment 81% -II % (6%

0% o ) 100%
Distribution of Alignment Scores

Adequately Aligned

. Strongly Aligned

Grade 3
Student Proficiency |11%|9%|
Instructional Approaches | 15% | 26% |
Universal Access 71% -M
Cultural Responsiveness |9%|11%|
Assessment |8%| 22% |

0% o ) 100%
Distribution of Alignment Scores

Partially Aligned Not Aligned
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Kindergarten

Spanish Section C: Program Data by Grade Level
Macmillan/McGraw-Hill, Lectura (2005)

Grade 1

Student Proficiency | 27% | 17% | Student Proficiency | 18% | 45% |
Instructional Approaches | 22% | 22% | Instructional Approaches |41/o 70% |
Universal Access 16% ! 83% | Universal Access | 100% |
Cultural Responsiveness 28% hL.L% 70% | Cultural Responsivenesszw% 97% |
Assessment 804 67% | Assessmentyl,ll% 97% |
0% o ] 100% 0% o ) 100%
Distribution of Alignment Scores Distribution of Alignment Scores
Grade 2 Grade 3

Instructional Approaches

Universal Access |

Cultural Responsiveness

Assessment

T

100% |
[12%] 67% |
T —

0%

100%

Distribution of Alignment Scores

. Strongly Aligned

Adequately Aligned

Instructional Approaches
Universal Access

Cultural Responsiveness

Assessmentllﬂ:l%

|

o]
| |
o] |
98% |

0%

Partially Aligned

Distribution of Alignment Scores

Not Aligned

100%
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Spanish Section C: Program Data by Grade Level
Santillana, Nuevo Siglo de Espanol with La Cartilla (2002)

Kindergarten

Instructional Approaches | 22% | 31% |
Universal Access |10%| 30%

| 129 | 13% |

Cultural Responsiveness | 25% | 19% |
Assessment | 15% | 65% |
0% 100%

Distribution of Alignment Scores

Grade 1

Student Proficiency |
Instructional Approaches ”1% 49% |
Universal Access |11%| 61% |

| 13% | 36%

Cultural Responsiveness % | 34% | 46%

Assessment ! 12%| 69%

0% o ) 100%
Distribution of Alignment Scores

Grade 2

Instructional Approaches | 18% | 30% |

| 14% |  24%

Universal Access |7%| 43%
Cultural Responsiveness

0% o ) 100%
Distribution of Alignment Scores

|| 24%

| 14% | 14% |

. Strongly Aligned Adequately Aligned

Grade 3
Student Proficiency | 17% | 40%
Instructional Approaches | 53% 79%

Universal Access

Cultural Responsiveness | 23% |17%

0% o ) 100%
Distribution of Alignment Scores

|
|
{EE 63% |
|
|

Partially Aligned Not Aligned
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Spanish Section C: Program Data by Grade Level
SRA/McGraw-Hill, Foro abierto para La Lectura (2003)

Kindergarten

Student Proficiency | 15% |6‘%+
Instructional Approaches |12%|10%|
Universal Access |5°)F> 38% |
Cultural Responsiveness | 16% | 17% |
Assessment |5d{o 65% |

0% o . 100%
Distribution of Alignment Scores

Grade 1

Student Proficiency
Instructional Approaches
Universal Access
Cultural Responsiveness

Assessment

| 15% | 14% |

CIED

B T

T

L 15% | 63%

0%

Distribution of Alignment Scores

100%

Grade 2

Student Proficiency | 12% | 18% |
Instructional Approaches | 14% | 23% |
Universal Access | 12%| 50% |

Cultural Responsiveness | 15% | 34%

0% o ) 100%
Distribution of Alignment Scores

. Strongly Aligned Adequately Aligned

Grade 3

Student Proficiency
Instructional Approaches
Universal Access
Cultural Responsiveness

Assessment

Partially Aligned

]

EDNED

]

o 2o

o

0%

Distribution of Alignment Scores

Not Aligned
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APPENDIX A
Page 1 of 5

Publisher’s Notice
Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction
English and Spanish K-3 Reading
Core/Comprehensive Instructional Materials Review
Spring 2006

The Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI) will review English and Spanish
core/comprehensive reading instructional materials for Kindergarten through third grade in
February/March 2006. The purpose of this review is twofold.

1. Washington State will use the review to provide school districts with information
regarding alignment of instructional materials with the Reading Grade Level
Expectations (GLES) and other important program components. Districts in Washington
State are not required to choose materials from the review report. The report will serve as
information only, and not represent any form of endorsement or approval of instructional
materials.

2. Washington Reading First: The results of the review will assist Reading First
schools/districts in making decisions regarding the use of instructional materials that
support federal Reading First guidelines. Only schools receiving Reading First funds in
Washington State are required to choose from the Reading First qualified materials
menus that will result from this review.

Reading First requires comprehensive reading programs to be scientifically research-
based, and include the five key components or elements of reading: phonemic awareness,
phonics, vocabulary, fluency, and comprehension. Reviewers will be specifically looking
for systematic and sequential materials that provide teachers with explicit directions,
modeling, and sufficient practice within the core instructional time for all students,
including struggling readers in each of the five areas. If materials are not designed in this
manner, please do not provide them for review.

Dates: English Program Review — February 27 through March 3, 2006
Spanish Program Review — March 1 through March 3, 2006
Location: SeaTac Hilton Hotel

Submission of Instructional Materials for Evaluation

The materials review will include only core/comprehensive instructional materials, Kindergarten
— third grade. These programs should meet the following definition: they are “the primary
instructional tool that teachers use to teach children to learn to read and ensure they reach
reading levels that meet or exceed grade-level standards. A core program should address the
instructional needs of the majority of students in a respective school or district” (Simmons &
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Kame’enui, 2003, pp.1). The review will not include independent review of intervention or
supplemental programs.

Standards for the Process

The publisher Self-Study Document will serve as the foundation for the review process. The
results of the materials review are the sole judgment of the OSPI review panel members. Scores
assigned by the reviewers shall be final. There is not an appeals process.

Publisher representatives will not present materials to, or have conversations with, any members
of the review panel. Publishers will not be present during the week when panel members are
evaluating materials. We ask that publisher representatives identify how the Review Manager
may reach them during the review week to answer any questions that may arise.

Preliminary results of the review will be shared at a publisher representative meeting on
March 27, 2006 from 2 — 4 p.m., location to be announced. In addition, Reading First staff will
contact the designated representative(s) of qualifying programs selected for inclusion on the
Reading First English and Spanish menus by March 20, 2006.

Step One: Publisher Notice of Intent to Submit Materials

Due: January 5, 2006, 4 p.m.

We respectfully require that publishers complete the following information by email:

1. Notify OSPI via email at merskine@ospi.wednet.edu to confirm your intent to submit
materials for the English and/or Spanish review(s). Please send a separate intent to
submit for each program to be reviewed.

2. Include in your email notice:

e Program Information
a. Program Name (indicate Spanish or English and grade levels of the program
submitted)
b. Publisher
c. Copyright Date (Programs must be published or in press and available for
purchase by January 2006.)
d. Brief overview and or scientific research summary (3 page MAXIMUM) of
the program to be reviewed
e Publisher’s Representative Information
a. Representative Name
b. Contact Email Address
c. Contact Phone Number(s)
e Publisher Meeting RSVP (See Step Two)
a. ldentify and prioritize up to three participants attending the Publisher Meeting
(See note below.)
b. Contact information for each participant
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NOTE: Registration for the Publisher Meeting will limited to 50 participants. Requests for
additional participants will be processed on a space available basis according to order
received and priority indicated above.

Step Two: Publisher Meeting (Optional)

Date: Thursday, January 12, 2006 (tentative)

Location: To Be Determined — sponsored by Washington Oregon Alaska
Textbook Representative Association (WOATRA)

RSVP: As part of Step One: Intent to Submit by January 5, 2006

The Publisher Meeting will be a venue for OSPI to provide an overview of the review process
and to inform the work to identify citations for the Self-Study Document used in the review. It is
recommended that publisher representatives involved with identification of citations attend this
meeting. The primary purpose of the meeting is three-fold and will include:

e A brief overview of the Grade Level Expectations and deep alignment.

e A complete review of the required publisher Self-Study Document.

e An opportunity for questions, answers, and clarification regarding the Self-Study

Document and review process.

The Self-Study Document will be posted on the OSPI website by December 12, 2005 at
http://www.k12.wa.us/Curriculuminstruct and will be electronically provided to all publishers
intending to submit materials.

NOTE: OSPI staff will NOT meet with individual publisher representatives regarding this
process. Please do not request to do so. All representatives are respectfully asked to contact the
OSPI Reading First Office for clarifications regarding the review process. Responses to
inquiries will be posted as Frequently Asked Questions (FAQS) to the OSPI website:
http://www.k12.wa.us/Curriculumlinstruct.

OSPI Contact:
Marilee Erskine
Curriculum and Instruction Reading First Office
Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction
600 Washington Street SE
PO Box 47200
Olympia, WA 98504-7200
merskine@ospi.wednet.edu
Phone: 360-725-6069 Fax: 360-725-4997
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Step Three: Materials Submission and Set-up

Due:

English Materials Set-up: February 26, 2006, 5 p.m. -7 p.m.
Spanish Set-up: February 26, 2006, 5 p.m. -7 p.m.

Location: SeaTac Hilton Hotel

Materials Submission — Materials Submission Checklist Review:

Prior to set-up, publisher representatives will bring all materials for the review including
the completed Materials Submission Checklist to check-in with the Review Manager.
OSPI reading staff will verify with each publisher representative that each step on the
checklist has been completed, including thorough completion of the Self-Study
Document.

NOTE: If it is determined that the Self-Study document has not been completed in
accordance with the procedures outlined in the instructions, publishers may be asked to
remove their materials from the review.

Materials Set-up:

1.
2.
3.
4.

5.

Set-up will occur following sign-off of OSPI personnel on the Materials Submission
Checklist.

Each publisher sets up his/her own program and materials.

Mark materials clearly, so reviewers understand all the components of your program.
Please do not bring table skirts, stand up displays or visual advertisement posters.
Each program will be provided one table (size 3’ x 6°) only.

Materials will NOT be accepted after 7 p.m. and 2 p.m., respectively.

Materials Submitted for Review (UPDATED 12/14/05):
Five (5) copies of the following in one folder:

O

Completed Self-Study Document

Four (4) labeled sets that include:

(]
(|
(]

O

All K-3 teacher editions

All K-3 student texts — only if not replicated inside the teacher edition

Supplemental or intervention resources within the program, including decodables and
workbooks — only if they are required materials as part of the core lesson in the teacher
edition and cited within the completed Self-Study Document

All K-3 assessment instruments (if electronic, computer and cords must be provided by
publisher)

NOTE: Do not ship any materials to OSPI. OSPI will not be responsible for transporting
materials to or from the review site.
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Step Four: Materials Pick-Up

Dates: Friday, March 3, 2006, 3 p.m. -4 p.m. ONLY
Location: SeaTac Hilton Hotel

e Pick-up ALL program materials between 3 p.m. and 4 p.m. only.

e If materials remain after 4 p.m. we will assume that the publisher does not need them
back and they will be recycled via the hotel process.

Thank you for your understanding and cooperation in this effort.

Reading First Publisher Fair for Qualifying Programs - ONLY

There will be a publisher fair held March 29, 2006 for programs that qualify for use in Reading
First schools. All publishers will be notified by March 20™ as to whether or not their program(s)
qualify for inclusion on the Reading First menu(s). At that time you will be apprised of the
location of the Publisher Fair.

Please do not contact Reading First eligible schools prior to this fair.

The tentative agenda for March 29 (8 a.m. start, 3 p.m. adjourn) will include:
e OSPI overview of review process and list of qualifying comprehensive program materials
(Publisher set-up)
e Publishers provide overview of programs (15 minutes maximum each)
e Question and answer time with publishers
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Office of W a s hington
Supenntendenﬁg Public Instructmn

. Terry Bergeson

English and Spanish K-3 Reading Core/Comprehensive Instructional
Materials Review:
Publisher Self-Study Document

Introduction to Reading K-3 Publisher Self-Study Document

The Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI) will review English and Spanish K-3 reading
core/comprehensive instructional programs in February 2006. A review panel of educators will convene
to examine each instructional program using the completed Publisher Self-Study Document. The purpose
of the Publisher Self-Study Document and subsequent review is to provide school districts with
information regarding alignment of K-3 Reading Core/Comprehensive Instructional Materials to the OSPI
K-3 Reading Grade Level Expectations (GLE) and research-based practices as outlined in: A Consumer’s
Guide to Evaluating a Core Reading Program Grades K-3: A Critical Elements Analysis (Simmons &
Kame’enui, 2003).

OSPI Reading Statement

Reading......for today and tomorrow

“Reading is the fundamental skill upon which all formal education depends. Research now shows
that a child who doesn’t learn the reading basics early is unlikely to learn to read at all... Thanks to new
scientific research—plus a long-awaited scientific and political consensus around this research—the
knowledge exists to teach all but a handful of severely disabled children to read well.”

Teaching Reading Is Rocket Science by Louisa Moats, 1999

Learning to read and reading to learn, are two of the most important missions of childhood. Parents,
community members, and teachers must all maximize their efforts to make certain that each child has the
opportunity to experience the great gift of literacy. These efforts will ensure that each individual has the
prospect of a life filled with possibilities and a future of literate interaction in the world. By providing
children equal access to well-designed, organized, and systematic reading instruction in our schools; we
can assure ourselves that Washington students have the greatest possible chance at future academic
excellence.
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Publisher Self-Study Document

I. ORGANIZATION OF SELF-STUDY DOCUMENT
Section One: Student Proficiency
e First 2 rows: EALR, Component (see Definitions)
e Column 1: GLE and each Evidence of Learning
e Column 2: Consumer’s Guide as aligned to each Evidence of Learning
e Column 3: Publisher’s Citation(s), aligned to each Evidence of Learning [Note: One (1)
citation from three (3) data points (beginning, middle, end) during the year are required]
e Column 4: Reviewer’s Score, rating of content and cognitive demand of each publisher’s
citation

Section Two: Instructional Approach(es)
e First 4 rows: Headings (Instructional approach, Component, GLE, Publisher’s Citation)
e Subsequent Rows:
0 Within Lessons (W) Specific to the Consumer Guide, addresses instructional
approach for two days at beginning, middle, and end of year
o Skills Trace (st): Specific to the Consumer Guide, addresses instructional
approach for 10 consecutive days
e Column 1: GLE and each Evidence of Learning
e Column 2: Consumer’s Guide as aligned to each Evidence of Learning
e Column 3: Publisher’s Citation(s), aligned to each Evidence of Learning (Note: number
of citations will change for Within Lessons and Skills Trace)
e Column 4: Reviewer’s Score, rating of content and cognitive demand of each Publisher’s
citation

Section Three: Meeting the Needs of All Students (Universal Access and Cultural
Responsiveness)
e First two rows: Headings (Diversity heading, Component)
e Subsequent rows: Instructional indicators that address Universal Access and Cultural
Responsiveness
e Column 1: Component and specific instructional indicators
e Column 2, 3, 4: Publisher’s Citation(s), aligned to each diversity indicator [Note: One (1)
citation from three (3) data points (beginning, middle, end) during the year are required]
e Column 5: Reviewer’s Score, rating of content and cognitive demand of each Publisher’s
citation

Section Four: Assessment
e Columnland2: GLE
e Column 2: Unit and page number
e Column 3: Program activity/assessment explanation aligned to the GLE
e Column 4: Reviewer’s Score, rating of content and cognitive demand of each Publisher’s
citation
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(Note: Sections One and Two address each GLE; Sections Three and Four follow each
Component)

I1. DIRECTIONS

Publishers are required to provide citations as evidence of alignment of materials to K-3 Reading
GLEs (OSPI, 2004), specifically, each evidence of learning, and alignment of materials to A
Consumer’s Guide (Simmons & Kame’enui, 2003). Only the High Priority Items in A
Consumer’s Guide (Simmons & Kame’enui, 2003) are included in this document. The Publisher
Self-Study Document is sequenced according to the Washington State Essential Academic
Learning Requirements (EALR) and Grade Level Expectations (GLE) by grade levels K, 1, 2,
and 3.. In order to complete the Publisher Self-Study Document,

e See Publisher’s Notice (2006) for submission criteria, instructions, and review procedures
http://www.k12.wa.us/curriculuminstruct/reading/readingfirst/ProgramReviewSchedule.a
SpX

e Read each EALR, each GLE and each Evidence of Learning.

e Find, or identify components of reading, skills of reading, and/or instructional strategies
within the core/comprehensive reading program that align to each Evidence of Learning.

e Cite the Unit and page number(s) where the elements of alignment are present in the
reading program being reviewed.

o Cite the title of the activity in addition to the Unit and page number.

e Note the different required number of citations for Section Two. Section Two includes
two different instructional approaches based upon criteria established in A Consumer’s
Guide (Simmons & Kame’enui, 2003), Within Lessons (W) and Skills Trace (st).
Required citations are different for the two subsections. For Within Lessons (W), a total of
six (6) examples that support the specific instructional approach are required. For Skills
Trace (st) a total of 10 examples that support the specific instructional approach are
required.

Evidence of alignment will be evaluated on citations (Unit, Lesson, page number, activity)
within the four sections of the document:
e Section One:
o0 Specific skills within lessons [i.e., direct alignment of GLE evidence of
learning and Consumer’s Guide scope and sequence (ss)]

e Section Two:

0 Lessons/skills over 2 lessons [i.e., within a sequence of lessons (Wj)]
o Lessons/skills over 10 consecutive lessons [i.e., skills trace of lessons (st)]
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e Section Three:
o Universal Access
0 Cultural Competency
e Section Four:
0 Assessment
(See Definitions and Guidelines)

I1l. DEFINITIONS AND GUIDELINES

e Assessment

0 Assessment includes both summative and formative assessments. Formative
assessments are more informal and target specific skills selected by teachers to
build toward standards. Examples of formative assessment are teacher
observation, homework, demonstrations, performance (progress monitoring
qualifies as performance). Summative assessments are achievement standards for
which schools, teachers and students are held accountable. Examples of
summative assessment are formal tests, projects, performances, and standardized
tests (DIBELS scores qualify as summative assessment).

e Component: A K-10 statement that further defines the EALR. There is at least one
component for each EALR.

e Core/comprehensive reading program: The primary instructional tool that teachers use
to teach children to learn to read and ensure they reach reading levels that meet or exceed
grade-level standards. A core program should address the instructional needs of the
majority of students in a respective school or district (Simmons & Kame’enui, 2003,
pp.1).

e Cultural Responsiveness: Characteristics of a program that demonstrate equity and
respect for all cultures in all aspects of instruction and learning

e EALR: Essential Academic Learning Requirement is a broad statement of learning that
applies to grades K-10 in Washington State.

e Evidence of Learning: A bulleted list of student demonstration that provide educators
with common illustrations of the learning.

e GLE (Grade Level Expectation): A statement of cognitive demand, using Bloom’s
Taxonomy, and the essential content or process to be learned. The statement, specific to
one or more grades, defines the component.

e Scope and Sequence (ss): specific skills within lessons (i.e., scope and sequence)

0 Scope and sequence is based upon student performance, or outcome. Simmons &
Kame’enui (2003) recommend that (ss) is analyzed over time; however, for the
purposes of this document, (ss) will refer to student performance of specific skills
within a scope and sequence including each Evidence of Learning within the
GLEs and aligning indicators in the Consumer’s Guide (Simmons & Kame’enui,
2003). In a few GLE sections, there may be no Evidence of Learning, but will be
a scope and sequence (ss) indicator from the Consumer’s Guide.

e Skills Trace (st): lessons/skills over 10 consecutive lessons (i.e., skills trace of lessons)

o Skills Trace (st) refers to instructional approaches that frequently occur over a
period of 10 consecutive lessons. For example, the Skills Trace (st) criterion
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might be, “Incorporates frequent and cumulative review of taught letter sounds to
automaticity” (Simmons & Kame’enui, 2003, Kindergarten, p. 9). Choose 10
consecutive lessons (or 10 days of instruction, depending upon the term) and cite the
activities and page numbers where that skill occurs throughout 10 instructional days.
Provide documentation for each occurrence.

e Universal Access: Provides access to all students; for the purposes of this study,
universal access will include (but not limited to) those students identified as ELL, or as
needing intervention or enrichment lessons.

e Within Lesson (W): lessons/skills over 2-3 lessons (i.e., within a sequence of lessons)
Within Lesson (W) addresses instructional approaches. For (W), procedure, identify the first day
in which the skill (e.g., letter-sound correspondence) is introduced and follow that skill over a
sequence of two (2) days. Then, repeat the process by documenting evidence at two other points
in time (e.g., middle and end of program). For example, the instructional approach, or behavior
might be, “Provides repeated and multiple exposures to critical vocabulary” [NRP, pp. 4-4]. Find
two examples of repeated and multiple exposure of critical vocabulary from the beginning of the
program, two from the middle of the program and two from the end of the program. If, for
example, the reading program includes six units, you might choose two instructional
activities/approaches from Unit Two, two from Unit Four, and two and from Unit Six. Again,
cite page numbers and titled activities within the lesson.
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SAMPLE-Document Grade 3

In third grade, students select and combine skills to read fluently with meaning and purpose.
They apply comprehension and vocabulary strategies to a wider variety of literary genres and
informational text. Students demonstrate comprehension by participating in discussions, writing
responses, and using evidence from text to support their thinking. They read for pleasure and
choose books based on personal preference, topic, or author (OSPI, 2004).

EALR 1: The student understands and uses different skills and strategies to
read.

Component 1.1: Use word recognition skills and strategies to read and
comprehend text.

Section One: Student Proficiency

GLE 1.1.4 Consumer's Publisher’s Citation Reviewer’s
Guide Score
1.1.4 Apply Beginning | Middle End
understanding of Decoding and Unit Unit Unit
phonics. Word pp. pp. pp
Recognition (1 citation) | (1 (1
citation) citation)
a Read words L3;Unit 1 L3; Unit3 | L3; Unit5
containing pp. 14M pp. 26L pp. 204K
complex letter Phonics Phonics Phonics

patterns and/or
word families

(e.g., -ieve, —
eive, -ield) in
isolation and in
context.

a Apply multi- 2. Emphasizes | L3;Unitl |L3;Unit3 | L3; Unit5
syllabic decoding | reading harder | pp. 28 pp.48K pp. 2
when reading and bigger Phonics Phonics Phonics
words in all text. | words (i.e.,

multisyllabic
words) and
reading all
words more

fluently. (ss).

The Perfect Program (2006) Ideal Publishing Company (not a published program)

55





APPENDIX B

Page 7 of 9

SAMPLE-Instructional Approaches (w and s?)

Reviewer's

Score

§ Component 1.1: Use word recognition skills and strategies to read and
© | comprehend text.
§ GLE 1.1.4 Consumer’'s Publisher’s Citation
= A Guide
g 3 1.1.4 Apply Decoding and Beginning | Middle End
'; :fé understanding | Word Unit Unit Unit
2 ¢ of phonics. Recognition pp. pp. pp
= (2 (2 citations) | (2 citations)
N < citations)
Within Teaches 1) Word 1) Word 1) Word
Lessons (W) strategies to Knowledge | Knowledge | Knowledge
2 days over decode L3; Unitl |L3;Unit3 L3; Unit5
time multisyllabic pp. 82K pp. 72K pp. 176L
words using the | (add (add —ed,- | (comparative/
structural prefix) ment, —tion, | superlative;
features of such -sion) (plural,
word parts as 2) Word change f to
affixes (e.g., Knowledge | 2) Word V)
pre-, mis-, -tion) | Oral Knowledge,
to aid in word Language | Oral 2) Word
recognition (W). | pp. 82L language Knowledge,
pp. 72L Oral
Language
pp. 176L
Skills Trace N/A --- --- ---
(st)
10
consecutive
lessons

56






APPENDIX B
Page 8 of 9

Section Three: Meeting Needs of All Students

SAMPLE-Universal Access

Reviewer’s
Score

Component 1.1: Use | Beginning Middle End
word recognition gg't— gg't— gg't—
skills and strategies 1 cﬁon) 1 cﬁon) 1 citEion)
to read and
comprehend text.

L3: Unit 1 L3: Unit 3 L3; Unit 5

p. 82K p. 72K p. 176L
Provides access to the learning | Meeting Meeting ELL Word
for English Language Learners Individual Individual Meaning
(ELL) Needs: ELL: | Needs: ELL;

word word

meaning meaning

L3: Unit 1 L3: Unit 3 L3; Unit 5

o _ _ p. 82K p. 72K p. 176L

frOV'desd'_“t‘?We”_“ﬁ” ctelegies | Teacher Tip: | Teacher Tip: | Teacher Tip:
or remediation without limiting A
access to important literacy Word Word Syllabication
learning for students. Knowledge Knowledge

and and

Syllabication | Syllabication
Provides enrichment strategies | No Evidence | No Evidence | No Evidence
for capable students by
providing additional access to
important literacy related to the
GLEs.

L3; Unit 1 L3; Unit 3 L3; Unit 5

p. 82K p. 72K p. 176K & L
Provides differentiation Teacher Tip; | Teacher Tip; | Teacher tip;
strategies to accommodate the ELL; Teacher | ELL; Teacher | ELL; Teacher
range of abilities found in Tip; Tip; Tip
classrooms. p. 80G p. 69G p. 176G

Differentiating | Differentiating | Differentiating

Instruction Instruction Instruction
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Section Three: Meeting Needs of All Students

SAMPLE-Cultural Responsiveness

Component 1.1: Use | Beginning Middle End Reviewer’s
word recognition gg't— gg't— gg't— Score
skills and strategies | (1 (jtion) (1 citation) (1 citation)
to read and
comprehend text.
Builds bridges of L3; Unit 3 L3; Unit 3 No Evidence
meaningfulness between home Take Home Take Home
and school experiences as well
as between academic Decodable_ Decodable
abstractions and lived socio- Book 4, Ship | Book 25, Dog
cultural realities. at Night and Me
Incorporates multicultural No Evidence | No Evidence | No Evidence
resources and materials in all
subjects and skills routinely
taught.
Presents all human beings with | Decodable Decodable No Evidence
respect and dignity while Book 4, Ship Book 25, Dog
avoiding images and roles that Lo '
at Night and me.

might be perceived as
stereotypic or negative

Section Four: Assessment

SAMPLE-Assessment

Component | Type Beginning Middle End Reviewer’s Score
11 Unit Unit Unit

(&) S P— pp. (&) S—

(1 citation) (1 citation) (1 citation)
Use word Summative | Unit 1; pp. Unit 3; pp. Unit 5; pp.
recognition 94| 86l 188l
skills and (comp/voc) | (comp/voc) | (comp/voc)
strategies to Formative | No No No
read and Evidence Evidence Evidence
comprehend
text
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FREQUENTLY ASKED QUESTIONS (FAQ’S)

General Questions

Q: Are the same GLEs used with Spanish?

A: Yes. The same Self-Study document and the same GLEs will be used to review Spanish
programs.

OSPI Supporting Documents for Self-Study
Q: (1-12-06) If I have questions about the Reading Grade Level Expectations or the three
C’s of Content, Cognitive Demand and Context who should | contact?
A: All questions should be submitted to Marilee Erskine in writing via email. OSPI
reading staff will respond to the question(s), update the FAQ document, and share
with publishers intending to submit materials in a timely manner. The updated FAQ
will also be posted to the OSPI web site.

Self-Study Document Questions

Q: (1-12-06) In Section One, should each citation match both the consumer guide or
evidence of learning?

A: The Evidence of Learning should be the primary guide for Section One citations.

Q: (1-12-06) What do the dashes mean in the Consumer’s Guide column in the Section One
of the Self-Study?
A: This means that in this section, the instructional approaches from the Consumer’s
Guide does not address the Evidence of Learning and that there is no alignment between
the instructional approach (Consumer’s Guide) and the Evidence of Learning. If there
is not an Evidence of Learning or instructional approach from the Consumer’s Guide
that applies to a given GLE Component it is N/A, it is marked as such in other
sections. If something is marked N/A, no citations will be required.

Q: (1-12-06) Is preliminary teaching considered “introduction or beginning”?

A: Yes, the evidence of learning is the year-end expectation for a given skill, so the
activities that build up to mastery throughout the program would be cited. Typically
the complexity of the content of the citation will progress from beginning to end
citations.

Q: (1-12-06) If a program teacher guide does not have point of use materials replicated in
the text of the teacher guide, do we submit the materials for review (i.e., student
decodable books)?

A: The only student texts that should be provided are those that directly relate to the
citation and that are not replicated inside the teacher guide. Sound card that is
separate? If it is not in the teacher guide already, and it is directly related to a citation,
then yes, include it.

Q: Must Section Two citations come from consecutive days?
A: No, these do not need to be consecutive, but they should be within the week for each
point in time (beginning, middle, and end) citation.
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Q: (1-12-06) If there is not exact alignment between the instructional approach and the
GLE, what will reviewers pay most attention to?
A: The GLE will be the overall guide for reviewers in Section Two.

Q: (1-12-06) In Section Two, Skills Trace, do the ten citations need to be from consecutive
days?

A: Yes, we are looking for 10 consecutive days of instruction. We are looking for the
frequency of the different types of instructional approaches (i.e., vocabulary
instruction). Repeated exposures over time.

Q: (1-12-06) May I use the same citations if they match different instructional approaches
from the Consumer’s Guide?
A: Yes, if they align in both places.

Q: If in one day’s instruction, there are two pages where the instructional approach is used,
how should this be cited?

A: There should be only one page cited for each of the ten days of instruction. If there are two
choices of citations for a given instructional approach, choose the one best example of the
instructional approach.

Q: In Section Three, would it be acceptable to use the same citations for each of the
indicators?

A: Yes, if that citation aligns with both the indicator and the GLE. We want you to expose
reviewers to as much rich content as your program contains. Provide the best information that
will teach and expose reviewers to the content.

Q: In Section Three, should the citations focus on strategy or instructional approach or
something else?

A: Any of these would be acceptable. Again, we want you to expose reviewers to as much rich
content as your program contains.

Q: If, in the Evidence of Learning, there are examples in parenthesis, do the citations need

to address each of the examples listed?
A: No, items in parenthesis are simply examples.
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General Information — Clarifications from 1-12-06 Publisher Meeting:

If two skills are presented within an Evidence of Learning, it would be acceptable for one skill to
be presented early in the program, but the ultimate goal is for both skills to be achieved by the
end of the year.

Do not fill in the blanks at the top of each table for each Section. Citations should be listed in the
blank boxes, not on the blank lines at the top of each table.

Section One Citations:

The three citations should be from the beginning citation should be from when that skill is
introduced in the program, when it is followed up in the middle of its sequence, and the end of
when it is addressed.

For best representation, make sure citations align with the evidence of learning. Use the evidence
of learning as the “driver” for all citations.

Citations should finitely represent where the skill is addressed most immediately. Usually this
would be just one or two pages (i.e., page 5 and 7), versus several pages or a large page range.
Page numbers must be included. If only a unit is cited and no pages, the citation will not be
considered. Be sure titles of sections are included so that the citations are as transparent as
possible so it is clear where the skill is addressed.

Section Two Citations:
Within lesson and skills trace refer to the GLE, not the Evidence of Learning.

Use the instructional approach from the Consumer’s Guide (e.g., “model”) to determine which
citations to select. If the instructional approach does not occur...??

Within Lesson (w):
When multiple citations are required for each point in time (beginning, middle, and end),
the citations should be denoted by bullets.

Some GLEs will include a Within Lesson (w) instructional approach, some will not.
Those GLEs that do not have a “w” will be denoted by an “N/A”. Do not fill in citations
in these sections. They will not be reviewed.

Skills Trace (st):
Skills Trace citations are for ten consecutive lessons (ten consecutive days of instruction)
at any point in time, not just from the beginning, middle, and end.

Skills Trace citations may or may not best reflect the first day the skill was introduced.
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Sections Three and Four Citations:
Citations in Section Three and Four are guided by the GLE Component, not the Evidence of
Learnings.

If an additional guide is referenced in a given citation, please include the guide name and page
number.

Materials Submission:

Q: How should the four sets of materials be organized when we submit them for review?

A: In order for the materials to be most user-friendly and accessible for the reviewers, each of
the four sets must be grouped separately. There should be four sets per grade level. If additional
materials beyond the Teacher Guides are provided and are cited within the Self-Study Document,
they should be clearly labeled as to which GLE and Section of the document they apply to.

Q: In what format should the Self-Study be submitted?
A: Submit the Self-Study in the following manner:
e smooth copy, not in comb binding to make it easy to copy if necessary.
e Dby each grade level.
e Include a CD with the full Self-Study on it.
e Submit in a clear background.
Note: Be careful of wrapping text if you download form the Word document. Be sure to
review the hard copy prior to copying sets to ensure that all citations are clear and easy to
read on each page.

Q: Can we bring four computers for the assessment portion?

A: No only one, because OSPI can not be held accountable for damage or removal of costly
equipment.
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English and Spanish
K-3 Reading Core/Comprehensive Instructional Materials Review
Spring 2006

PUBLISHER MATERIALS CHECKLIST

Program Name:
Publisher:

Grades Submitted for Review (circle all that apply): K 1 2 3
Type of Program (circle): English  Spanish

Materials Submitted for Review - Five (5) labeled sets that include:

[0 Completed Self-Study Document

I All K-3 teacher editions

0 All K-3 student texts — only if not replicated inside the teacher edition

[0 Supplemental or intervention resources within the program, including decodables and
workbooks — only if they are required materials as part of the core lesson in the teacher
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Designed for schools of every configuration, this document represents one of several ways to become familiar with the Grade Level Expectations.
The content of this document is available on-line at www.k12.wa.us. Additionally, the following GLE aligned On-Line Grade Level Resources are
available on the OSPI website:

m |Integration links to other content areas.
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®m  Instructional resources.
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“ The Grade Level Expectations
emphasize the important com-
ponents in reading instruction
— phonemic awareness,
phonics, fluency, vocabulary,
and comprehension. Our
students need competency

in each of these areas to be
successful readers.”

Dr. Terry Bergeson
Superintendent of

Public Instruction

This publication is designed to help accomplish one of our
most pressing challenges — teaching children how to read
and how to learn by reading.

Washington's school reform efforts focus on setting clear,
high expectations for what students should know and be
able to do. The Essential Academic Learning Requirements
(EALRs) articulate the state’s expectations and learning
standards. The Washington Assessment of Student
Learning (WASL) measures whether students have met
these standards.

The original EALRs defined benchmarks, or cumulative indi-
cators, for grades 4, 7, and 10. Written in very broad terms
to provide flexibility and local control, each district had the
responsibility to determine the learning expectations for
students in the other grades. Content frameworks were
developed to provide grade level guidance. The new Grade
Level Expectations provide specific learning standards for
students in grades K10, clarifying the skills and strategies
all students need to demonstrate proficiency in each
content area.

Just as EALRs were developed by Washington educators,
administrators, parents, and community members, devel-
oping or creating the Grade Level Expectations involved
hundreds of participants and countless feedback opportuni-
ties. Drafting teams not only defined what students should
know and be able to do at each grade level, they developed
descriptions of how students could demonstrate profi-
ciency. The resulting “evidence of learning” statements
take the specificity of the EALRs to a new level. As an
example, a first grade teacher looking for signs of reading
fluency will find that students should be able to read a
selection of text aloud, without practicing, at a rate of
5065 correct words per minute.

The Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction is com-
mitted to helping educators provide high quality instruction
for all Washington students. This document provides all
educators access to essential learning expectations to
ensure all students achieve reading success.

GRADE LEVEL-EXPECTATIONS
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A Decade of Education Reform

“... provide students with
the opportunity to become
responsible citizens, to
contribute to their own
economic well-being and
to that of their families
and communities and to
enjoy productive and
satisfying lives.”

Basic Education Act

Preamble, 1993

INTRODUCTION

Ten years ago, Washington established the commitment
that all children would achieve at high levels. The purpose
of this reform is clearly spelled out in the preamble of the
Basic Education Act of 1993: “... provide students with the
opportunity to become responsible citizens, to contribute
to their own economic well-being and to that of their fam-
ilies and communities and to enjoy productive and satis-
fying lives.” The law established four common learning
goals for all Washington students designed to create high
quality academic standards and raise student achieve-
ment. The four learning goals provided the foundation for
the development of standards, called Essential Academic
Learning Requirements for reading, communications,
writing, mathematics, science, social studies,
health/fitness, and the arts. Establishing an assessment
system to measure progress and an accountability system
to monitor progress complete the key components of the
Basic Education Act.

Washington State Learning Goals

= Read with comprehension, write with skill, and
communicate effectively and responsibly in a variety
of ways and settings.

= Know and apply the core concepts and principles
of mathematics; social, physical, and life sciences; civics
and history; geography; arts; and health and fitness.

m Think analytically, logically, and creatively, and
integrate experience and knowledge to form reasoned
judgments and solve problems.

= Understand the importance of work and how
performance, effort, and decisions directly affect
future career and educational opportunities.

In the last decade, educators at every level contributed
tremendous effort, bringing greater clarity to the EALRs. The
creation of Grade Level Expectations is a logical next step to
provide educators with greater specificity, as well as to
respond to the Elementary and Secondary Act of 2001. This
federal legislation, known as the No Child Left Behind Act,
calls for each state to adopt challenging academic standards
for all students. The Grade Level Expectations will be used to
develop new assessments in reading, mathematics and
science required by this law.





Creating the Grade Level Expectations

“ Without alignment, there
can be no fair judgment
about how well schools
are really doing.”

Fenwick English, 2000

Grounding the Work on Research

Educators who developed the Grade Level Expectations
grounded their work on scientifically-based research. Among
the documents utilized are the Report of the National Reading
Panel (2000) and the foundational work of the National
Research Council Committee, Preventing Reading Difficulties
in Young Children (Snow, Burns, and Griffin, 1998).

Bloom's Taxonomy

Bloom's Taxonomy of the Cognitive Domain classifies
thinking into six categories. In this document, the use of the
Taxonomy reflects a classification of cognitive demand
rather than a hierarchy. (See Appendix)

Text Complexity

“Because reading is a process, not a content, the same skills
may appear in multiple grade levels, but the text demands on
the reader increase substantially. Therefore, it is critical that
the most basic and flexible reading skills are presented and
practiced as text challenges increase.” (Dr. Robert Cooter, Jr,
University of Texas, 2003). Note: The Grade Level
Expectations at grades 9 and 10 are combined. Although the
skills and strategies are the same, the demands on the reader
increase from grade 9 to grade 10 with the increase of the
text complexity.

Instruction

Taught Curriculum

A number of factors increase text complexity:

m Highly specialized vocabulary and concepts.

m Abstract concepts presented with minimal context.
m Increased concept load/density.

= Unique writing patterns in informational text.

= Readability considerations.

Alignment for Student Achievement

The importance of curriculum alignment cannot be over-
stated. It is critical that the written curriculum, the taught
curriculum, and the tested curriculumalign. The Essential
Academic Learning Requirements, which now include the
Grade Level Expectations, form the basis of the written cur-
riculum. The taught curriculumrefers to the teacher’s ped-
agogy and use of instructional resources. The tested
curriculum includes all diagnostic, formative, and summa-
tive classroom-based assessments as well as the WASL.

EALRs

Written Curriculum

Assessment
Tested Curriculum

GRADE LEVEL-EXPECTATIONS
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An Overview of K-10 Reading Instruction

Grade Level Expectations describe a connected series of learning competencies necessary to create proficient
readers. They describe the knowledge and skills that students should acquire from kindergarten through high
school. The continuum below describes the journey students would expect to experience along the pathway
to reading proficiency. Students enter school learning about sounds, letters, and words — and graduate as

competent, purposeful readers.

Kindergarten

In kindergarten, students
understand and apply concepts
of print, phonological and
phonemic awareness. They
expand their oral language
skills and gain meaningful
vocabulary for reading.
Students demonstrate compre-
hension by participating in a
variety of responses when lis-
tening to or viewing informa-
tional and literary text. They
are interested in a variety of
books.

INTRODUCTION

Grade 1

In first grade, students apply
concepts of print, phonological
and phonemic awareness, oral
language skills, and phonics.
They continue to expand their

reading vocabulary and demon-
strate comprehension by partic-

ipating in a variety of
responses. Students choose
and read a variety of books for
pleasure.

Grade 2

In second grade, students
become fluent as readers and
apply comprehension and
vocabulary strategies to a wide
variety of literary and informa-
tional text. They demonstrate
comprehension by participating
in discussions, writing
responses, and using evidence
from text to support their
thinking. Reading for pleasure
continues to be an enjoyable
habit.

Grade 3

In third grade, students select
and combine skills to read flu-
ently with meaning and
purpose. They apply compre-

hension and vocabulary strate-

gies to a wider variety of
literary genres and informa-
tional text. Students demon-
strate comprehension by
participating in discussions,
writing responses, and using
evidence from text to support
their thinking. They read for
pleasure and choose books

based on personal preference,

topic, or author.

Grade 4

In fourth grade, students read
skillfully with meaning and
purpose using appropriate com-
prehension and vocabulary
strategies. Students read,
discuss, reflect, and respond,
using evidence from text, to a
wide variety of literary genres
and informational text.
Students read for pleasure and
continue to choose books
based on personal preference,
topic, theme, or author.





Grade 5

In fifth grade, students broaden
and deepen their understanding
of informational and literary
text. Students reflect on their
skills and adjust their compre-
hension and vocabulary strate-
gies to become better readers.
Students discuss, reflect, and
respond, using evidence from
text, to a wide variety of lit-
erary genres and informational
text. Students read for
pleasure, choosing books based
on personal preference, topic,
genre, theme, or author.

Grade 6

In sixth grade, students are
aware of the author's craft.
They are able to adjust their
purpose, pace and strategies
according to difficulty and/or
type of text. Students continue
to reflect on their skills and
adjust their comprehension and
vocabulary strategies to
become better readers.
Students discuss, reflect, and
respond, using evidence from
text, to a wide variety of lit-
erary genres and informational
text. Students read for pleasure
and choose books based on
personal preference, topic,
genre, theme, or author.

Grade 7

In seventh grade, students are
aware of their responsibility as
readers. They continue to
reflect on their skills and adjust
their comprehension and
vocabulary strategies. Students
refine their understanding of
the author's craft. Oral and
written responses analyze
and/or synthesize information
from multiple sources to
deepen understanding of the
content. Students read for
pleasure and choose books
based on personal preference,
topic, genre, theme, or author.

Grade 8
In eighth grade, students inte-
grate a variety of comprehen-

sion and vocabulary strategies.

They are able to adapt their
reading to different types of
text. Oral and written
responses analyze and/or syn-
thesize information from mul-
tiple sources to deepen
understanding of the content.
Students refine their under-
standing of the author's craft,
commenting on and critically
evaluating text. They continue
to analyze and/or synthesize
information from multiple
sources to deepen under-
standing of the content.
Students continue to read for
pleasure.
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Grades 9-10

In ninth and tenth grades,
reading is purposeful and auto-
matic. Readers are aware of
comprehension and vocabulary
strategies being employed
especially when encountering
difficult text and/or reading for
a specific purpose. They con-
tinue to increase their content
and academic vocabulary. Oral
and written responses analyze
and/or synthesize information
from multiple sources to
deepen understanding of the
content. Readers have greater
ability to make connections and
adjust understandings as they
gain knowledge. They chal-
lenge texts, drawing on evi-
dence from their own
experience and wide reading.
Students continue to read for
pleasure.

GRADE LEVEL-EXPECTATIONS






EALR Structure with GLEs

K-10 EALR Statement Document Organization

K-10 Component The organization of the Grade Level Expectations in this doc-
ument maps the learning sequence from Kindergarten
through Grade 10. Educators can easily see how a learning
K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 910 expectation differs from grade to grade. The map assists in
= Evidence of Learing planning instruction for students who are at, below, or above
m Evidence of Learing grade level in their learning. An empty, shaded box indicates
- bR e there is no GLE for the component at that grade level.
Proficiency is expected at either an earlier or later grade.
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Grade Level Expectations (GLEs)

Organization of the Grade Level Expectations (GLEs) is based
on the four Essential Academic Learning Requirements
(EALRs) in Reading. Students” ability to use the reading
process depends on the learning in EALRs 1 through 3.
Proficient readers incorporate EALR 4 to develop and share
their interest in reading throughout life.

Reading EALRs

EALR 1: The student understands and uses different
skills and strategies to read. (Phonemic aware-
ness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary)

EALR 2: The student understands the meaning of what
is read. (Comprehension)

EALR 3: The student reads different materials for a variety
of purposes. (Types of text: literary and informational)

EALR 4: The student sets goals and evaluates
progress to improve reading. (Se/f-monitoring,

goal setting, personal evaluation of text)

INTRODUCTION






Understanding Grade Level Expectations

An Essential Academic Learning Requirement s a
broad statement of learning that applies to grades K-10.

The Component is a K10 statement that further defines
the EALR. There is at least one component for each EALR.
The Grade Level Expectation is a statement of cognitive
demand, using Bloom's Taxonomy, and the essential content
or process to be learned. The statement, specific to one or
more grades, defines the component.

ALR 2: The student understands the meaning of what is read.

Component: 2.1 Demonstrate evidence of
reading comprehension.

GLE | Grade4

|_Understand sequence in literary/narrative
text and informational/expository text. W

m  [Explain ideas or events in sequential order.
(Note: Differences in story telling order exist
between cultures. For example, in some cul-

221
/ tures the end of the story is told first.)

A

m  Recognize and explain literary/narrative text
written out of sequence (e.g., flashbacks,
tales from other cultures).

The Evidence of Learning is a bulleted list of student
demonstrations that provide educators with common illus-
trations of the learning. Because the bulleted list is not
exhaustive, educators are encouraged to seek additional evi-

N\

Explain steps in a process (e.g., problem
solving in mathematics, life cycle of a
salmon).

m  Select, from multiple choices, the order of
ideas, facts or events (e.g., what happened
first, next, last; the order in which ideas or

dence of student learning.

The Numbering System helps identify the first three state-
ments of learning. For example, in the number 2.2.1, the first
number stands for the EALR, the second for the component,
and the third for the GLE. Note: Grade levels are not referenced
in the numbering system.

facts were introduced).

Grade Level Expectations with a “w" denote the specific
expectations which are eligible for the WASL. Not all GLEs
have a “w.” Note: Narrowing instruction to just those
expectations with a “w” will adversely affect student
reading Success.

GRADE LEVEL-EXPECTATIONS
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EALR 1: The student understands and uses different skills and strategies to read.
Component 1.1: Use word recognition skills and strategies to read and comprehend text.

GLE K 1 2 3 4
111 Understand and apply concepts of print. | Understand and apply concepts of print.
m Use directionality when listening to or m Use directionality when reading
following text. independently.
m |dentify front cover, back cover, and title m |dentify title page, table of contents,
of books. author, and illustrator of books.
m Recognize that print represents spoken m Recognize that print represents spoken
language (e.g., environmental print and language.
own name}. m Recognize the difference between words
m Recognize letters and spaces between and sentences (e.g., know sentences
words. start with capital letters and end with
punctuation).
= |dentify a word and its beginning and
ending letters.
11.2 Understand and apply phonological Understand and apply phonological p . . . .
awareness and phonemic awareness. awareness and phonemic awareness. "The work of childhood is r ea”y lean ning to r ead, which affects
m Substitute auditorially one phoneme for m |dentify syllables in a word auditorially. " hat h pild. And 1t
another to make a new word (e.g., begin- . everything that happens to a child. And up until this point, we
ning and ending sounds; oddity tasks). w Identify and generate thyme. 1ything PP P P
I o . Segment and blend multi-syllabic words,
D te auditorially rh diden- | ™ 2C9M . . .
" m‘jﬁﬂc’r;”iﬁgeﬁgrgso{n'ieysgoyn;”; t%nan' 0?; including compound words. really haven't taken this as seriously as we might.
prompt. m Add, delete, and/or substitute one
. phoneme for another in initial, medial, .
" g/rl;g'tp:rﬁtﬁ;gd segment words orally by and final positions to make a new word. Sally Shaywitz
Segment and blend words orally con- National Reading Panel, Yale Universit
= Segment and blend two and three " oLy . g y
phoneme words orally taining three to five phonemes.
m (enerate words that begin or end with
the same sound or different sounds.
m Blend and segment onset and rime.
113 Apply understanding of oral language Apply understanding of oral language
skills to develop reading skills. skills to develop reading skills.
m Participate orally in discussions/interac- m Participate orally in discussions about
tions (e.g., contribute descriptions, expla- stories listened to and read (e.g., contribute
nations, and details) when listening to who, what, when, where in retells; con-
stories read aloud and/or during shared tribute explanations; generate and answer
reading. questions; and make comparisons).
114 Apply understanding of phonics. Apply understanding of phonics. Apply understanding of phonics. Apply understanding of phonics. Apply understanding of phonics.

m |dentify letters of the alphabet.

m |dentify common consonant sounds and
short vowel sounds.

= Use common consonant sounds with
short vowel sounds to decode three- and
four-letter words.

m Use knowledge of phonics to read unfa-
miliar words in isolation and in context.

= Recognize that sounds are represented
by different single letters or combina-
tions of letters (consonant and vowel
combinations).

= Use onset and rime/word families to
decode words in isolation and in context.

= Decode words in isolation and in context
following common vowel patterns.

= Use knowledge of phonics to read unfa-
miliar words in isolation and in context.

= Read compound words, contractions, and
words with common inflectional endings
inisolation and in context.

= Use knowledge of phonics to read unfa-
miliar words in grade-level text.

m Read words in isolation and in context
containing complex letter patterns/word
families (e.g., -ought, -aught).

m Use multi-syllabic decoding when
reading two and three syllable words in
isolation and in context (e.g., super
follows v/cv pattern; supper follows
ve/cv).

m Read words containing complex letter pat-
terns and/or word families (€.g., -ieve or
—eive, -ield) in isolation and in context.

m Apply multi-syllabic decoding when
reading words in all text.

m Use multi-syllabic decoding when reading
words in all texts.

EALR COMPONENT






EALR 1: The student understands and uses different skills and strategies to read.
Component 1.1: Use word recognition skills and strategies to read and comprehend text.

GLE 6 7 8 9/10
111
112
“Phonemic Awareness and knowledge of letters are the two best
predictors of how well children will learn to read.”
Linnea Ehri, Ph.D.
National Reading Panel, City University of New York
113
114

GRADE LEVEL-EXPECTATIONS






EALR 1: The student understands and uses different skills and strategies to read.
Component 1.2: Use vocabulary (word meaning) strategies to comprehend text.

level text.

= Use oral language structure, letters, and
pictures to predict and confirm word
meaning, with teacher guidance.

m Use prior knowledge and context in read
aloud andj/or shared reading to predict
meaning of unfamiliar words.

level text.

m Use common inflectional endings to
understand the meaning of words: -s,
-ed, -ing, -er, -est.

m Use strategies including context and
re-reading to self-correct.

m Use prior knowledge, context, pictures,
illustrations, and diagrams to predict and
confirm word meaning with teacher
guidance.

level text.

m Use prefixes, suffixes, inflectional
endings, and abbreviated words to deter-
mine the meaning of unknown words in
grade-level text.

m Re-read to clarify, read on, ask for help,
adjust reading rate, use knowledge of
print conventions, and/or attempt alter-
native pronunciation for unknown words
to determine meaning of unknown
words; substitute familiar words for
unknown.

m Use prior knowledge and context to
predict and confirm meanings of
unknown words.

= Use pictures, illustrations, and diagrams
to clarify/expand word meaning.

level text.

m Use the meanings of prefixes, suffixes,
and abbreviated words to determine the
meaning of unknown words in grade-
level text.

m Describe how word meanings change as
affixes are added to base words (e.g.,
rest/unrest/restful).

m Re-read to clarify, read on, ask for help,
adjust reading rate, and use knowledge
of print conventions to determine
meaning of unknown words in informa-
tional/expository text and literary/narra-
tive text.

m Use prior knowledge, context, pictures,
illustrations, and diagrams to predict,
clarify, and/or expand word meaning,
including multiple meaning words.

GLE K 1 2 3 4
121 Understand how to use resources to Understand how to use resources to Apply reference skills to determine Apply reference skills to determine Apply reference skills to define,
learn new word meanings. learn new word meanings. word meanings. word meanings. clarify, and refine word meanings.
m Use simple resources with teacher m Use simple resources with teacher m Use glossaries and dictionaries to find m Use glossaries and dictionaries to find m Use dictionaries, thesauruses, and glos-
guidance (e.g., picture dictionaries). guidance (e.g., word banks, alphabet word meanings. and confirm word meanings. saries to find or confirm word meanings,
books or charts). pronunciations, syllabication, synonyms,
antonyms, and parts of speech of words.
122 Apply vocabulary strategies in grade- Apply vocabulary strategies in grade- Apply vocabulary strategies in grade- Apply vocabulary strategies in grade- Apply vocabulary strategies in grade-

level text.

m Use word origins to determine the
meaning of unknown words.

Use the meanings of prefixes, suffixes,
and abbreviated words to determine the
meaning of unknown words in grade-level
text.

Explain how to derive word meaning from
knowledge of affixes and roots (e.g., port:
transportation, porter, import, report).

m Use prior knowledge, the text, context
clues, and graphic features of text to
predict, clarify, and/or expand word
meanings and concepts.

EALR COMPONENT






EALR 1: The student understands and uses different skills and strategies to read.
Component 1.2: Use vocabulary (word meaning) strategies to comprehend text.

GLE 5 6 7 8 9/10
121 Understand and apply dictionary skills Understand and apply dictionary skills | Understand and apply dictionary skills
and other reference skills. and other reference skills. and other reference skills.
m Use dictionaries, thesauruses, and glos- m Use dictionaries, thesauruses, and glos- m Use dictionaries, thesauruses, and glos-
saries to find or confirm word meanings, saries to find or confirm word meanings, saries to find or confirm word meanings,
pronunciations, syllabication, synonyms, pronunciations, syllabication, synonyms, pronunciations, syllabication, synonyms,
antonyms, parts of speech, and/or clarify antonyms, parts of speech, and/or clarify antonyms, parts of speech, and/or clarify
shades of meaning. shades of meaning. shades of meaning.
m Use text evidence to verify dictionary or m Use text evidence to verify meaning from | m Use text evidence to verify meaning from
glossary meaning. reference source. reference source.
122 Apply a variety of strategies to com- Apply a variety of strategies to com- Apply a variety of strategies to com- Apply strategies to comprehend words :  Apply strategies to comprehend words

prehend words and ideas in complex

text.

m Use word origins to determine the
meaning of unknown words.

Use abstract, derived root words, prefixes,
and suffixes from Greek and Latin to
analyze the meaning of complex words
(e.g., collide, collision).

Use structural analysis and concept-
building vocabulary strategies to under-
stand new words and concepts in
informational/expository text and
literary/narrative text.

Use prior knowledge, the text, context
clues, and graphic features of text to
predict, clarify, and/or expand word
meanings and concepts.

Self-correct, re-read, read on, and/or
slow down to gain meaning of unknown
words in informational/expository text
and literary/narrative text.

prehend words and ideas in complex
text.

m Use word origins to determine the
meaning of unknown words.

Use abstract, derived root words, pre-
fixes, and suffixes from Greek and Latin
to analyze the meaning of complex
words (e.g., process, procession).

Use structural analysis and concept-
building vocabulary strategies to under-
stand new words and concepts in
informational/expository text and lit-
erary/narrative text.

Use prior knowledge, the text, context
clues, and graphic features of text to
predict, clarify, and/or expand word
meanings and concepts.

Self-correct, re-read, read on, and/or
slow down to gain meaning of unknown
words in informational/expository text
and literary/narrative text.

prehend words and ideas in complex
text.

m Use word origins to determine the
meaning of unknown words.

Use abstract, derived root words, pre-
fixes, and suffixes from Greek and Latin
to analyze the meaning of complex
words (e.g., expose, exposition).

Use structural analysis and concept-
building vocabulary strategies to under-
stand new words and concepts in
literary/narrative text and informa-
tional/expository text.

Use prior knowledge, the text, context
clues, and graphic features of text to
predict, clarify, and/or expand word
meanings and concepts.

Self-correct, re-read, read on, and/or
slow down to gain meaning when
encountering unknown words in
literary/narrative and
informational/expository text.

and ideas.

m Use word origins to determine the
meaning of unknown words.

Use abstract, derived root words, pre-
fixes, and suffixes from Greek and Latin
to analyze the meaning of complex
words (e.g., statistic, statistician).

Use vocabulary strategies to understand
new words and concepts in literary/nar-
rative text and informational /expository
text.

Use graphic features to clarify and
extend meaning (.g., science processes,
diagrams).

and ideas.

m Use word origins to determine the
meaning of unknown words.

m Use vocabulary strategies to understand
new words and concepts in literary/nar-
rative text and informational/
expository text.

m Use graphic features to clarify and
extend meaning.

GRADE LEVEL-EXPECTATIONS






EALR 1: The student understands and uses different skills and strategies to read.
Component 1.3: Build vocabulary through wide reading.

GLE

K

1

2

3

4

131

Understand and apply new vocabulary.

m Use oral vocabulary gained through
listening to a variety of read alouds
from informational/expository text and
literary/narrative text, including text from
a variety of cultures and communities.

Understand and apply new vocabulary.

m Use oral and reading vocabulary gained
by listening to and reading informa-
tional/expository text and literary/narra-
tive text, including text from a variety of
cultures and communities, in own oral
and written communication.

Understand and apply new vocabulary.

m Use new vocabulary from informa-
tional/expository text and literary/narra-
tive text, including text from a variety of
cultures and communities, in own oral
and written communication.

Understand and apply new vocabulary.

m Use new vocabulary from informa-
tional/expository text and literary/narra-
tive text, including text from a variety of
cultures and communities, in own oral
and written communication.

Understand and apply new vocabulary.

m Use new vocabulary from informa-
tional/expository text and literary/narra-
tive text, including text from a variety of
cultures and communities, in oral and
written communication.

Understand and apply content/aca-
demic vocabulary.

= Use content/academic vocabulary during
class discussions.

Understand and apply content/aca-
demic vocabulary.

m Use content/academic vocabulary during
class discussions and/or writing (e.g.,
ethnic and native language terminology;
terms specific to geographical settings;
terms specific to literature, science,
math, and writing).

Understand and apply content/
academic vocabulary.

m |dentify and define unfamiliar words that
would be important to know in order to
read a new text with teacher guidance.

= Use new vocabulary in oral and written
communication.

Understand and apply content/aca-
demic vocabulary critical to the
meaning of the text. W

= Define words and concepts necessary for
understanding math, science, social
studies, literature, and other content
area text.

Select, from multiple choices, the
meaning of words necessary to under-
stand content/academic text.

Explain that some words have a different
meaning in different content/academic
texts (e.g., area in math and geography).

= Use new vocabulary in oral and written
communication.

Understand and apply content/aca-
demic vocabulary critical to the
meaning of the text. W

= Define words and concepts necessary for
understanding math, science, social
studies, literature, and other content
area text.

Explain that some words have a different
meaning in different content areas (e.g.,
concept of shade in science and art).

Select, from multiple choices, the
meaning of words necessary to under-
stand.

= Use new vocabulary in oral and written
communication and content/academic
text.

EALR COMPONENT






EALR 1: The student understands and uses different skills and strategies to read.

Component 1.3: Build vocabulary through wide reading.

GLE 5 6 7 8 9/10
131 Understand and apply new vocabulary. | Understand and apply new vocabulary. | Understand and apply new vocabulary.
= Integrate new vocabulary from informa- m Integrate new vocabulary from informa- = Integrate new vocabulary from informa- Readers must know what most of the words mean before they
tional/expository text and literary/narra- tional/expository text and literary/narra- tional/expository text and literary/narra-
tive text, including text from a variety of tive text (including text from a variety of tive text, including text from a variety of
cultures and communities, into written cultures and communities) into written cultures and communities, into written can understand what they are reading.
and oral communication. and oral communication. and oral communication.
132 Understand and apply content/aca- Understand and apply content/aca- Understand and apply content/aca- Understand and apply content/aca- Understand and apply content/aca-

demic vocabulary critical to the
meaning of the text. W

|dentify and define content area vocabu-
lary critical to the meaning of the text
and use that knowledge to interpret the
text.

|dentify words that have different mean-
ings in different content areas and deter-
mine the correct meaning from the
context (e.g., property in science and
social studies).

Select, from multiple choices, the
meaning of words necessary to under-
stand content area text.

Use new vocabulary in oral and written
communication.

demic vocabulary critical to the
meaning of text. W

Identify and define content area vocabu-
lary critical to the meaning of the text
and use that knowledge to interpret the
text.

Identify words that have different mean-
ings in different content areas and deter-
mine the correct meaning from the
context (e.g., propertyin science or social
studies).

Select, from multiple choices, the
meaning of words or phrases identified
in the text.

Use new vocabulary in oral and written
communication.

demic vocabulary critical to the
meaning of the text. W

Identify and define content/academic
vocabulary critical to the meaning of the
text and use that knowledge to interpret
the text.

Identify words that have different mean-
ings in different content areas and deter-
mine the correct meaning from the
context (e.g., property in science or social
studies).

Select, from multiple choices, the mean-
ings of words or phrases identified in the
text.

Use new vocabulary in oral and written
communication.

demic vocabulary critical to the
meaning of the text, including vocabu-
laries relevant to different contexts,
cultures, and communities. W

m Integrate new vocabulary from informa-
tional/expository text and literary/narra-
tive text, including text from a variety of
cultures and communities (e.g., /ift as
used in England compared to the U.S.A)),
into written and oral communication.

Explain the meaning of content-specific
vocabulary words (e.g., photosynthesis,
democracy, algorithms).

Select, from multiple choices, the mean-
ings of words or phrases identified in the
text.

Transfer knowledge of vocabulary
learned in content areas to comprehend
other grade-level informational/exposi-
tory text and literary/narrative text (e.g.,
definition of solar in science transferred
to understanding science fiction text).

demic vocabulary critical to the
meaning of the text, including vocabu-
laries relevant to different contexts,
cultures, and communities. W

m Integrate new vocabulary from informa-
tional/expository text and literary/narra-
tive text, including text from a variety of
cultures and communities (e.g., salonas
a historical reference to political gather-
ings as opposed to a beauty salon), into
written and oral communication.

m Explain the meaning of content-specific
vocabulary words (e.g., regeneration, iso-
lationism, emancipation, polarized).

= Select, from multiple choices, the
meaning of a word identified in the text.

m Transfer knowledge of vocabulary
learned in content areas to comprehend
other grade-level informational/exposi-
tory text and literary/narrative text (e.g.,
the concept of parallel in mathematics to
understand parallelism).

GRADE LEVEL-EXPECTATIONS






EALR 1: The student understands and uses different skills and strategies to read.
Component 1.4: Apply word recognition skills and strategies to read fluently.

GLE K 1 2 3 4
1.4.1 Know common sight words Know common sight words Know common sight words

appropriate to grade-level. appropriate to grade-level. appropriate to grade-level.

m Read selected sight words in = Read selected sight words with auto- = Read with automaticity an increasing

isolation/lists. maticity. number of common sight words.

= Recognize common sight words in text.

142 Apply fluency to enhance Apply fluency to enhance Apply fluency to enhance Apply fluency to enhance
comprehension. comprehension. comprehension. comprehension.

m Read aloud familiar grade-level text with : = Read grade-level text aloud fluently with m Read aloud familiar grade-level informa- m Read aloud grade-level literary/narrative
accuracy in a manner that sounds like expression. tional/expository text and literary/narra- text and informational/expository text
natural speech. . tive text accurately, using appropriate accurately, using appropriate pacing,

m Read aloud unpracticed grade-level text . . . ; b

m Read aloud unpracticed grade-level text with fluency in a range of 90-100+ pacing, phrasing, and expression. phrasing, and expression.
with fluency in a range of 50-65+ words words correct per minute. m Read aloud unpracticed grade-level text m Read aloud unpracticed grade-level text
correct per minute. with fluency in a range of 110-120+ with fluency in a range of 115-125+

words correct per minute. words correct per minute.
143 Apply different reading rates to match Apply different reading rates to match Apply different reading rates to match

Fluent readers focus attention on understanding what they

read, rather than concentrating on decoding the words.

text.

m Adjust reading rate to match purpose
(e.g., speed up for pleasure reading, slow
down to practice new skills or read unfa-
miliar text).

text.

m Adjust reading rate to match difficulty of
texts (e.g., content/academic text) and
for different purposes (e.g., pleasure
reading vs. reading for information).

text.

m Adjust reading rate to match difficulty
and type of text and the purposes for
reading (e.g., skimming for facts, scan-
ning for key words, and close/careful
reading for understanding new or
complex ideas).

EALR COMPONENT






EALR 1: The student understands and uses different skills and strategies to read.
Component 1.4: Apply word recognition skills and strategies to read fluently.

GLE 5 6 7 8 9/10
141
142 Apply fluency to enhance Apply fluency to enhance Apply fluency to enhance Apply fluency to enhance
comprehension. comprehension. comprehension. comprehension.
= Read aloud grade-level informational/ m Read aloud grade-level informational/ m Read aloud grade-level literary/narrative m Read grade-level literary/narrative text
expository text and literary/narrative text expository text and literary/narrative text text and informational/expository text and informational/expository text orally
accurately, using appropriate pacing, accurately, using appropriate pacing, accurately, using appropriate pacing, with accuracy, using appropriate pacing,
phrasing, and expression. phrasing, and expression. phrasing, and expression. phrasing, and expression.
= Read aloud unpracticed grade-level text m Read aloud unpracticed grade-level text = Read aloud unpracticed grade-level text m Read aloud unpracticed grade-level text
with fluency in a range of 125135+ with fluency in a range of 145155+ with fluency in a range of 145155+ with fluency in a range of 145—155+
words correct per minute. words correct per minute. words correct per minute. words correct per minute.
1.43 | Apply different reading rates to match Apply different reading rates to match Apply different reading rates to match Apply different reading rates to match

text.

m Adjust reading rate to match difficulty
and type of text and the purposes for
reading (e.g., skimming for facts, scan-
ning for key words, and close/careful
reading for understanding new or
complex ideas).

text.

m Adjust reading rate by speeding up or
slowing down based on purpose (e.g.,
pleasure, informational reading, task-ori-
ented reading), text level of difficulty,
form, and style.

text.

m Adjust reading rate by speeding up or
slowing down based on purpose (e.g.,

pleasure, informational reading, task-ori-

ented reading), text level of difficulty,
form, and style.

text.

m Adjust reading rate by speeding up or
slowing down based on purpose (e.g.,

pleasure, informational reading, task-ori-

ented reading), text level of difficulty,
form, and style.

GRADE LEVEL-EXPECTATIONS






EALR 2: The student understands the meaning of what is read.
Component 2.1: Demonstrate evidence of reading comprehension.

GLE K 1 2 3 4
211 Understand how to ask questions Understand how to use questioning
about text. when reading.
m Ask and answer questions before, m Ask and answer questions before,
during, and after read aloud and/or during, and after read aloud, instruction/
shared reading. practice time, and independent reading.
212 Understand how to create mental Understand how to create mental
imagery. imagery.
m Compose visual images from what is m Compose visual images from what is
read aloud and/or during shared reading read aloud and/or read by self (e.g., draw
(e.g., draw a picture to represent some- a picture to represent something that
thing that was read in a story). was read in a story).
213 Understand that some parts of the text Understand and determine important Apply comprehension monitoring Apply comprehension monitoring Apply comprehension monitering
are more important than others. or main ideas and important details in strategies during and after reading: strategies during and after reading: strategies during and after reading:
[P . text. determine importance using theme, determine importance using theme, determine importance using theme,
m |dentify important parts of informa- L > - P > - P > .
: . : . L - main ideas, and supporting details main ideas, and supporting details main ideas, and supporting details
Esgig)ixﬁ]og't?gjtegfsacﬂgsl;;iraw/ narra " gé?;ﬁ smiﬁ'?n'f%?r?]:{?gr!;t/gfp&?%m text in grade-level informational/ in grade-level informational/ in grade-level informational/
group ’ verbally or by using ara hig or arr1\ilzers ' expository text and/or literary/ expository text and/or literary/ expository text and/or literary/
Y .y ggrap g > narrative text. narrative text. W narrative text. W
" ?;:éﬁ;?elﬂggﬁg;he story or poem with m |dentify the main idea of an informa- m State main idea of an informational/ m State the main idea of an informa-

g ‘ tional/expository passage and support expository text passage and give two tional/expository text passage and
with text-based evidence with teacher reasons from the text supporting the provide three or more text-based details
guidance. choice. that support it.

m |dentify the theme/message in culturally m State the main idea of a literary/narra- m State the main idea of a literary/narra-
relevant literary/narrative text and tive text passage and support with two tive text passage and support with three
support with text-based evidence with details from the story. details from the story.
teacher guidance. .S . . . . .

elect, from multiple choices, the main m Select, from multiple choices, the
= Complete graphic organizers with idea of a passage, poem, or selection. main/major idea of a passage, poem, or
;enzzjcgﬁr ggrlttiigncr?ettgi?srganlze mainideas o sglect from multiple choices, a title that selection.
pporting ' best fits the selection and support the m State the theme/message in culturally
choice with text evidence/details. relevant literary/narrative text and
m State the theme/message in culturally support with text-based evidence.
relevant literary/narrative text and = (Organize main ideas and supporting
support with text-based evidence with details in a teacher-selected graphic
teacher guidance. organizer to enhance comprehension of
m (Organize main ideas and supporting text
details in a teacher-selected graphic
organizer to enhance comprehension
of text.
214 Understand how to use prior Understand how to use prior Apply comprehension monitoring Apply comprehension monitoring Apply comprehension monitoring

knowledge.

m Make connections or identify similarities
between self and text, from a variety of
cultures and communities, after read
alouds and/or shared reading.

knowledge.

m Make connections or identify similarities
between self and text and text-to-text
including text from a variety of cultures
and communities, after read aloud and
independent reading.

strategies before, during, and after
reading: use prior knowledge/schema.

m Explain connections between self and
characters and events encountered in
culturally relevant text.

= Activate prior knowledge about a topic
and organize information into a graphic
organizer to aid in comprehension of text.

strategies before, during, and after
reading: use prior knowledge/schema.

m Explain connections between self and
characters, events, and information
occurring within culturally relevant text
or among multiple texts.

m (Call on prior knowledge about a topic
and organize information into a graphic
organizer to aid in comprehension of
text.

strategies before, during, and after
reading: use prior knowledge/schema.

m Explain connections between self and
characters, events, and information
occurring within a text or among multiple
texts.

m Activate prior knowledge about a topic
and organize information into a graphic
organizer to aid in comprehension of
text.

EALR COMPONENT






EALR 2: The student understands the meaning of what is read.
Component 2.1: Demonstrate evidence of reading comprehension.

GLE 5 6 17 8 9/10
211
Comprehension is the essence of reading. Learning to use specific

212 comprehension strategies helps readers understand text

213 Apply comprehension monitoring Apply comprehension monitoring Apply comprehension monitoring Apply comprehension monitoring Apply comprehension monitoring
strategies during and after reading: strategies during and after reading: strategies during and after reading: strategies during and after reading: strategies during and after reading:
determine importance using theme, determine importance using theme, determine importance using theme, determine importance using theme, determine importance using theme,
main ideas, and supporting details in main ideas, and supporting details in main ideas, and supporting details in main ideas, and supporting details in main ideas, and supporting details in
grade-level informational/expository grade-level informational/expository grade-level informational/expository grade-level informational/expository grade-level informational/expository

text and/or literary/narrative text. W text and/or literary/narrative text. W text and/or literary/narrative text. W text and/or literary/narrative text. W text and/or literary/narrative text. W

= State the main idea of a passage and m State both literal and/or inferred main m State both literal and/or inferred main m State both literal and/or inferred main m State both literal and/or inferred main
provide several text-based details sup- ideas and provide supporting text-based ideas and provide supporting text-based ideas and provide supporting text-based ideas and provide supporting text-based
porting it. details. details. details. details.

m State the theme/message and sup- m State the theme/message and sup- m State the theme/message and sup- m State the theme/message and sup- m State the theme/message and sup-
porting details in culturally relevant lit- porting details in culturally relevant lit- porting details in culturally relevant lit- porting details in culturally relevant lit- porting details in culturally relevant lit-
erary/narrative text. erary/narrative text. erary/narrative text. erary/narrative text. erary/narrative text.

m Select, from multiple choices, a title that m (Choose, from multiple choices, a title m Choose, from multiple choices, a title m (Choose, from multiple choices, a title m (Choose, from multiple choices, a title
best fits the selection and provide details that best fits the selection and provide that best fits the selection and provide that best fits the selection and provide that best fits the selection and provide
from the text to support the choice. details from the text to support the details from the text to support the details from the text to support the details from the text to support the

= Select, from multiple choices, a sentence choice. choice. choice. choice.
that best states the theme or main idea m Select, from multiple choices, a sentence | m Select, from multiple choices, a sentence ;| ® Select, from multiple choices, a sentence : m Select, from multiple choices, a sentence
of a story, poem, or selection. that best states the theme or main idea that best states the theme or main idea that best states the theme or main idea that best states the theme or main idea

= Organize main ideas and supporting of a story, poem, or selection. of a story, poem, or selection. of a story, poem, or selection. of a story, poem, or selection.
details in a graphic organizer to enhance m Organize theme, main idea and sup- = (rganize theme, main idea and sup- m Organize theme, main idea and sup- m (Organize theme, main idea and sup-
comprehension. porting details into a self-created graphic porting details into a self-created graphic porting details into a self-created graphic porting details into a self-created graphic

organizer to enhance comprehension of organizer to enhance text compre- organizer to enhance text comprehen- organizer to enhance text comprehen-
text. hension. sion. sion.
214 Apply comprehension monitoring Apply comprehension monitoring Apply comprehension monitoring Apply comprehension monitoring Apply comprehension monitoring

strategies before, during, and after
reading: use prior knowledge.

= Connect current issues, previous infor-
mation and experiences to characters,
events, and information within and
across culturally relevant text(s).

m Activate prior knowledge about a topic
and organize information into a graphic
organizer to aid in comprehension of
text.

strategies before, during, and after
reading: use prior knowledge.

= Connect current issues, previous infor-
mation and experiences to characters,
events, and information within and
across culturally relevant text(s).

Activate prior knowledge about a topic
and organize information into a graphic
organizer to aid in comprehension of
text.

strategies before, during, and after
reading: use prior knowledge.

= Connect current issues, previous infor-
mation and experiences to characters,
events, and information within and
across culturally relevant text(s).

m Activate prior knowledge about a topic
and organize information into a graphic
organizer to aid in comprehension of
text.

strategies for informational and tech-
nical materials, complex narratives,
and expositions: use prior knowledge.

m Use previous experience, knowledge of
current issues, information previously
learned to make connections, draw con-
clusions, and generalize about what is
read (e.g., relate what is learned in
chemistry to new learning in biology;
connect the author’s perspective and/or
the historical context to text).

strategies for informational and tech-
nical materials, complex narratives,
and expositions: use prior knowledge.

m Use previous experience, knowledge of
current issues, information previously
learned to make connections, draw con-
clusions, and generalize about what is
read (e.g., transfer knowledge of the
concept of tragedy from one text to
another).

GRADE LEVEL-EXPECTATIONS






EALR 2: The student understands the meaning of what is read.
Component 2.1: Demonstrate evidence of reading comprehension.

GLE

K

1

2

3

4

215

Understand how to infer/predict
meaning.

m Use pictures and culturally relevant text
read aloud and/or during shared reading
to predict what will happen next; support
predictions using information from the
text.

m Make inferences orally before, during,
and after hearing a story using prior
knowledge, story structure, and
prediction.

Understand how to infer/predict
meaning.

m Make and confirm predictions based on
information from culturally relevant text
(through support of teacher questions).

m Make inferences before, during, and
after hearing or reading a culturally rele-
vant story using prior knowledge, story
structure, and prediction.

Apply comprehension monitoring
strategies before, during, and after
reading: predict and infer.

m Predict text content using prior knowl-
edge and text features.

m Use text and prior knowledge to make
inferences about characters and/or
predict events; confirm or reject
predictions.

= (Organize information that supports a pre-
diction or inference in a graphic organizer
to enhance comprehension of text.

Apply comprehension monitoring
strategies before, during, and after
reading: predict and infer from grade-
level informational/expository text
and/or literary/narrative text. W

m Predict or infer about text content using
prior knowledge, text, and text features in
both literary/narrative and informational/
expository text. Support with evidence
from text (e.g., how a character will act,
why a character acts a certain way, why
an author includes certain information, and
what might happen next).

m Use text to make, confirm, or revise infer-
ences and predictions in both literary/
narrative and informational/expository
text.

m Select, from multiple choices, a predic-
tion or inference from literary/narrative
text (e.g., how a poet or author feels,
how a character feels, what a character
will do, what is likely to happen next or
at the end of the story or poem).

m Select, from multiple choices, a predic-
tion or inference from informational/
expository text (e.g., what is likely to
happen, or what will happen next).

m (Organize information that supports a pre-
diction or inference in a teacher-selected
graphic organizer to enhance compre-
hension.

Apply comprehension monitoring
strategies before, during, and after
reading: predict and infer from grade-
level informational/expository text
and/or literary/narrative text. W

m Predict text content using prior knowl-
edge and text features.

= Use text and prior knowledge to make,
confirm, or revise inferences and predic-
tions.

m Select, from multiple choices, a predic-
tion, or inference from literary/narrative
text (e.g., how a poet or author feels,
how a character feels, what a character
will do, what is likely to happen next or
at the end of the story or poem).

Select, from multiple choices, a predic-
tion or inference from informational/
expository text (e.g., what is likely to
happen, or what will happen next).

Organize information that supports a pre-
diction or inference in a graphic organizer
to enhance comprehension of text.

EALR COMPONENT






EALR 2: The student understands the meaning of what is read.
Component 2.1: Demonstrate evidence of reading comprehension.

GLE

5

6

7

9/10

Apply comprehension monitoring
strategies before, during, and after
reading: predict and infer from grade-
level text. W

m Make, confirm, and revise prediction
based on prior knowledge and evidence
from the text.

m (ite passages from text to confirm or
defend predictions and inferences.

m Select, from multiple choices, a predic-
tion, or inference from literary/narrative
text (e.g., how a poet or author feels,
how a character feels, what a character
will do, what is likely to happen next or
at the end of the story or poem).

m Select, from multiple choices, a predic-
tion or inference from informational/
expository text (e.g., what is likely to
happen, or what will happen next).

= (Organize information to support a predic-
tion or inference in a graphic organizer.

Apply comprehension monitoring
strategies before, during, and after
reading: predict and infer. W

m Make, confirm, and revise prediction
based on prior knowledge and evidence
from the text.

Cite passages from text to confirm or
defend predictions and inferences.

Select, from multiple choices, a predic-
tion or inference that could be made
from the text (e.g., what the character
will do next, what will happen to a char-
acter because of an event, what will
happen because of an action).

Organize information to support a predic-
tion or inference in a self-created graphic
organizer to enhance comprehension of
text.

Apply comprehension monitoring
strategies before, during, and after
reading: predict and infer. W

m Make, confirm, and revise prediction
based on prior knowledge and evidence
from the text.

m Cite passages from text to confirm or
defend prediction and inferences.

m Select, from multiple choices, a predic-
tion or inference that could be made
from the text (e.g., what the character
will do next, what will happen to a char-
acter because of an event, what will
happen because of an action).

= (rganize information to support a predic-
tion or inference in a self-created graphic
organizer to enhance text comprehen-
sion.

Apply comprehension monitoring
strategies for informational and tech-
nical materials, complex narratives,
and expositions: predict and infer. W

m Make inferences based on implicit and
explicit information drawn from text and
provide justification for those inferences.

Make, confirm, and revise predictions
based on prior knowledge and evidence
from the text (e.g., using main idea state-
ments, predict what kind of information
the author will present next).

Select, from multiple choices, a predic-
tion, inference, or assumption that could
be made from the text.

Organize information to support a predic-
tion or inference in a self-created graphic
organizer.

Apply comprehension monitoring
strategies for informational and tech-
nical materials, complex narratives,
and expositions: synthesize ideas from
selections to make predictions and
inferences. W

m Make inferences based on implicit and
explicit information drawn from prior
knowledge and text; provide justification
for inferences.

Make predictions and inferences about
an author's beliefs and cite text-based
evidence to support prediction/inference
(e.g., find text passages that support an
inference that the author advocates eco-
nomic change).

m Read several accounts of the same event
and make inferences about the impact
each would have on the reader (e.g.,
discuss the emotional impact of a journal
entry by a soldier's parent, a letter from a
Union or Confederate soldier, and a
newspaper article describing a Civil War
battle).

m Select, from multiple choices, a predic-
tion, inference, or assumption that could
be made from the text.

m (rganize information to support a predic-
tion or inference in a self-created graphic
organizer.

GRADE LEVEL-EXPECTATIONS






EALR 2: The student understands the meaning of what is read.

Component 2.1: Demonstrate evidence of reading comprehension.

GLE K 2 3 4
216 Apply comprehension monitoring Apply comprehension monitoring Apply comprehension monitoring
strategies before, during, and after strategies before, during, and after strategies before, during, and after
reading: monitor for meaning, create reading: monitor for meaning, create reading: monitor for meaning, create
mental images. mental images, and generate and mental images, and generate and
= Use monitoring strategies to increase answer questions. ?&iﬁ;&'ﬁ:};::s;:igadg: ‘;?lld Jor
comprehension, including word recogni- m Monitor for meaning by identifying litera /narrativeptext ry
tion strategies, re-reading, and looking where and why comprehension was lost i/ "
forward in the text. and use comprehension repair strategies = Monitor for meaning by identifying
to regain meaning. where and why comprehension was lost
= (Generate and answer questions before, fg ?euzeinc%rggm EISIOniepalSIIEgies
during, and after reading. g 9.
- . Generate and answer questions before
m Draw, write about, or verbally describe ® el . ’
the mental imagery that occurs while during, and after reading.
reading. = Draw, write about, or verbally describe
= Organize images and information into a ggdrinnental imagery that occurs while
graphic organizer with teacher guidance, g
to enhance comprehension of text (e.g., = Organize information to monitor for
add information to a partially completed meaning; generate and answer ques-
organizer). tions in a teacher-selected graphic
organizer to enhance comprehension.
217 Apply comprehension monitoring Apply comprehension monitoring Apply comprehension monitoring

strategies during and after reading:
summarize informational/expository
text and literary/narrative text.

= Summarize the events or information in
informational/expository text with
teacher guidance (e.g., the important
characteristics of certain animals or
plants presented in text).

m Summarize the plot/message in cultur-
ally relevant literary/narrative text with
teacher guidance.

= (rganize summary information from
informational/expository text and/or lit-
erary/narrative text into a teacher-pro-
vided graphic organizer to enhance text
comprehension.

strategies during and after reading:
summarize grade-level literary/narra-
tive text and informational/
expository text. W

m Summarize the events or ideas in lit-
erary/narrative text, citing text-based
evidence.

m Summarize the events, information, or
ideas in informational/expository text
(e.g., the life cycle of a frog, characteris-
tics of a desert, life events in a biog-
raphy), citing text-based evidence.

m Summarize the plot/message in cultur-
ally relevant literary/narrative text.

m Select, from multiple choices, a sentence
that best summarizes the story or infor-
mational/expository selection and
support the choice with text
evidence/details.

= (Organize summary information in a
teacher-selected graphic organizer to
enhance comprehension.

strategies during and after reading:
summarize grade-level informational/
expository text and literary/narrative
text. W

= Summarize the events, information, or
ideas in an informational/expository text
(e.g., causes of an event like a war or a
tornado, steps in building a snow cave).

m Summarize the plot/message in cultur-
ally relevant literary/narrative text.

m Select, from multiple choices, a sentence
that best summarizes the story or infor-
mational selection.

= Organize summary information in a
teacher-selected graphic organizer to
enhance comprehension.

EALR COMPONENT






EALR 2: The student understands the meaning of what is read.
Component 2.1: Demonstrate evidence of reading comprehension.

GLE 5 6 7 8 9/10
21.6  Apply comprehension monitoring Apply comprehension monitoring Apply comprehension monitoring Apply comprehension monitoring Apply comprehension monitoring
strategies to understand fiction, nonfic- : strategies to understand fiction, nonfic- : strategies to understand fiction, nonfic- : strategies for informational and tech- strategies for informational and tech-
tion, informational text, and task-ori- tion, informational, and task-oriented tion, informational text, and task-ori- nical materials, complex narratives, nical materials, complex narratives,
ented text: monitor for meaning, create : text: monitor for meaning, create ented text: monitor for meaning, create | and expositions: monitor for meaning, and expositions: monitor for meaning,
mental images, and generate and mental images, and generate and mental images, and generate and create mental images, and generate create mental images, and generate
answer questions. answer questions. answer questions. and answer questions. and answer questions.
= Monitor for meaning by identifying = Monitor for meaning by identifying = Monitor for meaning by identifying = Monitor for meaning by identifying = Monitor for meaning and use compre-
where and why comprehension was lost where and why comprehension was lost where and why comprehension was lost where and why comprehension was lost hension repair strategies to regain
and use comprehension repair strategies and use comprehension repair strategies and use comprehension repair strategies and use comprehension repair strategies meaning independently.
to regain meaning. to regain meaning. to regain meaning. to regain meaning. m Develop questions before, during, and
= (enerate and answer questions about = Generate and answer questions about = (enerate and answer questions about = Develop questions before, during, and after reading and use knowledge of
the text before, during, and after reading the text before, during, and after reading the text before, during, and after reading after reading and use knowledge of questioning strategies to locate answers.
to aid com.pre'hensmn. ' to aid com.pre.hensmn. . to aid com'pre'hensmn. ' questioning §trateg|es t('J Iocate'answers. u Use mental imagery while reading.
n Hgﬁdqtueisttlonmg strategies to compre- n Egr?dqfeisttlomng strategies to compre- n ng?dqtueisttlonmg strategies to compre- m Use mental imagery while reading. = Organize images and information into a
) ’ : = Organize images and information into a self-created graphic organizer to
m Draw, write about, or verbally describe m (Organize images and information into a m Create and describe mental images to self-created graphic organizer to enhance text comprehension.
the mental images that occur while self-created graphic organizer to understand text. enhance text comprehension.
reading. enhance comprehension of text. = QOrganize images and information into a
= (Organize information in a graphic organ- m Use pre-, during, and after-reading tools self-created graphic organizer to
izer that is appropriate to the text and designed to activate and record prior enhance text comprehension.
purpose for reading in order to organize knowledge to understand text (e.g.,
information and comprehend text. semantic mapping, anticipation guide).
m Use pre-, during, and after-reading tools
designed to activate and record prior
knowledge to understand text (e.g., pre-
diction guides, KWL charts, DRTA).
21.7 Apply comprehension monitoring Apply comprehension monitoring Apply comprehension monitoring Apply comprehension monitoring Apply comprehension monitoring

strategies during and after reading:
summarize grade-level informational/
expository text and literary/narrative
text. W

m (reate a summary including the main
idea and the most important text-based
facts, details, and/or ideas from informa-
tional/expository text (e.g., newspaper or
magazine articles).

= Summarize the plot/message in cultur-
ally relevant literary/narrative texts.

= Select, from multiple choices, a sentence
that best summarizes the story or selec-
tion.

= (Organize information using a graphic
organizer appropriate for summarizing
informational/expository text and lit-
erary/narrative text.

strategies during and after reading:
summarize grade-level informational/
expository text and literary/narrative
text. W

m (Create a summary including the main
idea and the most important text-based
facts, details, and/or ideas from informa-
tional/expository text.

Summarize the plot/message in cultur-
ally relevant literary/narrative text.

Select, from multiple choices, a sentence
that best summarizes the story or selec-
tion.

Organize summary information for infor-
mational/expository text and/or lit-
erary/narrative text into a self-created
graphic organizer to enhance text com-
prehension.

strategies during and after reading:
summarize grade-level informational/
expository text and literary/narrative
text. W

m (reate a summary including the main
idea and the most important text-based
facts, details, and/or ideas from informa-
tional/expository text.

= Summarize the plot in culturally relevant
literary/narrative texts.

m Select, from multiple choices, a sentence
that best summarizes the story or selec-
tion.

m (Organize summary information for infor-
mational/expository text and/or lit-
erary/narrative text into a self-created
graphic organizer to enhance text com-
prehension.

strategies for informational and tech-
nical materials, complex narratives,
and expositions: determine importance
and summarize text. W

m (reate an informational summary that
includes an introductory statement, main
ideas, and supporting text-based details;
makes connections among the key ideas
from the entire text; uses own words in
an objective voice; is accurate to the
original text; and avoids interpretation or
judgment.

Create a literary summary that includes
an introduction stating the theme and/or
author's message supported by text-
based evidence; use own words in an
objective voice; is accurate to the orig-
inal text.

Select, from multiple choices, a sentence
that best summarizes the text.

Organize summary information for infor-
mational/expository, technical materials,
and complex narratives into a self-
created graphic organizer to enhance
text comprehension.

strategies for informational and tech-
nical materials, complex narratives,
and expositions: determine importance
and summarize the text. W

= (reate an informational summary that

includes an introductory statement, main
ideas, and supporting text-based details;
makes connections among the key ideas
from the entire text; uses own words in
an objective voice; is accurate to the
original text; avoids interpretation or
judgment; and uses an organizational
pattern that supports the author’s intent.

= Create a literary summary that includes
an introduction stating the theme and/or
author's message supported by text-based
evidence; use own words in an objective
voice; is accurate to the original text.

= Select, from multiple choices, a sentence
that best summarizes the text.

= (Organize summary information for infor-
mational/expository text, technical mate-
rials, and complex narratives into a
self-created graphic organizer to
enhance text comprehension.

GRADE LEVEL-EXPECTATIONS






EALR 2: The student understands the meaning of what is read.
Component 2.2: Understand and apply knowledge of text components to comprehend text.

electronic sources.
m |dentify page numbers and titles in text.
m |dentify and use icons.

printed text and electronic sources to
locate and understand information.

m |dentify and use title pages, table of con-
tents, glossary, diagrams, and maps to
find information.

m |dentify and use icons, pull-down menus,
and toolbars.

printed and electronic text to locate
and comprehend text.

m |dentify and use grade-level-appropriate
text features with teacher guidance.

= Interpret information from graphs and
charts with teacher guidance.

m |dentify and use icons and pull-down
menus.

tronic text features to locate and com-
prehend text. W

m |dentify and use grade-level appropriate
text features.

Explain how certain text features help
you understand the selection.

= Interpret information from graphs, charts,

diagrams, and tables.

m |dentify, from multiple choices, where
certain information/ideas might be found
in the text.

m Use icons, pull-down menus, key word
searches.

GLE K 1 2 3 4
221 Know story sequence. Know story sequence. Understand story sequence. Understand sequence in informa- Understand sequence in literary/narra-
m Retell familiar stories using a beginning, m Retell stories with correct sequence of m Retell text focusing on the problem or :'aot?:;/&gos\',mw text and literary/nar- ::’:tts\’;t and informational/expository
middle, and end. (Note: Story telling events. (Note: Story telling order can events in sequence. (Note: Differences : )
order can differ between cultures. For differ between cultures. For example, in in story telling order exist between cul- m Explain story ideas or events in sequen- m Explain ideas or events in sequential
example, in some cultures the end of the some cultures the end of the story is told tures. For example, some cultures tell the tial order. (Note: Differences in story order. (Note: Differences in story telling
story is told first.) first.) end of the story first.) telling order exist between cultures. For order exist between cultures. For
example, in some cultures the end of the example, in some cultures the end of the
story is told first.) story is told first.)

m Explain steps in a process (e.g., problem m Recognize and explain literary/narrative
solving in mathematics, life cycle of a text written out of sequence (e.g., flash-
butterfly). backs, tales from other cultures).

m Select, from multiple choices, the order m Explain steps in a process (e.g., problem
of ideas, facts, events (e.g., what hap- solving in mathematics, life cycle of a
_pened first, next, Ias_t; the order in which salmon).
ideas or facts were introduced). m Select, from multiple choices, the order

of ideas, facts or events (e.g., what hap-
pened first, next, last; the order in which
ideas or facts were introduced).

222 Understand features of printed textand : Understand and apply features of Understand and apply features of Apply knowledge of printed and elec- Apply features of printed and elec-

tronic text to locate and comprehend
text. W

m |dentify and use grade-level appropriate
text features.

m Explain how certain text features help
you understand a selection.

m Interpret information from graphic fea-
tures.

m |dentify, from multiple choices, where
certain information/ideas might be found
in the text.

m Use icons, pull-down menus, key word
searches on an electronic device.

EALR COMPONENT






EALR 2: The student understands the meaning of what is read.
Component 2.2: Understand and apply knowledge of text components to comprehend text.

GLE 5 6 7 8 9/10
221 Apply understanding of time, order, Apply understanding of time, order, Apply understanding of time,order, Analyze an author's use of time, order,
and/or sequence to comprehend text. and/or sequence to aid comprehension : and/or sequence to aid comprehension : and/or sequence to extend compre-
W of text. of text. hension of text.
m Explain the use of flashbacks to convey m Explain the use of foreshadowing to m Explain an author’s development of time = Analyze an author’s development of time
meaning in literary/narrative text. convey meaning in literary/narrative text. and SEQl(JEnCS through the use of Iiterar;/ and sequence through the use of literary
. . ’ . devices (e.g., diary entries within a text devices such as foreshadowing, flash-
= Explain the use O-f steps In a process to = Explain the use O-f steps ina process to and/or the use of traditional/cultural backs, dream sequences, parallel
convey meaning in an informational/ convey mearning in an organizational structures episodes, and the use of traditional
expository text (e.g., how a bill becomes informational/expository text (e.g., how g : aFn)d/or cultura-based oraanizational pat-
law, stages in the colonization of early to make pottery, steps in the oil refinery m Explain the use of steps in a process to terns g P
America). process). convey meaning in an informational/ ’
expository text (e.g., obtaining a pass- m Explain the use of order or steps ina
port, how the laser was discovered). process to convey meaning in an infor-
mational/expository text (e.g., scientific
experiments, legislative processes,
mathematical procedures, Native
American talking circles and cere-
monies).
222 : Apply understanding of printed and Apply understanding of printed and Apply understanding of printed and Apply understanding of complex orga- Apply understanding of complex orga-

electronic text features to locate infor-

electronic text features to locate infor-

electronic text features to locate infor-
mation and comprehend text. W

nizational features of printed text and
electronic sources. W

nizational features of printed text and

mation and comprehend text. W mation and comprehend text. W electronic sources. W

m Locate information using grade-level m |ocate information using grade-level m Locate information using grade-level m Use text features to verify, support, or m Use text features to verify, support, or

appropriate text features.

m Interpret and draw conclusions from
grade-level appropriate text features

such as maps, charts, tables, and graphs,

etc. (e.g., given a table of precipitation
and temperatures across the country,
draw a conclusion about which cities
would receive snow).

m Use organizational features and elec-
tronic sources (such as headings and
numberings, CD-ROM, Internet, pull-
down menus, key word searches, and
icons) to access information.

m Select, from multiple choices, the
purpose of a specific text feature and/or
information learned from a text feature.

appropriate text features.

Interpret and draw conclusions from
grade-level appropriate text features
such as maps, charts, tables, and graphs,
etc. (e.g., given a map of the world, draw
a conclusion about why early civilizations
thrived where they did).

Use organizational features and elec-
tronic sources (such as headings and
numberings, CD-ROM, Internet, pull-
down menus, key word searches, and
icons) to access information.

Select, from multiple choices, the
purpose of a specific text feature and/or
information learned from a text feature.

Explain how specific text features help
you understand a selection (e.g., how a
chapter heading helps you think about
the chapter, how bold-face or italics
signals a new term that can be found in
the glossary).

appropriate text features.

m Interpret and draw conclusions from
grade-level appropriate text features
such as maps, charts, tables, and graphs,
etc. (€.g., given a bar graph on how a
demographic group spends its money,
draw a conclusion about how the group
spends its time).

m Use organizational features and elec-
tronic sources (such as headings and
numberings, CD-ROM, Internet, pull-
down menus, key word searches, and
icons) to access information.

m Select from multiple choices, the
purpose of a specific text feature, and/or
information learned from a text feature.

m Explain how specific text features help
you understand a selection (e.g., how
margin entries provide additional infor-
mation to assist in comprehension, how
specific symbols are used, such as the
numeration for footnotes).

clarify meaning.

m Select, from multiple choices, the
purpose of a specific text feature and/or
information learned from a text feature.

= Use the features of electronic informa-
tion to communicate, gain information, or
research a topic.

clarify meaning.

m Use the features of electronic informa-

tion to communicate, gain information, or
research a topic.

GRADE LEVEL-EXPECTATIONS






EALR 2: The student understands the meaning of what is read.
Component 2.2: Understand and apply knowledge of text components to comprehend text.

structures of text.

m Predict text patterns using attribute
and/or concept books.

structures.

= Recognize and use sentences, para-
graphs, and chapter structure to under-
stand the organization in both
informational/expository text and lit-
erary/narrative text.

m |dentify text written in the text organiza-
tional structures of simple listing and
sequential order.

organizational structures.

m Recognize and use previously learned
text organizational structures of simple
listing and sequential order to aid com-
prehension.

m |dentify and use text written in the text
organizational structures of description
and compare and contrast to find and
organize information and comprehend
text.

GLE K 1 2 3 4
223 Understand story elements. Understand story elements. Understand story elements. Understand story elements. W Understand and analyze story
m |dentify story elements of character, m |dentify and explain story elements. m Describe physical traits of charactersand i = Describe characters’ physical traits and SISIENES
setting, and important events with tell how they act. infer personality traits by what they say m Use knowledge of situation and charac-
teacher guidance. . and do. ters’ actions, mativations, feelings, and
= Retell the important events of a story. = Describe the problem faced by a char- physical attributes to determine charac-
m Describe the setting of a story. P ; Y ters’ traits.
acter and how he/she/it solves the
m |dentify the speaker/narrator in a story. problem. m |dentify the main events in a plot,
- NS including the cause and effect relation-
m '[Eﬁglggryow the setting is important to ship in problem solving.
. : Describe the components of setting and
m |dentify the speaker (narrator) in a selec- " . I
tion afnyd explgin ﬁrst(person p)oint of explain how and why setting is important
view to the story.
’ . Differentiate between first and third
m Select, from multiple choices, the best " - CY ;
description of a character or setting in a gsrslgmﬁlenéi?%rlgrmn a selection and
story or poem (e.g., character traits, feel- p )
ings, character’s problem, or importance m Select, from multiple choices, the best
of character). description of a character or setting in a
story or poem (e.g., character traits, feel-
ings, character’s problem, or importance
of character).
224 Understand simple organizational Understand text organizational Apply understanding of simple text Apply understanding of text organiza-

tional structures.

m Recognize and use previously learned
text organizational structures (simple
listing, sequential order, description,
compare and contrast) to aid comprehen-
sion.

m |dentify and use text written in the text
organizational structure of chronological
orderto find and organize information
and comprehend text.

EALR COMPONENT






EALR 2: The student understands the meaning of what is read.
Component 2.2: Understand and apply knowledge of text components to comprehend text.

GLE 5 6 7 8 9/10
223 Understand and analyze story Understand and analyze story Understand and analyze story Understand and analyze story Analyze story elements. W
elements. W o elements. W . . elements. W _ _ elements. W o _ = Interpret the interdependence and inter-
m Use knowledge of the situation, charac- m Use multiple sources of information from m Use multiple sources of information from m nterpret how situations, actions, and action of characters, theme, setting, con-
ters’ actions, mativations, feelings, and the text (e.g., character’s own the text (e.g., character's own other characters influence a character’s flict, and resolution (e.g., in a short story,
physical attributes to determine charac- thoughts/words, what others say about thoughts/words, what others say about personality and development. novel, epic poem).
ters’ traits. the character, and how others react to the character, and how others react to . : :
Identi . . ! the character) to describe how a char- the character) to describe how major and = Explain how a storys plots and subplots w Compare/contrast how recurring themes
= |dentify the major actions that define the h . how the char- inor ch h h contribute to (or don't advance) the con- are treated by diverse authors or in dif-
acter changes over time or how the char minor characters change over time.
plot and how actions lead to conflict or acter’s action might contribute to the flict and resolution. ferent genres.
resolution. m |dentify the important events that lead to . . . . .
« Expainthe e o setingonchar: Lo | conflcts and exlanhow eachcoesor - (B0 e TLEOeof etma oo 8 CE e
m |dentify the major actions that define the does not contribute to the resolution. ' i ;
acter and plot. h B . B . story element (e.g., character, conflict,
. P plot and how actions lead to confiict or m Explain the influence of setting on mood = Explain the author's point of view and resolution)
] l[?oeig?];yf E/r;gvc?gri';%rdaigdtﬁ:[glp which resolgtlon. ' . character, and plot. interpret how it influences the tex.t.
_ o m Explain the influence of setting on char- m Identify the point of view used (first = Compare/contrast common recurring
n Eﬁf)glenn?gm ?aiig:yn\;vr?:g dcri1tange ifa acter‘and plot.‘ - ‘ third, or omniscient point of view) and g:ﬁhmoerz in books by the same or different
: m |dentify the point of view used (first, interpret how point of view influences :
m |dentify the stated _them(_e/message in third, or omniscient point of view) in a the text.
igﬁ and support with evidence from the story. = Explain how a story would change if the
’ m Compare and contrast the same conflict narrator's perspective changed.
m |dentify common recurring themes/ from the point of view of two different P .
h m |dentify implied themes in text and
messages in books by the same author. characters. support with evidence from the et
m Select, from multiple choices, words or m |dentify the stated themes in text and :
selections that best describe specific support with evidence from the text. " %oer%%zr?écggglizsg C?}Tan;gpn;eglrjgilf[}%rent
story elements from the story, selection, . . - v
y : m |dentify common recurring themes in authors.
or poem (e.g., character, setting, conflict). .
books by the same or different authors S f . .
and support with evidence from the text, | ™ Select from multiple choices, words or
' sentences that best describe specific
m Select, from multiple choices, words or story elements from the story, selection,
sentences that best describe specific or poem.
story elements from the story, selection,
or poem (e.g., character, setting, conflict).
224 Apply understanding of text organiza- Apply understanding of text organiza- Apply understanding of text organiza- Apply understanding of text organiza- Apply understanding of text organiza-

tional structures.

Recognize and use previously learned
text organizational structures (simple
listing, sequential order, description,
compare and contrast, chronological
order) to aid comprehension.

|dentify and use text written in the text
organizational structures of cause and
effectand order of importance to find
and organize information and compre-
hend text.

Differentiate between text organizational
structures of informational/expository
text and literary/narrative text.

tional structures.

m Recognize and use previously taught text

organizational structures (simple listing,
sequential order, description, compar-
ison and contrast, chronological order,
cause and effect, and order of impor-
tance)to aid comprehension.

Recognize and use text written in the
text organizational structures of
process/procedural to find and organize
information and comprehend text.

tional structures.

m Recognize and use previously taught
organizational structures (simple listing,
sequential order, description, compar-
ison and contrast, chronological order,
cause and effect, order of importance,
and process/procedural)to aid compre-
hension.

Identify and use text written in
concept/definition and problem/solution
organizational structure to find and
organize information and comprehend
text.

tional structures.

m Recognize and use knowledge of previ-
ously taught text organizational struc-
tures (description, comparison and
contrast, sequential order, chronological
order, cause and effect, order of impor-
tance, process/procedural, concept/defi-
nition, and problem/solution)to aid
comprehension.

|dentify text written in episodic and gen-
eralization/principle organizational struc-
ture to find and/or organize information
and comprehend text.

tional structures.

m Recognize and use previously taught
organizational structures (description,
comparison and contrast, sequential
order, chronological order, cause and
effect, order of importance, process/pro-
cedural, concept/definition,
problem/solution, episodic, and general-
ization/principle) to aid comprehension.

Independently apply understanding of
text structure to the acquisition, organi-
zation, and application of information.

GRADE LEVEL-EXPECTATIONS






EALR 2: The student understands the meaning of what is read.
Component 2.3: Expand comprehension by analyzing, interpreting, and synthesizing information and ideas in literary and informational text.

GLE

K

1

2

3

4

231

Understand similarities within and
between informational/expository text
and literary/narrative text.

m |dentify similarities in characters and set-
tings within and between culturally rele-
vant literary/narrative texts read aloud
and/or during shared reading.

= |dentify common information about a
topic within and between texts (e.g., all
birds in the text build their nests on the
ground).

Understand similarities and differ-
ences within and between informa-
tional/expository and literary/
narrative text.

m Explain similarities and differences in
character, setting, and important events
within and between culturally relevant
literary/narrative texts which are read or
listened to.

m |dentify similar information about a topic
contained in more than one informa-
tional/expository text.

Understand and analyze the relation-
ship between and among literary/nar-
rative text and informational/
expository text.

m Compare and contrast literary/narrative
text elements in one story or between
two stories.

= Compare and contrast facts in one text or
between two informational/
expository texts.

m Explain simple cause and effect relation-
ships in literary/narrative text and infor-
mational/expository text.

Understand and analyze the relation-
ship between and among literary/nar-
rative text and informational/
expository text. W

m Compare and contrast information (e.g.,
facts and details, literary/narrative ele-
ments, different versions of the same
story, time period, cultures) within text
and between texts.

m Select, from multiple choices, a sentence
that describes how specific literary/nar-
rative elements are alike or differentin a
poem or story (e.g., two characters
and/or their feelings, a character and the
author, two events, two settings).

= Select, from multiple choices, a sentence
that describes how information is alike
or different (e.g., information from two
selections).

m Recognize and explain cause and effect
relationships in literary/narrative text
and informational/expository text, using
evidence from the text.

m Select, from multiple choices, a sentence
that explains the cause of events or the
effects of actions.

Understand and analyze the relation-
ship between and among literary/nar-
rative text and informational/
expository text. W

m Compare and contrast plots, characters,
and settings in multiple texts.

= Compare and contrast information (e.g.,
similar topics written in different genres
such as a short story and a poem or mag-
azine article and encyclopedia).

Select, from multiple choices, a sentence
that describes how specific literary/nar-
rative elements are alike or different in a
poem or story (e.g., two characters
and/or their feelings, a character and the
author, two events, two selections).

Select, from multiple choices, a sentence
that describes how information is alike
or different (e.g., information from two
selections).

m Recognize and explain cause and effect
relationships in informational/
expository text and literary/narrative
text, using evidence from the text.

Select, from multiple choices, a sentence
that explains the cause of events or the
effects of actions.

232

Understand concept of categories.

m Sort objects by various attributes such as
color, size, and purpose.

m Orally sort words by various attributes
(e.g., food, animals, colors, shapes).

Understand concept of categories.

m Sort words by various attributes (e.g.,
robins, parrots, and ducks are all birds).

Understand how to locate specific
information.

m Use alphabetical and numerical systems
to locate information in dictionary or
book.

Apply understanding of systems for
organizing information.

m Use alphabetical, numerical, and key
word/topic systems to locate information
on a specific topic or for a specific
purpose in an encyclopedia or dictionary.

Apply understanding of systems for
organizing information and analyze
appropriate sources.

m Use multiple organizational systems to
locate information from reference and
content area materials.

m Select appropriate resources for locating
information (e.g., thesaurus, website,
directory) on a specific topic or for a spe-
cific purpose.

EALR COMPONENT






EALR 2: The student understands the meaning of what is read.
Component 2.3: Expand comprehension by analyzing, interpreting, and synthesizing information and ideas in literary and informational text.

GLE

5

6

7

9/10

231

Analyze informational/expository text
and literary/narrative text for similari-
ties and differences and cause and
effect relationships. W

m Find similarities and differences within
and between texts using text-based evi-
dence (e.g., facts and opinion in news-
paper vs. poetry; authors’ points of view
in different works).

m |dentify and interpret cause and effect
relationships within a text using evi-
dence from the text (e.g., how the
transcontinental railroad influenced the
development of the West).

m Select, from multiple choices, a sentence
that tells how two text elements are
alike or different (e.g., character, setting,
information).

m Select, from multiple choices, a sentence
that explains or describes cause and
effect relationships (e.g., what caused
something to happen, what was the
result of an action).

Analyze informational/expository text
and literary/narrative text for similari-
ties and differences and cause and
effect relationships. W

m Find similarities and differences within
and between texts using text-based evi-
dence (e.g., character's point of view in
poetry and narrative; the author’s feel-
ings and the poet’s feelings; cultural per-
spectives in a magazine article and an
editorial).

Select, from multiple choices, a sentence
that tells how two text elements are
alike or different (e.g., character, setting,
information).

Interpret cause and effect relationships
within a literary/narrative text or infor-
mational/expository text using evidence
from the text (e.g., how the time period
[setting] of a novel determines a char-
acter's behavior, how a situation affected
a character, what events either caused or
resulted from a problem, or how one sit-
uation determines another such as the
flow of the Nile dictating early life in
Egypt).

Select, from multiple choices, a sentence
that explains or describes cause and
effect relationships (e.g., what caused
something to happen, what was the
result of an action).

Analyze informational/expository text
and literary/narrative text for similari-
ties and differences and cause and
effect relationships. W

m Find similarities and differences within
and between texts using text-based evi-
dence (e.g., the author's feelings and the
poet’s feelings; descriptions recorded in
a science article vs. poetry; perspectives
seen in newspaper articles vs. short
story).

m Select, from multiple choices, a sentence
that tells how two text elements are
alike or different (e.g., character, infor-
mation/facts).

m |dentify and interpret cause and effect
relationships within a literary/narrative
text or informational/expository text
using evidence from the text (e.g., an
article and a poem about wolves or a
description of the Underground Railroad
from a newspaper article, a short story,
or a biographical sketch of a leader in
the Underground Railroad).

m Select, from multiple choices, a sentence
that explains or describes cause and
effect relationships (e.g., what caused
something to happen, what was the
result of an action).

Analyze informational/expository text
and literary/narrative text for similari-
ties and differences and cause and
effect relationships. W

m Compare and contrast information from

multiple sources to gain a broader

understanding of a topic (e.g., compare

and contrast a variety of ecosystems
using text-based evidence).

Compare and contrast how characters
react to the same event using text-
based evidence.

Select, from multiple choices, a sen-
tence that tells how two text elements
are alike or different (e.g., characters,
events, information/

facts).

Explain how certain actions cause
certain effects (e.g., how the women'’s
suffrage movement changed the face
of politics today or how Indian
boarding schools contributed to the

loss of Native American languages and

culture; how the internment of
Japanese Americans during World
War Il affected traditional Japanese
family structure).

Analyze informational/expository text
and literary/narrative text for similari-
ties and differences and cause and
effect relationships. W

= Compare conclusions drawn from mul-
tiple sources to determine similarities
and differences.

m |ntegrate information from multiple
sources to draw conclusions that go
beyond those found in individual sources.

= Select, from multiple choices, a sentence
that describes how a character's feelings
compare to those of the author/poet
about the same subject.

m Use literary themes within and across
texts to interpret current issues, events,
and/or how they relate to self.

m Explain how an action leads to long-
lasting effects (e.g., environmental, eco-
nomic, and/or political impact of
off-shore drilling or strip mining; socioe-
conomic and psychological makeup of
African-American individuals, families,
and communities as a result of slavery).

232

Analyze sources for information appro-
priate to a specific topic or for a spe-
cific purpose.

= Select appropriate resources such as an
atlas, newspaper, magazine, memos,
directories, and/or schedules, to locate
information on a specific topic or for a
specific purpose.

m Sort information gathered from various
sources by topic and judge the utility of
the information for a specific purpose.

Analyze sources for information appro-
priate to a specific topic or for a spe-
cific purpose.

m Select appropriate resources such as an
atlas, newspaper, magazine, memo,
directory, or schedule to locate informa-
tion on a specific topic or for a specific
purpose.

m Sort information gathered from various
sources by topic and decide on the utility
of the information for a specific purpose.

Analyze and synthesize information for
a specific topic or purpose.

m Integrate information from multiple
sources for a variety of purposes (e.g.,
create a report, debate an issue, solve a
problem).

Analyze and evaluate informational
materials for relevance in meeting a
specific purpose.

m Examine information from a variety of
sources, select appropriate information
based on purpose, and defend selection
citing evidence from text.

Evaluate informational materials,
including electronic sources, for effec-
tiveness.

m Judge the usefulness of information
based on relevance to purpose, source,
objectivity, copyright date, cultural and
world perspective (e.g., editorials), and
support the decision.

GRADE LEVEL-EXPECTATIONS






EALR 2: The student understands the meaning of what is read.

Component 2.3: Expand comprehension by analyzing, interpreting, and synthesizing information and ideas in literary and informational text.

GLE K 2 3 4
233 Understand literary/narrative devices. Understand literary/narrative Understand literary/narrative
= Recognize similes, alliteration, and ono- . devices. W
matopoeia in literary/narrative passages. : ® Explain similes, metaphors, alliterative m Explain the meaning of simile, personifi-
sentences, and onomatopoeia and iden- cation, metaphor, idiom, and humor in
tify each in literary/narrative passages. literary/narrative passages.
234

EALR COMPONENT






EALR 2: The student understands the meaning of what is read.
Component 2.3: Expand comprehension by analyzing, interpreting, and synthesizing information and ideas in literary and informational text.

GLE

5
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7
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233

Understand the function (which makes
the story more interesting) of literary
devices. W

m Recognize previously learned literary
devices and explain how they make the
story more interesting.

m |dentify literary/narrative devices such as
imagery, exaggeration, and dialogue and
explain how they make the story more
interesting.

Understand the functions (to make the
story more interesting and convey a
message) of literary devices. \W

m Recognize previously taught literary
devices (simile, personification, humor,
metaphor, idiom, imagery, exaggeration,
and dialogue) and explain how they
make the story more interesting and/or
convey a message.

[dentify literary devices such as irony and
sarcasm and explain how they make the
story more interesting and/or convey a
message.

Select, from multiple choices, a sentence
from the story/poem/selection that is an
example of a specific literary device.

Understand the functions (to make the
story more interesting and convey a
message) of literary devices. W

= Recognize previously taught literary
devices (simile, metaphor, idiom,
imagery, exaggeration, irony, sarcasm,
humor, and dialogue) and explain how
they make the story more interesting
and/or convey a message.

Identify literary devices such as analogy
and explain how they make the story
more interesting and/or convey a
message.

Select, from multiple choices, a sentence
from the story/poem/selection that is an
example of a specific literary device.

Evaluate the author’s use of literary
devices to enhance comprehension. W

m Judge the effectiveness of the author's
use of literary devices and explain their
use to convey meaning.

m Select, from multiple choices, a sentence
from the story/poem/selection that is an
example of a specific literary device.

Evaluate the author’s use of literary
devices to enhance comprehension. W

m Judge the effectiveness of the author's
use of literary devices and explain how
they are used to convey meaning.

m Select, from multiple choices, a sentence
from the story/poem/selection that is an
example of a specific literary device.

234

Synthesize information from a variety
of sources.

m |ntegrate information from different
sources (e.g., newspaper article, biogra-
phical sketch, poem, oral records) to
draw conclusions about character traits
and/or author’s assumptions.

Synthesize information from a variety
of sources.

m Integrate information from different
sources to research and complete a
project.

m |ntegrate information from different
sources to form conclusions about
author’s assumptions, biases, credibility,
cultural and social perspectives, or world
views.

GRADE LEVEL-EXPECTATIONS






EALR 2: The student understands the meaning of what is read.
Component 2.4: Think critically and analyze author's use of language, style, purpose, and perspective in informational and literary text.

GLE

K

1

2

3

4

241

Understand how to give personal
responses and make connections to
text.

= (Generate a personal response or make
connections to text based on a teacher
prompt using information from a cultur-
ally relevant read aloud and/or shared
reading.

Understand how to give personal or
text-based responses and make con-
nections to text.

= (Generate a personal or text-based
response and/or make connections to
text based on teacher prompt using infor-
mation from a culturally relevant reading
or read aloud.

Understand how to draw simple con-
clusions and give a response to text.

= Give a personal or text-based response
to a passage using a teacher-generated
prompt.

= Draw a simple conclusion from grade-
level text with teacher guidance.

Understand how to draw conclusions
and give a response to literary/narra-
tive text and informational/expository
text. W

m (Generate a personal or text-based
response to text using a teacher-gener-
ated prompt (e.g., what would be the

best/worst part of an event or situation).

m Draw a conclusion from grade-level text
(e.g., how the story or information might
be useful, to whom the story or informa-
tion might be useful) and support with
evidence from the text.

Apply the skills of drawing conclu-
sions, providing a response, and
expressing insights to literary/narra-
tive text and informational/expository
text. W

= Give a personal response that demon-
strates insight about text, using a
teacher-generated prompt (e.g., what
would be the best/worst part of an event
or situation).

Draw conclusions from text, citing text-
based information to support the conclu-
sion (e.g., how the story or information
might be useful; to whom a story or
information might be useful).

24.2

Understand purposes of simple text.

= |dentify the purpose of everyday printed
materials (e.g., signs, labels, newspa-
pers, story books, lists, etc.).

Understand purposes of text.

m |dentify the purpose of printed materials
(e.g., everyday materials, including lists,
signs, cereal boxes; fairy tales; fables;
and informational/expository trade
books).

Understand that there are purposes for
writing.

m |dentify common types of
informational/expository and
literary/narrative text and explain why
they are read.

Understand the author’s purpose for
and style of writing in both informa-
tional/expository text and literary/nar-
rative text. W

= Decide on the author's purpose for
writing a selection and support the deci-
sion with evidence/details from the text.

m |dentify simple elements of style (word
choice, sentence structure and length,
literary devices) (with teacher guidance).

Analyze the author’s purpose for and
style of writing in both literary/narra-
tive text and informational/expository
text. W

m Determine the author’s purpose and
support decision with evidence/details
from text.

m |dentify and explain how the author’s use
of word choice, sentence structure and
length, and/or literary/narrative devices
affects the reader, using a variety of
texts.

EALR COMPONENT






EALR 2: The student understands the meaning of what is read.
Component 2.4: Think critically and analyze author's use of language, style, purpose, and perspective in informational and literary text.

GLE 5 6 7 8 9/10
241 Apply the skills of drawing conclu- Apply the skills of drawing conclu- Analyze literary/narrative text and Analyze informational/expository text Analyze informational/expository text
sions, providing a response, and sions, providing a response, and information/expository text to draw and literary/narrative text to draw con- : and literary/narrative text to draw con-
expressing insights about informa- expressing insights about informa- conclusions and develop insights. W clusions and develop insights. W clusions and develop insights. W
::)tii]:(:/ti);(':o\?\llmw text and literary/nar- tr:)tlil\z/ ;ﬁos&tory textand literary/nar- = Draw conclusions from grade-level text m Draw conclusions from grade-level text m Draw conclusions from grade-level text
" ) (e.g., the most important idea the author (e.g., the most important idea the author (e.g., the most important idea the author
= Select, from multiple choices, a state- m Draw a conclusion from grade-level text is trying to make in the story/poem/ is trying to make in the story/poem/ is trying to make in the
ment that best represents the most (e.g., what is the most important idea the selection, what inspiration might be selection, what inspiration might be story/poem/selection, what inspiration
important conclusion that may be drawn author is trying to make in the drawn from the story/poem/ drawn from the story/poem/selection, might be drawn from the
from the selection. story/poem/selection, how the selection selection, who might benefit from who might benefit from reading the story/poem/selection, who might benefit
might be useful to someone who wanted reading the story/poem/selection). story/poem/selection). from reading the story/poem/selection).
E%?ac?ét)tgwgbh|ngr{§[|r?eteadn)sawngrprowde = Select, from multiple choices, a state- m Select, from multiple choices, a state- m Select, from multiple choices, a state-
PP ’ ment that best represents the most ment that best represents the most ment that best represents the most
= Select, from multiple choices, a state- important conclusion that may be drawn important conclusion that may be drawn important conclusion that may be drawn
ment that best represents the most from the selection. from the selection. from the selection.
important conclusion that may be drawn
from the selection.
242 Analyze how an author's style of Analyze how an author's style of Analyze how an author’s style of Analyze author's purpose and evaluate Analyze author’s purpose and evaluate

writing, including language choice,
achieves the author’s purpose and
influences an audience. W

m |dentify and explain the author's purpose
(e.g., entertain, inform, explain, per-
suade).

m |dentify and explain how author's use of
word choice, sentence structure and
length, and/or literary devices influences
an audience.

writing, including language choice,
achieves the author’s purpose and
influences an audience. W

m |dentify and explain the author’s purpose.

m Explain how author’s use of word choice,
sentence structure and length, and/or lit-
erary devices contributes to imagery,
suggests a mood, or otherwise influ-
ences an audience.

writing, including language choice,
achieves the author’s purpose and
influences an audience. W

m |dentify and explain the author’s purpose.

m Explain how the author’s style of writing
impacts the reader's enjoyment and/or
comprehension of the text.

m Examine ways in which author’s style

contributes to imagery, suggests a mood,

or otherwise influences an audience.

how an author's style of writing influ-
ences different audiences. W

m |dentify and discuss different authors’
use of sentence structure, literary
devices, and word choice to impact tone,
message, and/or reader’s reaction.

Explain and provide examples of how an
author uses a wide variety of language
structures to create an intended effect
(e.g., words or phrases from another lan-
guage, dialect, simile, and metaphor).

Examine the author’s use of language
registry (e.g., frozen, formal, consultative,
casual, intimate) and how this influences
meaning and different audiences.

Select, from multiple choices, a sentence
that explains why an author includes a
specific technique.

how an author’s style of writing influ-
ences different audiences. W

= Compare and contrast selected authors’
styles of writing to achieve a similar
purpose.

m Draw conclusions about style, tone,
mood, meaning of prose, poetry, and/or
drama based on the author’s word choice
and use of figurative language.

m Explain why an author uses particular lan-
guage to create an intended effect (e.g.,
foreign words, dialect, connotative words,
irony, rhetorical devices, simile, and
metaphor), citing text-based evidence.

= Select, from multiple choices, a sentence
that explains why an author includes a
specific technique.

m Examine the author’s use of language
registry (e.g., frozen, formal, consultative,
casual, intimate) and how this influences
meaning and different audiences.

m Judge the effectiveness of the author's
use of language to create an intended
effect.

GRADE LEVEL-EXPECTATIONS






EALR 2: The student understands the meaning of what is read.

Component 2.4: Think critically and analyze author's use of language, style, purpose, and perspective in informational and literary text.

GLE K 2 3 4
243 Understand there are facts and Understand the difference between Understand the difference between
opinions. fact and opinion. W fact and opinion. W
m Explain the difference between a fact m |dentify facts and opinions and explain m |dentify facts and opinions; provide evi-
and an opinion with teacher guidance. the difference between them. dence from the text to support your
= Select, from multiple choices, a state- LS8 ] )
ment that is a fact or an opinion. m Select, from multiple choices, a state-
ment that is a fact or an opinion.
244 Evaluate author's effectiveness for a Evaluate author's effectiveness for a
chosen audience. W chosen audience. W
m Read an article and explain whether the = Read an article and decide if a chosen
author convinced the reader to think or audience (e.g., teachers, parents, class-
act differently. mates) would agree or disagree with
what the author says.
245 Understand how to generalize from Understand how to generalize from
text. W text. W
m (eneralize about common characteristics | m Generalize about a topic after reading
of literary/narrative sub-genres. more than one text (e.g., make general-
= (Generalize by comparing characters in izations about life on the prairie after
Py : ! reading several informational/expository
similar stories from different cultures and literary/narrative accounts of the
(e.g., Cinderella/The Rough-Faced Girl or mi rationr\\fvest)
Little Red Riding Hood/Lon Po Po). g :
= Generalize about characters and charac-
teristics in similar stories from different
cultures (e.g., the “trickster” type tales
such as Coyote in Native American liter-
ature; animals in African folk tales like
Ananzi (the spider); and Br'er Rabbit
stories of the Deep South).

EALR COMPONENT






EALR 2: The student understands the meaning of what is read.
Component 2.4: Think critically and analyze author’s use of language, style, purpose, and perspective in informational and literary text.

GLE 5 6 17 8 9/10
243 Analyze text for fact and opinion. W Understand how to verify content Evaluate the author’s reasoning and Analyze and evaluate text for validity Analyze and evaluate text for validity
w Distinguish between fact and opinion validity. W the validity of the author's position. W and accuracy. W and accuracy. W
and provide supporting evidence from m |dentify and explain when an authoruses i m Judge the validity of the evidence the = Examine and critique the logic (rea- = Compare and contrast the logic (assump-
the text. opinion to make a point. author uses to support his/her position soning, assumptions, and beliefs) and tions and beliefs) and use of evidence
. . ) . . (e.g., is the evidence dated, biased, inac- use evidence (existing and missing infor- (existing and missing information;
" E%Iﬁﬂhg? |ns] ;n%gtpé? gﬁoéc?ﬁi’o?] state " g? HL\{)Ifiac%ttsiow ET;SCkg:]% Z%léﬁ:;ifor date curate) and justify the conclusion. mation; primary and secondary sources) primary sources and secondary sources)
pinion. P P Y- sy ot . inan author's argument or defense of a used by two authors presenting similar
= Decide if the author’s ideas are solid lai - s ticles b
and support your position. claim. or opposing arguments (e.g., articles by
two political columnists that address the
same issue).
m Judge the accuracy of the information in
a text, citing text-based evidence,
author’s use of expert authority, author’s
credibility to defend the evaluation.
244 Understand author’s tone and use of Analyze the effectiveness of the Analyze and evaluate the effectiveness : Analyze and evaluate the effectiveness @ Analyze and evaluate the effectiveness
persuasive devices. W author's tone and use of persuasive of the author’s tone and use of persua- of the author’s use of persuasive of the author’s use of persuasive
= Identify the author’s target audiencels) devices 19r atarget audience. W sive devices. W ‘ dewces- to mﬂuencg an a-udlence. w dewce§ to mﬂuence an audience. W
and cite examples of details and/orargu- | = Determine the author's target m Judge the effectiveness of the author's m Examine and explain the intended m |dentify the intended effects of persua-
ments that appeal to that audience. audience(s) and cite examples of details, details and arguments for a particular effects of persuasive vocabulary (e.g., sive vocabulary (e.g., loaded words,
. facts, and/or arguments that appeal to audience and cite examples to justify the loaded words, exaggeration, emotional exaggeration, emotional words,
- ltﬂge;%rg}vgevagmgg_ggzg%%izlé%%gn that audience. decision. words, euphemisms) that the author euphemisms) that the author uses to
u Cite and explain examples of author's m Interpret the author’s tone and support m |dentify the author's tone and support the ;ggzrtg influence readers opinions or influence readers” opinions or actions.
piail P the answer with text-based evidence. answer with text-based evidence. : m Select, from multiple choices, a sentence
use of persuasive devices and propa- . . . ) m Examine and explain the intended that explains why an author uses a spe-
ganda techniques (e.g., bandwagon, peer | m Describe the intended effects of persua- = Describe the intended effects of persua- effects of pronaanda techniaues the cific persuasive device
pressure, repetition, testimonials/ sive devices and propaganda techniques. sive devices and propaganda techniques. author use[?s tg ir?ﬂuence read?ers’ or P )
endorsements). spectives P m |dentify the intended effects of persua-
P : ) ) sive strategies the author uses to influ-
m Judge the author’s effectiveness in the ence readers’ perspectives (e.g., peer
use of persuasive devices to influence an pressure, bandwagon, repetition, testi-
audience. monial, transfer).
245 Understand how to extend informa- Understand how to generalize/extend Analyze ideas and concepts to gener- Analyze text to generalize, express Analyze text to generalize, express

tion beyond the text to another text
or to a broader idea or concept by
generalizing. W

m (eneralize after reading multiple texts
(e.g., how characters show bravery or
misuse power).

m Explain how information in a text could
be used to solve a problem and cite text-
based examples (e.g., use information
from an article about when fruits and
vegetables are in season to save money
at the grocery store).

information beyond the text to another
text or to a broader idea or concept. W

= (Generalize about common themes, con-
flicts, and situations after reading mul-
tiple texts.

m Explain how information in a text could
be used to understand a similar situation
or concept in another text and cite text-
based examples (e.g., historical fiction
about Egypt helps understand the role of
the pharaohs).

alize/extend information beyond the
text. W

= Generalize about processes, concepts,
and common themes after reading mul-
tiple texts.

m Explain how information in a text could
be applied to understand a similar situa-
tion or concept in another text and cite
text-based examples (e.g., use the
concept of symmetry learned in mathe-
matics to understand the concept of
symmetry in art).

insight, or respond by connecting to
other texts or situations. W

m (Generalize about universal themes,
human nature, cultural and historical per-
spectives, etc., from reading multiple
texts.

Select, from multiple choices, a sentence
that describes the most important idea,
concept, or conclusion that can be drawn
from the selection.

Provide a response to text that expresses
an insight (e.g., author's perspective, the
nature of conflict) or use text-based
information to solve a problem not iden-
tified in the text (e.g., use information in
an article about fitness to design an
exercise routine).

insight, or respond by connecting to
other texts or situations. W

= (Generalize about universal themes,
human nature, cultural or historical per-
spectives, etc., from reading multiple
texts.

Select, from multiple choices, a sentence
that represents a generalization that can
be made from the story/poem/selection.

m Provide a response to text that expresses
an insight (e.g., author's perspective, the
nature of conflict) or use text-based
information to solve a problem not iden-
tified in the text (e.g., use information
from a variety of sources to write an edi-
torial or make a presentation about
world health issues).

GRADE LEVEL-EXPECTATIONS






EALR 2: The student understands the meaning of what is read.
Component 2.4: Think critically and analyze author's use of language, style, purpose, and perspective in informational and literary text.

GLE K 1 2 3
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24.1

EALR COMPONENT






EALR 2: The student understands the meaning of what is read.
Component 2.4: Think critically and analyze author’s use of language, style, purpose, and perspective in informational and literary text.

GLE 5 6 7 8 9/10
246 Understand ideas and concepts in Analyze ideas and concepts in Analyze ideas and concepts in Analyze treatment of concepts within, Analyze and evaluate the presentation
multiple texts. W multiple texts. W multiple texts. W among, and beyond multiple texts. W and development of ideas and con-
m Explain an idea and/or concept, which m Find the similarities and differences in m Differentiate between the similarities = Compare and contrast treatments of Eefﬁ&ﬂll‘%among, and heyond mul-
occurs in multiple texts (e.g., bravery, how an idea or concept is expressed in and differences in how an idea or similar concepts and themes within mul- P )
misused power). multiple texts. concept is expressed in multiple texts. tiple texts (e.g., how the idea of coming m Differentiate how a concept is presented
. . f age is presented in multiple texts rep- and/or developed in and beyond texts
m Compare the feeling of the authors m Compare the feelings of the authors orage : - -
and/or characters as expressed in mul- and/or characters as expressed in mul- resenting a variety of cultures). (rzig't'iégzr:?lg fe:rrsglr;cg/lssgf\éva)r, prejudice,
tiple texts. tiple texts. = Select, from multiple choices, a sentence ps.p W) .
m Select, from multiple choices, a sentence | m Select, from multiple choices, a sentence gf;gt;l?ll(ls szj/\{ﬁhggn;)tleces of information " Egg;ga;einthrﬁjgv?elog;énggiﬂg I\?v?]?c?]ris
that tells how two pieces of information that tells how two pieces of information ‘ best Fr)esented zfnd develoned and
are alike or different. are alike or different. p o /elop .
support the decision with text-based evi-
dence.
= Select, from multiple choices, a sentence
that describes the most important idea,
concept, or conclusion that can be drawn
from the selection.
24.1 Understand author’s perspective. Analyze the reasoning and ideas Analyze the reasoning and ideas Analyze and evaluate the reasoning Analyze and evaluate the reasoning

= Recognize author's perspective (e.g.,
opinion about an idea, stand on an issue,
perspective on a topic) and cite sup-
porting literary/narrative text details or
information text facts.

underlying an author's perspective,
beliefs, and assumptions.

m Determine author's perspective (e.g.,
opinion about an idea, stand on an issue,
perspective on a topic) and cite sup-
porting informational/expository text and
literary/narrative text details or facts.

Infer and explain the author’s beliefs and
assumptions, citing text-based reasons
for choice (e.g., describe an author's
background and beliefs and explain how
they influence the author's perspective).

Select, from multiple choices, a sentence
that describes the author’s or character's
reasoning or problem with the reasoning.

underlying an author’s perspective,
beliefs, and assumptions.

m Infer and explain the author's beliefs and
assumptions, citing text-based evidence
for choice (e.g., describe an author’s
background and beliefs and explain how
they influence the author’s perspective).

= Select, from multiple choices, a sentence
that describes the author’s or character's
reasoning or problem with the reasoning.

and ideas underlying an author’s
beliefs and assumptions within mul-
tiple texts.

m Examine informational/expository text
and literary/narrative text to show how
they reflect the heritage, traditions, and
beliefs of the author.

Compare and critique two author's
beliefs and assumptions about a single
topic or issue, citing text-based evi-
dence, and decide which author presents
the stronger argument.

Make judgments about how effectively
an author has supported his/her belief
and/or assumptions, citing text-based
evidence.

Select, from multiple choices, a sentence
that identifies the author’s opinions,
assumptions, and beliefs.

Select, from multiple choices, a sentence
that describes the faulty reasoning of the
author or character.

and ideas underlying an author’s
beliefs and assumptions within mul-
tiple texts.

= Analyze literary/narrative text and infor-
mational/expository text to show how
they reflect the heritage, traditions, and
beliefs of the author.

= Compare and contrast readings on the
same topics by explaining how the
authors reach the same or different con-
clusions based on differences and similar-
ities in evidence, reasoning, assumptions,
purposes, beliefs, and biases.

m Select, from multiple choices, a sentence
that describes the reasoning of a char-
acter or an author, both faulty and
logical.

m Make judgments about how effectively
an author has supported his/her belief
and/or assumptions, citing text-based
evidence.

GRADE LEVEL-EXPECTATIONS






EALR 3: The student reads different materials for a variety of purposes.
Component 3.1: Read to learn new information.

tions and solve problems.

m Listen to and talk about information from
a variety of types of informational/expos-
tory text.

m Participate in whole-group discussions to
generate questions and listen to informa-
tional/expository text for answers to
those questions.

m Listen to and/or read a variety of types of
informational/expository text to leamn
new information, answer questions, or
solve problems with teacher guidance.

m |dentify print and non-print resource
materials available to complete a task
with teacher assistance, such as infor-
mational text and/or illustrations and
graphics.

= |dentify one resource and use itto
answer a question with teacher assis-
tance.

m |dentify two resources and use them to
answer a question or solve a problem.

GLE K 1 2 3 4
311 Understand that resources contain Understand that resources answer Understand how to select and use Understand how to select and use Understand how to select and use
information needed to answer ques- questions and solve problems. appropriate resources. appropriate resources. appropriate resources.

m Collect and use information from a
variety of resources to solve a problem or
answer a question.

EALR COMPONENT






EALR 3: The student reads different materials for a variety of purposes.

Component 3.1: Read to learn new information.

GLE

5

6

7

9/10

Analyze appropriateness of a variety of
resources and use them to perform a
specific task or investigate a topic.

m |ocate, select, and use a variety of
library and Internet materials appropriate
to a task or best suited to investigate a
topic.

m Follow multi-step written directions (e.g.,
explain the process for becoming a U.S.
citizen, follow a recipe, build a model,
complete a project).

Analyze appropriateness of a variety of
resources and use them to perform a
specific task or investigate a topic.

m |ocate, select, and use a variety of
library, web-based, and Internet mate-
rials appropriate to the task or best
suited to investigate the topic.

Use information from various sources to
investigate a topic (e.g., read newspaper
want ads, websites, catalogs, yellow
pages to decide which products or serv-
ices to buy).

Follow multi-step written directions (e.g.,
read a manual, complete a project or
assignment).

Evaluate appropriateness of a variety
of resources and use them to perform a
specific task or investigate a topic.

m Select the best sources from library,
web-based, and Internet materials for a
specific task or to investigate a topic and
defend the selection..

m Use information from various sources to
investigate a topic (e.g., read newspaper
want ads, websites, consumer reports,
yellow pages to decide which products
or services to buy).

m Follow multi-step directions (e.g., open a
locker, fill out school forms, read a tech-
nical manual, design a webpage).

Analyze web-based and other
resource materials (including primary
sources and secondary sources) for
relevance in answering research
questions.

m Examine resource materials to determine

appropriate primary sources and sec-
ondary sources to use for investigating a
question, topic, or issue (e.g., encyclo-
pedia and other reference materials,
pamphlets, book excerpts, newspaper
and magazine articles, letters to an
editor).

Analyze web-based and other
resource materials (including primary
sources and secondary sources) for
relevance in answering research
questions.

m Examine materials to determine appro-
priate primary sources and secondary
sources to use for investigating a ques-
tion, topic, or issue (e.g., encyclopedia
and other reference materials, pam-
phlets, book excerpts, newspaper and
magazine articles, letters to an editor,
oral records, research summaries, scien-
tific and trade journals).

GRADE LEVEL-EXPECTATIONS






EALR 3: The student reads different materials for a variety of purposes.
Component 3.2: Read to perform a task.

documents.

m Read and explain the information in func-
tional documents that are used in a
home setting to communicate informa-
tion (e.g., shopping lists, TV schedules,
advertisements, telephone messages).

documents.

m Explain the information in functional doc-
uments that are used in a school setting
to communicate information (e.g., notes
home to family members, rules, newslet-
ters, schedules).

GLE K 1 2 3 4
321 Understand that signs and labels Understand how to read for Understand information gained from Understand information gained from Understand information gained from
convey information. information. reading to perform a specific task. reading to perform a specific task. reading to perform a specific task.
m Explain the meaning of labels and envi- m Read and explain labels and environ- m Use signs, labels, and instructions to m Use signs, labels, and instructions to m [nterpret information from common envi-
ronmental print. mental print. answer questions or complete a task answer questions or complete a task, ronmental print to solve a problem or
= Read and follow simple directions. using grade-level text. using grade-level text. Sﬁggsr?i?e?:b\(/i}%ﬁ l;sguadcgi?log to
= Use cover and title pade information m |dentify and use important words in a = Interpret information from common envi- get).
20e numbers andgirg] lemans to text to perform a task (e.g., math ronmental print to solve a problem or
pe%orm atask P p problem solving, follow multi-step direc- perform a task (e.g., set upand run a
P ‘ tions). science experiment using steps outlined
in text).
322 Understand a variety of functional Understand a variety of functional Understand a variety of functional

documents.

m Explain the information in functional doc-
uments related to hobbies or interests
(e.g., skate boarding magazines, books
about animals, e-mail, and letters from
friends).

EALR COMPONENT






EALR 3: The student reads different materials for a variety of purposes.

Component 3.2: Read to perform a task.

GLE 5 6 7 8 9/10
321
322 Apply understanding of a variety of Apply understanding of a variety of Apply understanding of a variety of Apply understanding of complex infor- Apply understanding of complex infor-

functional documents.
m Locate and use functional documents

(e.g., informational/expository posters,

advertisements, brochures).

functional documents.
m Locate and use functional documents

(e.g., newspapers, magazines, sched-

ules, promotional materials).

functional documents.

m Locate and use functional documents to
perform a task (e.g., catalogs, maga-
zines, schedules).

mation, including functional docu-
ments, to perform a task.

m Use functional documents to perform a
task (e.g., read applications, legal docu-
ments, and use that information to
perform everyday life functions).

mation, including functional docu-
ments, to perform a task.

m Read instructions, credit card or job
applications, legal documents such as
contracts, policies, and timetables, to
perform everyday life functions (e.g., find
employment, research colleges or trade
schools, purchase goods and services,
take vacations, locate people and
places).

GRADE LEVEL-EXPECTATIONS






EALR 3: The student reads different materials for a variety of purposes.
Component 3.3: Read for career applications.

GLE

K

331

Research indicates a strong link between understanding the way expository text is
organized and text comprehension. Student success in school is closely related to the

ability to comprehend expository text.

EALR COMPONENT






EALR 3: The student reads different materials for a variety of purposes.

Component 3.3: Read for career applications.

GLE

9/10

331

Understand and apply appropriate
reading strategies for interpreting

technical and non-technical docu-
ments used in job-related settings.

m Select, use, monitor, and adjust appro-
priate strategies for different reading
purposes (e.g., skim/scan for big ideas,

close reading for details, inferring infor-

mation from graphs and charts).

Use professional-level materials,
including electronic information, that
match career or academic interests to
make decisions.

Select and use appropriate skills for
reading a variety of documents (e.g.,
maps, graphs, blueprints, computer
manuals).

Apply appropriate reading strategies
for interpreting technical and nontech-
nical documents used in job-related
settings.

m Select, use, monitor, and adjust appro-
priate strategies for different reading
purposes (e.g., skim/scan for big ideas,
close reading for details, inferring infor-
mation from graphs and charts).

m Read professional-level materials,
including electronic information, that
match career or academic interests and
demonstrate understanding of the
content.

m Select and use appropriate skills for
reading a variety of documents (e.g.,
tables, blueprints, electronic technology
manuals, bills of lading, medical charts,
mechanical manuals).

GRADE LEVEL-EXPECTATIONS






EALR 3: The student reads different materials for a variety of purposes.
Component 3.4: Read for literary/narrative experience in a variety of genres.

GLE

K

1

2

3

341

Understand different perspectives of
family, friendship, culture, and tradi-
tions found in literature.

m Listen to, discuss a variety of literature
representing different perspectives of
family, friendship, culture and tradition,
and generate a personal response.

Understand different perspectives of
family, friendship, culture, and tradi-
tions found in literature.

m Listen to, read, and discuss a variety of
literature representing different perspec-
tives of family, friendship, culture, and
tradition, generating a personal and/or
text-based response.

Understand different perspectives of
family, friendship, culture, and tradi-
tions found in literature.

m Listen to, read, and discuss a variety of
literature representing different perspec-
tives of family, friendship, culture, and
tradition, generating a personal and/or
text-based response.

Understand different perspectives of
family, friendship, culture, and tradi-
tions found in literature.

m |isten to, read, and discuss a variety of
literature representing different perspec-
tives of family, friendship, culture, and
tradition, generating a personal and/or
text-based response.

34.2

Understand traditional and contempo-
rary literature written in a variety of
genres.

m Listen to and provide a personal
response to literature, including
culturally relevant texts from a variety
of genres, by drawing, performing, and
explaining.

Understand traditional and contempo-
rary literature written in a variety of
genres.

m |dentify the characteristics of a variety of
genres.

m Listen, read, and respond to literature
from a variety of genres, including cultur-
ally relevant texts, by drawing, writing
about, performing, and presenting.

Understand traditional and contempo-
rary literature written in a variety of
genres.

m |dentify and explain the characteristics of
a variety of genres.

m Read and respond to literature from mul-
tiple genres using teacher prompts
appropriate to the text and content.

Understand contemporary and tradi-
tional literature written in a variety of
genres.

m Explain the characteristics of a variety of
genres.

m Respond to literature from multiple
genres using teacher prompts appro-
priate to the text and content.

Understand contemporary and tradi-
tional literature written in a variety of
genres.

m Explain the characteristics of a variety of
genres.

m Respond to literature from a variety of
genres using teacher or self-generated
prompts appropriate to the text and
content.

343

Understand that literature represents
different cultures and traditions.

m |dentify and discuss the culture and/or
traditions represented in a story with
teacher guidance.

Understand that literature represents
different cultures and traditions.

m |dentify and discuss the culture and/or
traditions represented in a story with
teacher guidance.

Understand a variety of literature
representing different cultures and
traditions.

m |dentify and discuss the culture and/or
traditions represented in a story with
teacher guidance.

Understand a variety of literature
representing different cultures and
traditions.

m Discuss the culture and/or traditions
described in a piece of literature and
explain how they are similar or different
from those of the reader.

Analyze a variety of literature
representing different cultures and
traditions.

= Compare and contrast cultures and tradi-
tions from a variety of literature.

= Generalize about traditions after reading
literature from various cultures (e.g.,
customs, ceremonies, celebrations).

344

EALR COMPONENT






EALR 3: The student reads different materials for a variety of purposes.
Component 3.4: Read for literary/narrative experience in a variety of genres.

GLE 5 6 7 8 9/10
341
3.4.2 Understand and analyze a variety of Understand and analyze a variety of Analyze a variety of literary genres. Analyze traditional and contemporary Evaluate traditional and contemporary
literary genres. literary genres. = Respond to literature written in a variety literature written in a variety of genres. : literature written in a variety of genres.
m Examine and explain the characteristics = Examine and explain various sub-genres of genres. = Respond to literature written in a variety = Critique author's choice of literary genres
of genres. gitlgﬁ;?irglsﬂctlon based upon their char- m Explain why certain genres are best oggsgsrzsréebggteﬁlggt\/&/fg/}g&é‘[agns . to convey a message.
= Respond to literature written in a variety - o ) suited to convey a specific message or giﬁc messade o invoke a ba rticnlar P = Explain how meaning is enhanced
of genres based on given criteria (e.g., = Respond to literature written in a variety invoke a particular response from the —— fr%m the reader)p through various features of poetry,
compare and contrast literary/narrative of genres based on given criteria (e.g., reader. P ‘ including sound (rhythm, repetition, allit-
elements in texts written in different compare and contrast story elements in m Analyze the characteristics and structural eration), structure (meter, rhyme
genres). texts written in different genres). elements/essential attributes in a variety scheme), and graphic elements (line
of poetic forms (e.g., epic, sonnet, ballad, length, punctuation, word placement).
haiku, free verse).
343 Analyze literature from a variety of cul- : Analyze literature from a variety of cul- : Analyze literature from a variety of cul- : Analyze recurring themes in literature. Analyze recurring themes in literature.
tures or historical periods for relation- tures or historical periods for relation- tures or historical periods for relation- . o : . I . ]
- . . . A . m |dentify motivations and reactions of lit- m Compare mativations and reactions of lit-
ships and recurring themes. ships and recurring themes. ships and recurring themes. erary characters from different cultures erary characters from different histor-
m |dentify similarities and differences m Explain similarities and differences m |dentify multiple perspectives from a or historical periods when confronting ical/cultural backgrounds when
within and among multiple cultures or within and among multiple cultures or variety of cultures or historical periods as similar conflicts. confronting similar conflicts.
historical periods citing text-based evi- historical periods citing text-based evi- expressed in literary genres (e.g., . . . . . -
dence (e.g., laws in different cultures or dence (e.g., marriage customs or family changes in medical practices from 1800 w Identify and analyze recurring themes in w Characterize the presentation of a similar
historical periods) vs. community responsibilities) 10 the present) literature across literary genres (e.g., theme or topic across genres and explain
’ ' ’ ' themes of good vs. evil or heroism as how the selection of genre shapes the
= |dentify and discuss recurring themes in = |dentify and discuss recurring themes in = |dentify recurring themes in literature expressed in plays, poetry, short stories). theme or topic.
literature (e.g., friendship, conflict). literature (e.g., identity, struggle). that reflect world wide social and/or eco-
nomic change (e.g., social change such
as characters that change their attitudes
after learning about different cultures).
344 Analyze how great literary works from Analyze and evaluate the great literary

a variety of cultures contribute to the
understanding of self, others, and the
world.

m Compare and contrast traditional,
classic, and/or contemporary works of
literature that deal with similar topics
and problems (e.g., uses of power, family
and community structures; meaning of
loyalty, freedom, and responsibility).

Relate literary works to the traditions,
themes, and issues of the era they repre-
sent (e.g., the generation gap, women
and children in the workforce).

works from a variety of cultures to
determine their contribution to the
understanding of self, others, and the
world.

m Examine the ways in which works of lit-
erature are related to the issues and
themes of their historical periods (e.g.,
the Gold Rush, civil rights movement,
post-World War Il Europe).

m (ritique the contribution to society made
by traditional, classic, and/or contempo-
rary works of literature that deal with
similar topics and problems (e.g., indi-
vidual needs vs. needs of society, com-
munity maintenance, civil disobedience,
humanity’s relationship with nature).

GRADE LEVEL-EXPECTATIONS






EALR 4: The student sets goals and evaluates progress to improve reading.

Component 4.1: Assess reading strengths and need for improvement.

m Explain why setting a reading goal is
important and set a reading goal with
teacher guidance.

appropriate reading goals.

m Set a reading goal and create a plan to
meet that goal with teacher assistance.

appropriate reading goals.

= Set two reading goals and create a plan
to meet those goals with teacher assis-
tance.

GLE K 1 2 3 4
411 Understand how to monitor reading Understand how to monitor own Apply strategies to monitor reading Apply strategies to monitor reading
progress. reading progress. progress. progress.
m Explain own reading behaviors in m Explain what good readers do and iden- m |dentify reading strengths and weak- m |dentify reading strengths and weak-
teacher-led discussions/questioning. tify own good reader behaviors. nesses with teacher assistance and nesses and select targets on which to
u Graph progress (€., keep a fluency chart select targets on which to work. work.
of rate and accuracy). m Track progress in reading achievement m Track progress in reading achievement
with graphs, charts, and checklists. with graphs, charts, and checklists.
412 Understand how to set reading goals. Understand how to set grade-level Understand how to set grade-level Apply strategies for setting grade-level

appropriate reading goals.

m Setreading goals, create a plan to meet
those goals, and monitor progress
toward implementing the plan with
teacher assistance.

EALR COMPONENT






EALR 4: The student sets goals and evaluates progress to improve reading.
Component 4.1: Assess reading strengths and need for improvement.

GLE 5 6 7 8 9/10
411
“Teaching reading really IS rocket science. It is an enormously complex task.”
Donald Langenberg, Ph.D.
Chair, National Reading Panel, University of Maryland
41.2 Evaluate reading progress and apply Evaluate reading progress and apply Evaluate reading progress and apply Evaluate reading progress and apply Evaluate reading progress and apply

strategies for setting grade-level
appropriate reading goals.

m Set reading goals and create a plan to
meet those goals.

= Monitor progress toward implementing
the plan, making adjustments and cor-
rections as needed.

strategies for setting grade-level
appropriate reading goals.

m Setreading goals and create a plan to
meet those goals.

= Monitor progress toward implementing
the plan, making adjustments and cor-
rections as needed.

strategies for setting grade-level-
appropriate reading goals.

m Set reading goals and create a plan to
meet those goals.

m Monitor progress toward implementing
the plan, making adjustments and cor-
rections as needed.

goal setting strategies and monitor
progress toward meeting reading
goals.

m Set goals for reading and develop a
reading improvement plan.

m Track reading progress through the use

of such tools as portfolios, learning logs,

self-scoring rubrics, or strategy charts.

goal setting strategies and monitor
progress toward meeting reading
goals.

m Set goals for reading and develop a
reading improvement plan.

m Track reading progress through the use
of such tools as portfolios, reflection
journals, self-scoring rubrics.

GRADE LEVEL-EXPECTATIONS






EALR 4: The student sets goals and evaluates progress to improve reading.
Component 4.2: Develop interests and share reading experiences.

GLE

K

1

2

3

4

421

Understand how readers choose
books.

m Choose books and share with others
with teacher guidance.

Understand how readers choose
books.

m |dentify favorite books and share reasons
for the choice with others.

= Self-select books at an independent level
and an instructional level.

Understand that readers have favorite
books.

m Select favorite subjects, authors, and/or
books to share with others.

m Self-select books at an instructional level
and an independent level.

Evaluate authors and books to select
favorites.

m Develop a list of favorite authors and
books, including the reason each was

selected for the list, and share with others.

m Self-select books to read at an instruc-
tional level and an independent level.

Evaluate authors, books, and genres to
select favorites.

m Discuss and share favorite authors,
books, and genres with athers. Explain
reason for choices.

EALR COMPONENT






EALR 4: The student sets goals and evaluates progress to improve reading.
Component 4.2: Develop interests and share reading experiences.

GLE

5

6

7

9/10

4.21

Evaluate books and authors to share
common literary experiences.

m Recommend books to others and explain
the reason for the recommendation.

= Discuss common reading selections and
experiences with others.

Evaluate books and authors to share
common literary experiences.

m Recommend books to others and explain
the reason for the recommendation.

= Discuss common reading selections and
experiences with others.

Evaluate books and authors to share
common literary experiences.

m Recommend books to others and explain
the reason for the recommendation.

= Discuss common reading selections and
experiences with others.

Evaluate books and authors to share
reading experiences with others.

m Discuss responses to literary experiences
and/or ideas gleaned from informa-
tional/expository text with others.

Evaluate books and authors to share
reading experiences with others.

m Discuss responses to literary experiences
and/or ideas gleaned from informa-
tional/expository text with others.

GRADE LEVEL-EXPECTATIONS






GLOSSARY

Glossary of Reading Terms

affixes: Groups of syllables (e.g.,
prefixes, such as anti- or post-, and
suffixes, such as —ly or —ment)
which, when added to a word or a
root, alter the meaning of the word.

alliteration: The repetition of the

same sound, usually of a consonant,

at the beginning of two or more
words of a sentence or line of
poetry (e.g., “Andrew Alligator
always eats alphabet soup”).

alliterative sentences: Repeating
the same initial sound in two or
more words of a sentence or line of
poetry (e.g., Whitman's line, “all
summer in the sound of the sea”).

analogy: This is a comparison of
two pairs that have the same rela-
tionship. The key is to discover the
relationship between the first pair,
S0 you can choose the correct
second pair (i.e., part-to-whole,
opposites).

analysis: Separation of a whole
into its parts for individual study.

analyze: To compare in order to
rank items by importance or to
provide reasons. Identify the impor-
tant parts that make up the whole
and determine how the parts are
related to one another.

anticipation guide: A flexible
strategy used to activate students’
thoughts and opinions about a topic
and to link their prior knowledge to
new material. For example, a series
of teacher generated statements
about a topic that students respond
to and discuss before reading.

antonyms: Words that mean the
opposite (e.g., light is an antonym
of dark).

assumptions: Statements or
thoughts taken to be true without
proof.

author's craft: Stylistic choices
the author makes regarding such
components as plot, characteriza-
tion, structure, scenes, and dialogue
to produce a desired effect.

author's perspective: The
author's subjective view as
reflected in his/her written
expression.

author's purpose: The reason an
author writes, such as to entertain,
inform, or persuade.

author’s style: The author's
manner of helping the reader under-
stand his/her written work.

author’s tone: The author’s atti-
tude as reflected in the manner of
the author's written expression.

automaticity: Ability to recognize
a word (or series of words) in text
effortlessly and rapidly.

blend: In decoding, it is the
reader’s act of sounding out and
then combining the sounds in a
word to assist in the pronunciation.

common consonant sounds:
Speech sounds made by obstructing
air flow causing audible friction in
varying amounts. Common consonant
sounds include: /b/, /k/, /d/, //. /a/.
ML ol of ol fwd, I /s
LI I st L T

common inflectional ending: A
common suffix that changes the
form or function of a word, but not
its basic meaning, such as "-ed" in
‘sprayed’, "-ing" in ‘gathering’.

common sight words: \Words
that are immediately recognized as
a whole and do not require word
analysis for identification. These
words usually have irregular
spellings.

common vowel patterns: A
vowel is the open sound. The mouth
must be open to produce the sound
of a vowel in a syllable. The most
common vowel patterns are the
sound/spellings that students
encounter most frequently in text
(e.g., a-e, ee, 0i, ow, ou, 00).

comprehension monitoring
strategies: Strategies used to
monitor one’s reading by being
aware of what one does understand
and what one does not understand.
The reader's awareness determines
which comprehension repair strate-
gies to apply.

comprehension repair strate-
gies: Strategies used by a reader
to regain comprehension as a result
of comprehension monitoring.
These strategies include but are not
limited to: re-reading, word recogni-
tion strategies, looking back,
reading ahead, slowing down, para-
phrasing by sections, using context,
and taking notes. (Also referred to
as “fix-up strategies”)

comprehension strategies: A
procedure or set of steps to follow
in order to enhance text under-
standing (e.g., making inferences,
predicting outcomes).





concepts of print. Insights about
the ways in which print works.
Basic concepts about print include:
identification of a book’s front and
back covers and title page; direc-
tionality (knowledge that readers
and writers move from left to right,
top to bottom, front to back);
spacing (distance used to separate
words); recognition of letters and
words; connection between spoken
and written language; under-
standing of the function of capital-
ization and punctuation; sequencing
and locating skills.

content area vocabulary:
Vocabulary found in specific subject
areas (e.g., “integer” in math and
“pioneer” in social studies).

content/academic text: Text
from literature, science, social
studies, math and other academic
areas that students need to read to
be academically successful in
school.

content/academic vocabulary:
Terms from literature, science, social
studies, and math and other aca-
demic vocabulary that students need
to know to be successful readers.

context: The social or cultural situ-
ation in which the spoken or written
word occurs and is often used to
refer to the material surrounding an
unknown word.

context clues: Information from
the surrounding text that helps
identify a word or word group.
These could be words, phrases,
sentences, illustrations, syntax,
typographic signals, definitions,
examples, and restatements.

culturally relevant: Reading mate-
rials to which students in a class-
room can identify or relate.
Depending on the student cultural
make-up in a classroom, relevant
reading material can change from
year to year.

directionality: Understanding that
print progresses from left to right
and top to bottom.

electronic sources: Resources
for gathering information such as
the Internet, television, radio, CD
ROM encyclopedia, and so on.

elements of style: Word choice,
voice, sentence structure, and sen-
tence length.

environmental print. Any print
found in the physical environment,
such as street signs, billboards,
labels, business signs.

figurative language: \Word
images and figures of speech used
to enrich language (e.g., simile,
metaphor, personification).

fluency: Ability to read a text
quickly with accuracy and expres-
sion; freedom from word-identifica-
tion problems that might hinder
comprehension in silent reading or
the expression of ideas in oral
reading; automaticity.

foreshadowing: A literary tech-
nique of giving hints about an event
before it happens.

functional document: A technical
document such as a business letter,
computer manual, or trade publica-
tion that assists one in getting infor-
mation in order to perform a task.

generalize: Taking what is known
and using it to make an inference
about the nature of similar text.
Generalizations lead to transferable
understandings that can be sup-
ported by fact. They describe the
characteristics of classes or cate-
gories of persons, places, living and
non-living things, and events.

genre: Terms used to classify lit-
erary and informational works into
categories (e.g., biography, mystery,
historical fiction).

gist: The most central thought or
idea in a text.

graphic features: Features that
illustrate information in text such as
graphs, charts, maps, diagrams,
tables, etc.

graphic organizer: Organizers
that provide a visual representation
of facts and concepts from a text
and their relationships within an
organized frame.

icons: Symbols on a computer
screen that represents a certain
function, command or program on
the computer's hard drive. When an
icon is clicked on, some action is
performed such as opening or
moving a file, making computing
more user-friendly.

idiom: A word used in a special
way that may be different from the
literal meaning (e.g. “you drive me
crazy” or “hit the deck”).

independent level: The level at
which the student reads fluently
with excellent comprehension. The
accuracy with which the student
reads is 95-100 percent.

infer: To understand something not
directly stated in the text by using
past experience and knowledge
combined with the text.

inference: The reasoning involved
in drawing a conclusion or making a
logical judgment on the basis of
indirect evidence and prior conclu-
sions rather than direct evidence
from the text.

inflectional endings: A letter or
group of letters which when added
to the end of a word does not
change its part of speech, but
adjusts the word to fit the meaning
of the sentence (e.g., girl, girls,
jump, jumped, big, bigger).

informational/expository text: A
form of written composition that
has as its primary purpose explana-
tion or the communication of
details, facts, and discipline- or
content-specific information (e.g.,
content area textbooks, encyclope-
dias, biographies).
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instructional level: The level at
which the student can make
maximum progress in reading with
teacher guidance. The accuracy with
which the student reads is 90-94%.

irony: The use of words to convey
the opposite of their literal
meaning; the words say one thing,
but mean another.

key word searches: Akey term or
phrase used in order to begin an
online search for specific information.

language registry: The systematic
differences of language use deter-
mined by regional, social or situa-
tional changes (e.g., a child might
say “yup” at home, but would be
expected to say “yes” at school).

letter patterns: Common letter
groupings that represent specific
sounds (e.g., /ing/ in string and
/ough/ in enough).

literary devices: Techniques used
to convey or enhance an author’s
message or voice (e.g., idiom, figu-
rative language, exaggeration, dia-
logue, and imagery).

literary/narrative genres:
Categories used to classify literary
works, usually by form, technique,
or content (e.g., novel, essay, short
story, comedy, epic).

literary/narrative text: Text that
describes action or events; usually
includes a problem and resolution;
usually, but not always fiction.

main idea: The gist of a passage;
central thought; the chief topic of a
passage expressed or implied ina
word or phrase; the topic sentence of
a paragraph; a statement in sentence
form which gives the stated or
implied major topic of a passage and
the specific way in which the passage
is limited in content or reference.

main ideas: Central thoughts of a
passage expressed or implied ina
word or phrase, the topic sentence of
a paragraph; a statement in sentence
form which gives the stated or
implied major topic of passage and
the specific way in which the passage
is limited in content or reference.

mental imagery: Words or
phrases that appeal to one or more
of the five senses allowing the
reader to form mental pictures or
images while reading.

metaphor: A figure of speech that
compares two things without using
the word like or as (e.g., laughter is
the best medicine).

mood: The emotional state of mind
expressed by an author or artist in

his/her work, or the emotional atmos-

phere produced by an artistic work.

multiple meaning words: Words
with the same spelling and/or pro-
nunciation which have more than
one meaning depending on their
context (e.g., “The wind blew,” and
“Please wind the clock”).

non-technical documents: In
this context, non-technical refers to
documents (e.g., memos, lists, job
applications) in which the content
and vocabulary are not tied to a
specific subject.

oddity tasks: In phonemic aware-
ness, identifying which word in a
set of three or four that has the

“odd” sound (e.g., run, rug, and toy).

onomatopoeia: A term used to
describe words whose pronuncia-
tions suggest their meaning (e.g.,
meow, buzz).

onset and rime: Parts of spoken
language that are syllables. An
onset is the initial consonant(s)
sound of a syllable (the onset of bag
is b-; of swim,is sw-). A rime is the
part of the syllable that contains the
vowel and all that follows it (the
rime of bag is —ag; of swim, -im).
Not all syllables or words have an
onset, but they all have a rime (e.g.,
the word or syllable “out” is a rime
without an onset).

oral language structure: Spoken
language has five linguistic
systems. They include the phono-
logical (sounds of language), the
syntactic (order and grammar), the
semantic (meanings), the pragmatic
(social interactive), and lexicon
(vocabulary).

organizational features: Tools
the author uses to organize ideas
(e.g., captions and headings).

organizational structures: The
organization of a text.

personification: A figure of speech
in which nonhuman objects such as
ideas, objects or animals, are given
human characteristics (e.g., “flowers
danced about the lawn”).

persuasive devices: A technique
the author uses to move the reader
to his/her point of view such as bias,
overgeneralization, and assaciation.

phoneme: The smallest unit of
sound in a spoken word that makes
a difference in the word’s meaning.

phonemic awareness: The
ability to hear; identify, and manipu-
late individual sounds (phonemes)
in spoken words.

phonics: The understanding that
there is a predictable relationship
between phonemes (the sounds of
spoken language) and graphemes (the
letters and spellings that represent
those sounds in written language).

phonological awareness: A
general understanding of the sound
structure of words, including
rhymes, syllables, and phonemes.

plot: The structure of the events in
a story, usually including rising
action, climax, and resolution.

point of view: The perspective
from which a narrator tells the
story. The three points of view are
first person, third person, and
omniscient.





predict: To foresee what might
happen in a text based on a reader’s
background knowledge or schema.

prefix: An affix attached before a
base word or root (e.g., re- in reprint).

primary sources: The original
source of resource information (e.g.,
newspaper, letter, encyclopedia, book).

print conventions: The rules that
govern the customary use of print in
reading and writing including direc-
tionality of print, punctuation and
capitalization.

prior knowledge: The knowledge
that stems from previous experi-
ence. Note: prior knowledge is a
key component of the schema
theory of reading comprehension.

propaganda techniques:
Methods used in creating propa-
ganda such as bandwagon, peer
pressure, repetition, and testimo-
nials/endorsements.

pull-down menus: A computer
term that refers to a list of words
that appears when the cursor is on
amenu item. Also called a drop
down list box.

questioning strategies: In these
strategies a reader may ask ques-
tions about a text before, during,
and after reading and then searches
for answers.(e.g., Question Answer
Response (QAR), Survey, Question,
Read, Recite, Review (SQ3R)

root words: Meaningful base form
of a complex word, after all affixes
are removed. A root may be inde-
pendent, or free, as read in unread-
able, or may be dependent, or
bound, as liter (from the Greek for
letter) in illiterate.

sarcasm: A remark used to “make
fun of” or “put down” someone or
something. The remark is not
sincere and is actually intended to
hurt someone’s feelings.

scan: To examine or read something
quickly, but selectively, for a purpose.

scanning: Examining or read
something quickly, but selectively,
for a purpose.

schema: The accumulated knowl-
edge drawn from life experiences
that a person has to help under-
stand concepts, roles, emaotions,
and events.

secondary sources: Sources of
information that are derived from
primary or original sources.

segment: The act of separating
the sounds in a word in order to
assist decoding or spelling.

semantic mapping: A graphic
display of a cluster of words that
are meaningfully related.

sentence structure: Any of a
number of basic sentence types in a
language. The pattern or structure
of word order in sentences, clauses,
or phrases.

sequence: The arrangement or
ordering of information, content, or
ideas (e.g., chronological, easy to
difficult, part to whole).

setting: The time(s) and place(s) in
which a narrative takes place.

short vowel sounds: The sound
of /a/ asincat, /e/ asin hen, /i/ as
infit, /o/ as in hot, /u/ as in pup.

sight words: Words that are
immediately recognized as wholes
and do not require word analysis for
identification.

simile: A figure of speech com-
paring two unlike things usually
using like or as (e.g., “like ancient
trees, we die from the top”).

skim: To read or glance through
quickly.

story elements: The critical parts of
a story include character, setting,
plot, problem, solution. At upper
grades the terms problem and solu-
tion change to conflict and resolution.

story structure: The pattern of
organization in narration that char-
acterizes a particular type of story.

structural analysis: The identifi-
cation of word-meaning elements,
as re- and read in reread, to help
understand the meaning of a word
as a whole.

sub-genres: Genres within other
genres (e.g., haiku is a sub-genre of
poetry, and mystery is a sub-genre
of fiction).

subplot: A minor collection of
events in a novel or drama that
have some connection with the
main plot and should, (1) comment
on, (2) complicate/defeat, or (3)
support the main plot.

suffix: An affix attached to the end
of a base, root, or stems that
changes meaning or grammatical
function of the word (e.g., —en
added to ox to form oxen).

summarize: To determine what is
important in the text, condense this
information, and put it into the stu-
dents’ own words.

summary: A synthesis of the
important ideas in a text presented
in a condensed form.

syllabication: Division of words
into syllables. A syllable is a word
part that contains a vowel, or in
spoken language a vowel sound
(e.g., e-vent; news-pa-per; ver-y).

GRADE LEVEL-EXPECTATIONS






GLOSSARY

synonyms: A word having a
similar meaning to the meaning of
another word.

task-oriented text: Text written
specifically to direct the reader as
to how to complete a task.

technical: Content or vocabulary
directly related to specific knowl-

edge or information in a career or

interest area.

text complexity: Text demands on
the reader increase substantially
throughout the grades. Items that
influence complexity of text include:
highly specialized vocabulary and
concepts; abstract concepts pre-
sented with minimal context;
increased concept load/density;
readability considerations; and
unique writing patterns in informa-
tional text.

text features: A prominent charac-
teristic of a particular type of text such
as chapter titles, sub-headings and
bold faced words in a history text.

text organizational structures:
Expository text is structured in
certain ways. The five text struc-
tures that students are most likely
to encounter are cause-effect,
compare/contrast, description,
problem/solution, and chronological
or time order.

theme: A topic; a major idea or

proposition broad enough to cover
the entire scope of a literary work.
A theme may be stated or implicit,
but clues to it may be found in the
ideas that are given special promi-
nence or tend to recur in a work.

unfamiliar text: Unseen or
unpracticed reading material.

vocabulary strategies: A system-
atic plan to increase understanding
of words (e.g., categorizing and clas-
sifying, semantic mapping, semantic
feature analysis, concept of definition
maps, analogies, using the dictionary
and other reference materials, using
word parts, using morphemic
analysis, using context clues )

word families: A collection of
words that share common ortho-
graphic rimes (e.g., thank, prank,
dank).

word recognition strategies:
Strategies for determining the pronun-
ciation and meaning of words in print.





Cognitive Demand

Adapted from Bloom’s Taxonomy of the Cognitive Domain

Cognitive Demand

Performance Indicator Terms

Knowledge: Recall —
Remembering previously learned
materials.

Evidence of Learning

m Recognize common sight words in
text (Grade K: 1.4.1).

= Memorize methods and
procedures.

m |dentify basic concepts and
principles.

m Match m Record

m Define = Recognize
= Repeat = |dentify
= Memorize = Sort

= Label/Name m List

m Qutline/Format  m State

= Recount

Comprehension: Understand —

Grasping the meaning of material:

translation, interpretation,

extrapolation.

Evidence of Learning

= Make, confirm and revise predic- = Locate = Document/
tion based on prior knowledge u Identify Support
and evidence from text. = Infer
(Grade 5: 2.1.4) = Restate }

= Translate equations to charts or m Paraphrase m Predict
graphs. = Describe m |llustrate

m Interpret the author’s time and = Summarize = Show
support the answer with text- ) u Express
based evidence. (Grade 6: 2.4.4) m Cite "

m Explain

Application: Generalize — Using

learned material in new situations.

Evidence of Learning

m Use monitoring strategies to m Select m Test
increase comprehension.
(Grade 1: 2.1.6) [ Use_ m Demonstrate

m Apply laws, theories to practical = Manipulate = Solve
situations. = Organize = Dramatize

m Solve mathematical problems; = Imagine = Frame

constructs charts and graphs.

m Adjust reading rate by speeding
up or slowing down based on
purpose. (Grade 8: 1.4.3)

Cognitive Demand Performance Indicator Terms
Analysis: Breakdown — Breaking
down material into its component
parts so that it may be more easily
understood. >
Evidence of Learning %
m Compare and contrast literary/ = Examine m Refute D
narrative text elements in one : o
story or between two stories. m Classify " %li?f]gfergézz/ g
(Grade 2: 2.3.1) = Research T —
= Generalize about processes, con- m Debate/Defend ™ B:?ftérrlggtlls;/e x
cepts, and common themes from = Map
multiple texts. (Grade 7: 2.4.5) . = Relate to
= Examine how an action leads " Eharacte;lze = Qutline
to long-lasting effects. = Compare B
(Grade 9-10: 2.3.1) Contrast = Generalize
m Debate relevancy of data. = Conclude/Draw
Conclusions
Synthesis: Compose — Putting
material together to form a new
whole.
Evidence of Learning
= Integrate information from mul- m Propose = Imagine/
tiple sources for a variety of pur- = Plan Speculate
poses. (Grade 7: 2.3.2) » Create
. . = Compose
m \Write a creative short story, poem, = Invent
music. m Formulate
m Propose a plan for an experiment m Design " Integrate
m Construct
Evaluation: Judge — Judging
according to a set of criteria stated
by the evaluator.
Evidence of Learning = Fvaluate w Critique/
m Read an article and decide if a = Judge Criticize
chosen audience would agree or ) :
disagree. (Grade 4: 2.4.4) m Weigh " gﬂgiocsee/ Justify
m Develop a list of favorite authors m Consider = Scale
and hooks, including the reason u Appraise
each was selected. (Grade 3:
421) = Recommend
m Judge the effectiveness of the m Select the
author’s use of literary devices. Best/Tell Why —
(Grade 6:3.4.2)
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FOREWORD
Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction

We know there are no easy answers to the complex task of increasing student achievement in reading.
Students are motivated by high quality instruction, engaging material, and succeed when surrounded
by adults with high expectations for academic success. While we recognize that a highly qualified
teacher is the most significant factor in student achievement, we know that using superior
instructional programs aligned to content standards and thereby, the reading research, increases
student success as well.

The Grades 4-10 Reading Core/Comprehensive Instructional Materials Review (2007) is a report of
the alignment of grades 4-10 comprehensive reading programs to Washington State’s Reading Grade
Level Expectations (GLES). It comes from our long-standing belief that this type of state-level review
of instructional materials would provide a helpful service to districts in our state. While decisions for
adoption of instructional materials remain at the local district level, we know the resources and
expertise required to conduct an alignment review of instructional materials such as this could be
prohibitive for many districts.

We trust that you will find the information in this report comprehensive and valuable. As you review
the information, please note that we have not attempted to examine the level of support and
professional development needed to implement these programs well; nor have we examined their
effect on student achievement. These are critical factors that all districts must consider in selection
and implementation of instructional materials. This report also serves to complete the review of
materials in grades K-10. The K-3 Reading Core/Comprehensive English and Spanish Report,
completed in April of 2006, used in conjunction with this report, will give schools and districts a full
picture of the programs submitted for teaching beginning reading and for extending reading
instruction into intermediate, middle and high school classrooms.

Thirty-eight talented state educators served on the review panel, providing their professional
expertise and time to bring forward current information contained in this report. To each 4-10 reading
review panelist who brought expertise and deep commitment to this process we owe great thanks.
Washington State is fortunate to have such quality educators supporting the profession with their
valuable contribution of time and thoughtful examination of these materials.

We are truly grateful and appreciative of our dedicated classroom teachers throughout Washington
State, who bring the joy of learning to read and write to their classrooms. Thank you for inspiring our
students.





INTRODUCTION

The standards based reform movement is predicated upon equal educational opportunity for all
students. The vision for Washington State is that all students have rigorous instruction focused on the
same challenging academic standards at each grade level. In creating a transparent system of common
high standards for all students, all stakeholders are clear about what students are expected to know
and be able to do.

Reading is a skill that is critical to success in school and in life; Washington State’s Essential
Academic Learning Requirements (EALRS) articulate the state’s expectations and learning standards.
The goal of this work is to help our state’s teachers, administrators and parents to become effective
consumers of the instructional tools being used in our schools. The information can also be useful in
assisting schools to provide a more consistent, cohesive, and equitable instructional delivery system.
Washington State, in partnership with publishing companies who chose to submit materials,
implemented a review of commercially published core/comprehensive reading programs for grades 4-
10 as a companion review to a K-3 reading program review completed in February, 2006. The report
for this review was completed in April 2006, and is available online at
http://www.k12.wa.us/Curriculuminstruct/Reading/pubdocs/K3EnglishandSpanishRdngCoreCompin
stMatrlsRpt406.pdf and may be downloaded free of charge.

Participating publishing companies submitted a Self-Study Document with citations of specific
lessons to demonstrate alignment to the Washington State Reading Grade Level Expectations (GLEs,
2004). This report summarizes the findings of the core/comprehensive reading instructional review
for grades 4-10.

The Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI) stands firmly behind our state Grade Level
Expectations (GLEs) and the knowledge that alignment of curriculum, instruction, and assessment
will result in higher levels of student achievement. The following graphic from Washington State’s
GLE documents demonstrates the interconnectedness of these critical aspects of learning and
teaching.

Curriculum

Defined by school districts
based on EALRs/GLEs

STUDENT
ACHIEVEMENT

Instruction Assessment
Implementation Multiple measures
of the defined curriculum BBl of proficiency on the defined
curriculum

The following documents were used in this alignment:
B Reading K-10 Grade Level Expectations (OSPI, 2004);
B Publisher prepared Self-Study Documents.

Finally, educators on the Review Panel deserve multiple thanks and acknowledgment. There were 38

reviewers, representing diverse levels of experience, education and regions of the state. The group
spent a full day in training and an additional four days meticulously reading each citation provided by
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publishers, applying the scoring rubric with fidelity, and determining the degree of alignment of the
materials in a consistent and independent manner.

PURPOSE OF THE REPORT

The purpose of this report is to provide all Washington school districts with in-depth information
regarding alignment of 4-10 reading core/comprehensive commercially available instructional
materials to Washington State Reading K-10 Grade Level Expectations (2004).

The results of this review are this report, which summarizes the alignment of specific core reading
programs to the Essential Academic Learning Requirements (EALRS), the broad statements of the
learning that apply to grades K-10, and the GLEs, the statements that explain with more specificity
what students should know and be able to do.

The information contained in this report should not be used as the sole criterion for making decisions
about the purchase of instructional programs. Districts conducting an instructional materials selection
process might consider this information a first step in their review to examine critical alignment to
our state’s Grade Level Expectations (GLES). The adoption of a core reading program is a serious
investment of resources (a definition of ‘core reading program’ may be found in the Publisher’s
Notice in Appendix A of this report). Consideration must be made of not only the materials
themselves, but of the professional development and support required to implement programs with
fidelity to improve student achievement and instructional continuity.

Outlined below are some possibilities for use of the information contained in this report:

(1) A district currently in an evaluation/adoption process may use this report:
(a) as a first step to help make an informed decision regarding textbook adoption;
(b) to field test materials for identifying particular strengths and weaknesses and/or to study areas
(e.g. vocabulary) that the district is looking at for emphasis;
(c) to provide information regarding the level of alignment of published programs to the GLEs;
(d) to provide some information regarding the degree to which a program addresses universal
access and cultural responsiveness.

(2) Districts that currently use one or more of the programs reviewed in this report:

(a) examine the different levels of information, specifically at the GLE level (e.g. in what ways
do commercially available programs meet the needs of students in a given district);

(b) examine the report based on real student achievement data within the district (e.g. students in
a district are scoring poorly on vocabulary assessments—how does this program align with
our state standards in the area of vocabulary?);

(c) determine gaps or overlaps (e.g. our district is using program X and program Y—neither
program addresses GLE 2.2.1 adequately, therefore, teachers must teach story sequence with
supplemental materials to make certain students meet the grade level standard);

(d) augment with other instructional support/lessons (see (c) above);

(e) renegotiate professional development with the publisher that may now be needed to
implement the program fully (e.g. the program adopted a year ago is not being fully
implemented, and even though we are “using’ the material, we have not shown any gains on
our assessment data—the issue may be one of implementation and the need for professional
development apparent, based on current level of use).





(3) If a Publisher was not part of this review:

(a) consider asking a publisher to complete an alignment Self-Study (see Appendix B);

(b) ask for the depth of support to be offered if materials were to be adopted [e.g. if a publisher is
not part of the Master Price Agreement (see p. 12), then clarification may be needed on the
level of support for implementation that would be provided];

(c) consider that smaller districts can collaborate on their mutual findings and may benefit from
regionalized professional development to consolidate and save on costs of professional
development if the same materials are adopted.

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS FOR READING MATERIALS ADOPTIONS

A textbook adoption decision is complex, time consuming, can be costly, and at times, anxiety
producing. Districts want to make informed decisions regarding the reading program that will be
adopted and implemented. In addition to a reading program that is aligned with the Washington State
Reading GLEs, districts may want to consider the following to ensure effective and high quality
instruction:
(a) highly qualified teachers;
(b) teacher support;
(c) adequate time for student learning;
(d) professional development;
(e) understanding of the GLEs;
(F) knowledge of scientifically-based reading research;
(9) incorporation of all five critical reading components outlined by the National Reading
Panel (2000) (i.e., phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary, and
comprehension);
(h) inclusion of the teaching of writing, spelling and oral language.

OVERVIEW OF THE REVIEW PROCESS
Publishing Company Notification and Submission Procedures

A public notification was posted on the Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI) website
inviting all interested publishing companies to submit core/comprehensive reading programs for
grades 4-10 for review (see Publisher’s Notice in Appendix A). Information was also posted on the
Washington/Oregon/Alaska Textbook Representative Association (WOATRA) and American
Association of Publishers, Education Division websites. Publishing companies were required to
submit in writing the names and research base of their programs. Submitted programs had to meet the
following criteria:
e Must be considered a core/comprehensive reading program (see Publisher’s Notice in
Appendix A).
e Must address grades 4-10 (although a span of grade levels, such as a program only taught in
grades 4-6 was permitted).

In total, thirteen programs were submitted for review. Publishing companies were required to
complete and submit a Self-Study Document (see Appendix B) for each submitted program the day
prior to the review. The purpose of the Self-Study Document was for the publisher to demonstrate
alignment of each reading program submitted to the Washington State Reading Grade Level
Expectations (GLEs, 2004).





A Publishers’ training was held three months prior to the review to provide publishers with
information regarding the process and procedures required to complete the Self-Study Documents.
Publishers were given the opportunity to practice filling out sections of the Self-Study Document and
to ask questions regarding the procedures for making complete citations. Throughout the fall of 2006,
publishing companies had access to all documents and information regarding the procedures on the
OSPI website.  Further, a Frequently Asked Question list or FAQ, regarding the process was
available and updated regularly with information pertinent to the review.

PUBLISHER SELF-STUDY DOCUMENT

The publishers’ Self-Study Documents and submitted instructional materials served as the primary
tools for this review. The Self-Study Document asked publishing companies to cite specific lessons
and skills from their reading programs to demonstrate alignment to Washington’s Grade Level
Expectations (GLEs). Citations included page numbers, lesson titles and specific lesson components
that aligned to the Evidence of Learning, the Component, or the EALR, depending on the section of
the Self Study Document. There were three sections of the Self-Study Document:

Section One: Student Proficiency

Section One of the Self-Study Document contained citations of lessons that aligned directly to the
Reading 4-10 Grade Level Expectations (GLEs) and to the Evidences of Learning. For Section One,
publishers cited three lessons that aligned to each Evidence of Learning within a GLE. The lessons
represent student performance over time starting from the introduction of the skill through the end of
the skill. Student Proficiency, therefore, was the most heavily cited and reviewed section in the Self
Study Document and required publishers to make citations that aligned to both the GLE and the
Evidence of Learning over time.  The Evidences of Learning are a bulleted list of student
demonstrations that provide educators with common illustrations of the learning.

Section Two: Assessment

Section Two of the Self-Study Document contained citations of lessons that aligned directly to the
Component level of the Reading GLEs. Publishers were asked to cite examples of either formative or
summative assessments from three points in time (i.e., beginning, middle, and end) that aligned to the
much broader Component level. The Component is defined as a K-10 statement that further defines
the EALS. There is at least one component for each EALR.

Section Three: Meeting the Needs of All Students

Section Three of the publisher’s Self-Study Document addressed Universal Access and Cultural
Responsiveness. Universal Access and Cultural Responsiveness were cited by publishers to align to
the EALR level of the Reading GLEs. Publishers cited lesson examples from three points in time
(i.e., beginning, middle, and end). An Essential Academic Learning Requirement (EALR) is a broad
statement of learning that applies to grades K-10.

Universal Access: For the purposes of this study, Universal Access included, but was not limited
to, students identified as English Language Learners (ELL), or those needing intervention or
enrichment lessons.





The four indicators at the end of each EALR to determine the degree of alignment of the citations
for Universal Access are as follows:
1) provides access to the learning for English Language Learners (ELL);
2) provides intervention strategies for remediation without limiting access to important
literacy learning for students;
3) provides enrichment strategies for capable students by providing additional access to
important literacy related to the GLEs;
4) provides differentiation strategies to accommodate the range of abilities found in
classrooms.

Cultural Responsiveness: Cultural responsiveness is defined as characteristics of a program that
demonstrate equity and respect for all cultures in all aspects of instruction and learning. Programs
“acknowledge the legitimacy of the cultural heritages of different ethnic groups, both as legacies
that affect student dispositions, attitudes, and approaches to learning and as worthy content to be
taught in a formal curriculum” (Gay, 2000).

The three indicators included at the end of each EALR to determine the degree of alignment of
the citations for Cultural Responsiveness are as follows:
1) builds bridges of meaningfulness between home and school experiences as well as
between academic abstractions and lived socio-cultural realities;
2) routinely incorporates multicultural information, resources, and materials;
3) presents all human beings with respect and dignity while avoiding images and roles that
might be perceived as stereotypic or negative.

OVERVIEW OF REVIEW WEEK

Publishers delivered five sets of materials for each submitted program per grade level and five sets of
each Self-Study Document completed with the appropriate citations the day prior to the beginning of
the review. OSPI staff checked each publisher into the reviewing room using the Publisher Materials
Checklist (Appendix A), and set up the materials by grade level for ease of access during the review
week. Publishers were not allowed to make presentations or represent their materials in any way
other than that required for the review.

General Procedures

The first day of the review week, panel members were provided with all-day training. The training
included an overview of the GLEs, understanding the Self-Study Documents and the scoring of the
publisher citations, rubric guidelines and rubric scoring fidelity checks. Reviewers asked questions,
and group consensus was reached on scoring each citation. This group consensus process was to
ensure that there was consistency in scoring and to enable reviewers to apply the rubric with fidelity
independently for the remainder of the review.

The remaining four days of the review week were dedicated to scoring of the Self Study Documents to
determine the degree of alignment of submitted materials. All materials related to the review
remained in the scoring room were not allowed to leave the review room at any time. Reviewers were
randomly assigned specific grade levels and programs and were required to check materials in and
out with OSPI staff.





Reviewers picked up a grade level set of materials which included the publishing company’s Self-
Study Document for each review completed. Each set of materials was used one time, and OSPI
personnel completed inventory on each set of materials before and after it was used in the review
process. Scoring procedures and questions were posted in view of the entire room and subsequently
printed for reviewer reference the following day. Reviewers worked independently and scored each
program using the publisher submitted Self-Study Document and the scoring rubric. Each set of
materials at each grade level was reviewed by a minimum of three reviewers.

Self-Study Documents were checked in by OSPI staff, reviewed immediately for accuracy and
completeness, and submitted to data input personnel. OSPI hired an independent contractor to create
a process for the input of data upon completion of a Self-Study Document and to compile and analyze
the data. All data sets were independently audited to assure 100% accuracy to the original scores
given by the reviewers. On the final day of the review, publishing companies collected all program
materials. Publishing companies were not allowed contact with the reviewers at any time before,
during, or after the review.

CITATION SCORING
Section One: Student Proficiency

Each publisher provided three citations for each Evidence of Learning statement for Section One of
the Self-Study Document. The first citation was to demonstrate their program’s alignment at the
beginning of the skill’s instruction, the second was to demonstrate their program’s alignment in the
middle, and the third citation was to demonstrate their program’s alignment at the end. Beginning,
middle and end of the skill’s development could have been citations over the entire year of a program
or for a period of time when the program covered the specific content (e.g. a unit of study). To
receive a score of three (3) or strong alignment, the citation had to match the content, the context, and
the cognitive demand of the GLE/Evidence of Learning Statement. The “Three C’s” of alignment are
defined as:

Content: the “topic” of the learning, or knowledge, skills, processes, and concepts;

Context: the conditions of instruction and the tasks in which students are engaged;

Cognitive Demand: the type of cognition required of the student defined in Bloom’s
Taxonomy of the Cognitive Domain (Washington State Reading GLEs, OSPI, 2004, p. 53)
Note: The use of the taxonomy reflects a classification of six types of cognition rather than a
hierarchy.

Section Two: Assessment

Each publisher provided three citations at the Component level for Section Two of the Self-Study
Document. The citations were to address the Component over time and were to address their
program’s alignment from the beginning, middle, and end of their instructional program or skill’s
development. The same scoring criteria were used as in Section One.

Section Three: Meeting the Needs of All Students

Each publisher provided three citations at the EALR level for Section Three of the Self-Study

Document. Section Three of the publisher’s Self-Study Document addressed Universal Access and
Cultural Responsiveness. Universal Access and Cultural Responsiveness are measured at the EALR
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level of the Reading GLEs. Publishers cited lesson examples from three points in time as in Section
One and Section Two. The same scoring criteria were used as in Section One.

The Scoring Rubric (Table 1) gives the information that each reviewer used for scoring all sections of
the Self-Study Document. Reviewers completed each citation scoring independently, and fulfilled the
expectations that their scoring would be objective. The Publisher Self-Study Document for each
program was used throughout the entire scoring process and served as sole source documents for the
data compiled during the review. Each reviewer completed a survey at the end of each program
review to assure fidelity to the scoring process.

In order to determine whether or not each citation aligned with the content, context and cognitive
demand of the GLE, Evidence of Learning, Component or EALR, reviewers used the following
rubric and questions when evaluating each citation:

Table 1: Scoring Rubric

Scoring Rubric for 4-10 Core/Comprehensive Reading Materials Review

Section I: Student Proficiency

Ask yourself:

e Does the citation align to the

a. content,

b. context,

c. cognitive demand of the GLE?

e Does the citation specifically address what the student should be able to know and do within
the Evidence of Learning?

Section I1: Assessment

Ask yourself:

e Does the assessment citation align to the Component?

e Does the assessment meet the criteria for summative or formative assessment?

Section I11: Meeting the Needs of All Students

Ask yourself:

e Does the citation support the EALR and meet the criteria of the indicators™ in Universal
Access or Cultural Responsiveness?

e Has this example been used only once?

Follow scoring procedures:

» Each citation will be given a score of Yes or No.

e Each “Y” is equal to a score of 1; each “N” is equal to a score of 0.

» Each indicator can earn a total score of 0, 1, 2, or 3.

e Add the total number of “Y’s” and clearly circle the total number in the aligning Reviewer’s

e Score row.

*Indicators for Universal Access and Cultural Responsiveness may be found on pp. 7 of this report.






Table 2 below, demonstrates the scoring that each reviewer completed for each citation provided by
the publishers on the Self-Study Documents.

Table 2: An example of scored citation in Section One and final score of ““2”

SECTION ONE: STUDENT PROFICIENCY

EALR 2: The student understands the meaning of what is read.

Component 2.1: Demonstrate evidence of reading comprehension.

GLE 2.1.3 Publisher’s Citation Reviewer’s OSPI
Score USE
L . ONLY

2.1.3 Apply Beginning | Rev. Middle Rev. Use | End Rev. Use
comprehensi | 1citation | Use 1 citation Only 1 citation Only
on [Must cite: | Only [Must cite: [Must cite: TE
monitoring TE title TE title (e.g., title (e.g., book
strategies (e.g., book book #), page #), page #, title of
during and #), page #, #, title of lesson/section]
after title of lesson/
reading... lesson/sect section]

ion]

——————————————

" State both | Book 1 (9 N Book 1 (U2; j N Book 2 (U5;L3) | Y @ 0 ](\?)3 2.13
literal and/or | (U2; L1) L6) pg. 225 pg. 484 A
inferred main | pg. 133 Comprehensi Comprehension
ideas and Comprehe on Skills Strategies
provide nsion Main ldeas Prompting
supporting Skills and Summarizing
text-based Main ldea Supporting
details. and Details

Supporting

Details

——————————————

Note: This is a fictional program. Any resemblance to a published program is purely coincidental.

ALIGNMENT RATINGS

For each section of the Self-Study Document, if all three citations were fully aligned, the score was a
three (3) and resulted in the rating of Strong Alignment. If two of the citations were fully aligned,
the score was two (2) and resulted in the rating of Adequate Alignment. If one of the citations was
fully aligned, the score was a one (1) and resulted in a rating of Partial Alignment. If no citations
were aligned then the score was zero (0) and resulted in a rating of No Alignment.
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INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS SUBMITTED FOR REVIEW

Table 3: Submitted 4-10 Core/Comprehensive Reading Programs listed alphabetically by publisher

PUBLISHER PROGRAM COPYRIGHT | GRADES
The EMC Masterpiece Series, Literature

EMC Publishing and the Language Arts 2005 6-10

Glencoe/McGraw-Hill Glencoe Literature: Reading With Purpose, 2007 6-10
Course 1-Course 5

Harcourt School Harcourt Trophies 2007 4-6

Publishers

Holt, Rinehart and Elements of Literature 2007 6-10

Winston

Holt, Rinehart and Elements of Literature, World Literature 2007 9/10

Winston

Houghton Mifflin Houghton Mifflin Reading 2008 4-6

Company

Macmillan McGraw- Triumphs* 2006 4-6

Hill

Macmillan McGraw- Treasures** 2006 4-6

Hill

McDougal Littell Bridges to Literature 2002 6-8

McDougal Littell The Language of Literature 2006 6-10

McDougal Littell World Literature 2006 9/10

Pearson Prentice Hall Prentice Hall Literature: The Penguin 2007 6-10
Edition

Pearson Scott Foresman | Reading Street 2007 4-6

SRA/McGraw-Hill Open Court Reading 2005 4-6

* Macmillan/McGraw-Hill, Triumphs, was withdrawn on the Sunday before the review.
** Macmillan/McGraw-Hill, Treasures, was submitted, but was disqualified for not following the
required procedures for the review.

OVERVIEW OF RESULTS

The results of this 4-10 Materials Review provides districts with preliminary information about the
submitted core/comprehensive instructional materials and their degree of alignment to Washington

state standards.

There is variation between programs in the percentage of strong and adequate
alignment within each section of the study and between grade levels of the same program.

Though Universal Access, Cultural Responsiveness, and Assessment are all important components of
high-quality reading programs, Student Proficiency is the area that was most heavily cited and
reviewed and should be given serious consideration when looking at adopting new materials. It is
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important to note that this report does not provide a total picture of a program nor does it reveal the
implications for implementation of a program.

Master Price Agreement

Programs that averaged 65% Strongly and Adequately aligned across all four sections of the Self-
Study Document for each review met the Washington State’s criteria to participate in a Master Price
Agreement for Washington State districts who choose to adopt/purchase these programs for use in
Washington schools. For example, if a program was submitted for grades 4, 5, and 6, then the three
grade levels combined would have had to have a combined average of 65% Strongly plus Adequately
Aligned scores in all four sections in order for that program to be considered aligned strongly enough
to the Washington State GLESs to be considered for a statewide Master Price Agreement.

Tables 4 and 5 below, show those programs submitted that do and do not qualify to enter into a
Master Price Agreement. Details for the Master Price Agreement have not been finalized; when final
agreements are made, information will be available on the OSPlI website at
www.k12.wa.us/curriculum.
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Table 4: Programs Scoring 65% or Above: Qualify for Master Price Agreement

Strongly + Adequately Aligned Student Proficiency at or above 65% (average of grades)

Glencoe Literature, 2007

Glencoe/McGraw-Hill, Grades 6 — 10

Average Across Grades

Student Proficiency 77.40%
Assessment 82.00%
Cultural Responsiveness 73.40%
Universal Access 77.19%

Trophies , 2007

Harcourt School Publishers, Grades 4 — 6

Average Across Grades

Student Proficiency 78.00%
Assessment 90.67%
Cultural Responsiveness 76.00%
Universal Access 91.67%

Elements of Literature, 2007

Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Grades 6 — 10

Average Across Grades

Student Proficiency 72.20%
Assessment 74.20%
Cultural Responsiveness 78.80%
Universal Access 78.00%

Elements of Literature, World Literature, 2007

Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Grades 9/10

Average Across Grades

Student Proficiency 83.13%
Assessment 91.67%
Cultural Responsiveness 97.92%
Universal Access 81.25%

Houghton Mifflin Reading, 2008

Houghton Mifflin, Grades 4 — 6

Average Across Grades
Student Proficiency 77.33%
Assessment 85.33%
Cultural Responsiveness 90.67%
Universal Access 93.40%
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Table 4: Programs Scoring 65% or Above: Qualify for Master Price Agreement

Strongly + Adequately Aligned Student Proficiency at or above 65% (average of grades)

The Language of Literature, 2006

McDougal Littell, Grades 6 —10

Average Across Grades

Student Proficiency 80.66%
Assessment 80.19%
Cultural Responsiveness 82.50%
Universal Access 83.13%

The Language of Literature, World Literature, 2006

McDougal Littell, Grades 9/10

Average Across Grades

Student Proficiency 75.94%
Assessment 81.25%
Cultural Responsiveness 89.58%
Universal Access 76.56%

Reading Street, 2007

Pearson Scott Fores

man, Grades 4 - 6

Average Across Grades

Student Proficiency 80.04%
Assessment 85.61%
Cultural Responsiveness 79.73%
Universal Access 82.12%
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Table 5: Programs Scoring Below 65%: Do Not Qualify for Master Price Agreement

Strongly + Adequately Aligned Student Proficiency below 65% (average of grades)

The EMC Masterpiece Series, Literature and Language Arts, 2005

EMC Publishing, Grades 6 - 10

Average Across Grades

Student Proficiency 41.15%
Assessment 57.88%
Cultural Responsiveness 46.65%
Universal Access 46.21%

Bridges to Literature 2002

McDougal Littell, Grades 6 - 8

Average Across Grades

Student Proficiency 52.56%
Assessment 70.00%
Cultural Responsiveness 61.11%
Universal Access 60.42%

Prentice Hall Literature: The Penguin Edition, 2007

Pearson Prentice Hall, Grades 6 - 10

Average Across Grades

Student Proficiency 53.62%
Assessment 58.27%
Cultural Responsiveness 61.88%
Universal Access 67.97%

Open Court Reading, 2005
SRA/McGraw-Hill, Grades 4 - 6
Average Across Grades

Student Proficiency 45.32%
Assessment 68.23%
Cultural Responsiveness 66.44%
Universal Access 67.36%

CONCLUSION

The report provides districts with information about the instructional materials they are currently
using or may be considering for adoption. The data displayed graphically may help to identify
strengths and gaps in alignment to Washington State Grade Level Expectations. This report and
knowledge of the process used to examine alignment will provide districts beginning information
needed to conduct deeper explorations of best options for their reading program and of the
instructional strategies needed to teach all students at all grade levels to read with high levels of
comprehension. The consistent use of a research based program across all grade levels in every
classroom will give teachers the sophisticated tools they need to provide a rigorous, equitable
education to all students in a given district or school.

15





As evidenced in this third Washington State review of Core/Comprehensive Reading Instructional
Materials, publishers are coming to understand with greater specificity what Washington State
educators have to come to expect in quality educational tools that are highly aligned to our GLEs.
Publishers are finding ways to better represent the alignment of their products and/or are fine-tuning
their products for Washington State (e.g., with better citations, greater attention to the research, or
publishing specialized versions for Washington). Quality, aligned instructional tools are the first step
in assuring an equitable education for all students in Washington schools. Professional development,
the use of data to drive instruction and the implementation of research-based interventions for those
students needing additional assistance are all important components of systemic improvement of
reading instruction for all students.

OVERVIEW OF FINDINGS IN CHART FORMAT
The Data and Charts of Programs Reviewed During Alignment Study

The information obtained from the review of materials is organized into two sets of charts/graphs.
Each kind of chart is displayed in a different section. Section A is described below and a sample
graph may be found on pp. 17. The charts/graphs for Section A continue on pp. 18-29. Section B is
described and a sample graph are found on pp. 30. The charts/graphs for Section B continue on pp.
31-72.

Section A: Overall Program Alignment
Program alignment charts summarize all data in a given program for each section of the Self Study

Document citations. Overall scores for each grade are represented. Chart descriptions and an
example of Section A graphs are as follows:

Section A Charts Level of Alignment

Student Proficiency Scores to the Grade Level Expectation Evidence of Learning
Assessment Scores to the Grade Level Expectation Component
Universal Access Scores to the Grade Level Expectation EALR

Cultural Responsiveness Scores to the Grade Level Expectation EALR
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The chart below is an example of the charts in Section A and what data was collected and compiled
to create the graphs in this section for each program submitted and reviewed.

Student Proficiency
data was gathered at
the Evidence of
Learning level for
each grade submitted

4th Grade

Section A: Example Charts

Student Proficiency

14% 11%

13%

5th Grade 11%

6th Grade 11% 4%

Distribution of Alignment Scores to Grade Level Expectation Evidence of Learning

Assessment data was
gathered at the
Component level for

each grade submitted
Assessment

6%

4th Grade 6%

5th Grade

6th Grade

Distribution of Alignment Scores to Component

Universal Access data
was gathered at the
EALR level for each
grade submitted

Universal Access

4th Grade

5th Grade

6th Grade

Distribution of Alignment Scores to EALR

Cultural
Responsiveness data
was gathered at the
EALR level for each

grade submitted Cultural Responsiveness
4th Grade 13% 4%
5th Grade 11%
6th Grade 8% 11%

Distribution of Alignment Scores to EALR

. Strongly Aligned . Adequately Aligned D Partially Aligned D Not Aligned 17





Section A: EMC Publishing
The EMC Masterpiece Series, Literature and the Language Arts, 2005

Student Proficiency

6th Grade 48%

7th Grade 24%

8th Grade 42%

9th Grade 34%

10th Grade

Distribution of Alignment Scores to Grade Level Expectation Evidence of Learning

Assessment

6th Grade

7th Grade

8th Grade

9th Grade

10th Grade

Distribution of Alignment Scores to Component

Universal Access

6th Grade

7th Grade 31%

8th Grade

9th Grade

10th Grade 19%

Distribution of Alignment Scores to Component

Cultural Responsiveness

6th Grade 52%

7th Grade 25%
8th Grade 50%
9th Grade 35%

10th Grade 36%

Distribution of Alignment Scores to EALR

. Strongly Aligned . Adequately Aligned . Partially Aligned D Not Aligned
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Section A: Glencoe/McGraw-Hill
Glencoe Literature-2007

Student Proficiency

6th Grade 11%
7th Grade 6%
8th Grade 10% 3%
9th Grade 14%
10th Grade 10%
Distribution of Alignment Scores to Grade Level Expectation Evidence of Learning
Assessment
6th Grade 8% | 15%

7th Grade 15%
8th Grade
9th Grade

10th Grade

Distribution of Alignment Scores to Component

Universal Access

6th Grade

7th Grade 5% | 5%
8th Grade 9%
9th Grade 14%

10th Grade 14% 3%

Distribution of Alignment Scores to EALR

Cultural Responsiveness

6th Grade 25%
7th Grade 10%
8th Grade 13% 4%
9th Grade 17%

10th Grade 10% 6%

Distribution of Alignment Scores to EALR

. Strongly Aligned . Adequately Aligned D Partially Aligned D Not Aligned
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Section A: Harcourt School Publishers
Trophies-2007

Student Proficiency

4th Grade 14% 11%

5th Grade 13% 11%

6th Grade 11% 4%

Distribution of Alignment Scores to Grade Level Expectation Evidence of Learning

Assessment

4th Grade

5th Grade

6th Grade

Distribution of Alignment Scores to Component

Universal Access

4th Grade
5th Grade
6th Grade
Distribution of Alignment Scores to EALR
Cultural Responsiveness
4th Grade 13% 4%
5th Grade 11%
6th Grade 11%

Distribution of Alignment Scores to EALR

. Strongly Aligned . Adequately Aligned D Partially Aligned D Not Aligned
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6th Grade

7th Grade

8th Grade

9th Grade

10th Grade

6th Grade

7th Grade

8th Grade

9th Grade

10th Grade

6th Grade

7th Grade

8th Grade

9th Grade

10th Grade

6th Grade

7th Grade

8th Grade

9th Grade

10th Grade

Section A: Holt, Rinehart and Winston
Elements of Literature-2007

Student Proficiency

12%
10%
11%
19%

10%

Distribution of Alignment Scores to Grade Level Expectation Evidence of Learning

Assessment

Distribution of Alignment Scores to Component

Universal Access

Distribution of Alignment Scores to EALR

Cultural Responsiveness

Distribution of Alignment Scores to EALR

. Strongly Aligned . Adequately Aligned . Partially Aligned D Not Aligned
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Section A: Holt, Rinehart and Winston
Elements of Literature, World Literature-2007

Student Proficiency

9/10 Grade 63% 20% 10% 7%

Distribution of Alignment Scores to Grade Level Expectation Evidence of Learning

Assessment

9/10 Grade 73% 19% a- 6%

Distribution of Alignment Scores to Component

Universal Access

o110 Grade 9% 2506 N

Distribution of Alignment Scores to EALR

Cultural Responsiveness

9/10 Grade 69% 29% E

Distribution of Alignment Scores to EALR

. Strongly Aligned . Adequately Aligned D Partially Aligned D Not Aligned
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Section A: Houghton Mifflin
Houghton Mifflin Reading-2008

Student Proficiency

4th Grade 13% 14%

5th Grade 11% 12%

6th Grade 10% 7%

Distribution of Alignment Scores to Grade Level Expectation Evidence of Learning

Assessment

4th Grade
5th Grade

6th Grade

Distribution of Alignment Scores to Component

Universal Access

4th Grade
5th Grade

6th Grade

Distribution of Alignment Scores to EALR

Cultural Responsiveness

4th Grade

5th Grade

6th Grade

Distribution of Alignment Scores to EALR

. Strongly Aligned . Adequately Aligned D Partially Aligned D Not Aligned

23





Section A: McDougall Littell
Bridges to Literature-2002

Student Proficiency

6th Grade

31%
7th Grade 34%
8th Grade 29%

Distribution of Alignment Scores to Grade Level Expectation Evidence of Learning

Assessment

6" Grade 25%

7" Grade

8" Grade

Distribution of Alignment Scores to Component

Universal Access

6th Grade 28%

7th Grade 23%

8th Grade 31%

Distribution of Alignment Scores to EALR

Cultural Responsiveness

6th Grade

27%
7th Grade

8th Grade

Distribution of Alignment Scores to EALR

. Strongly Aligned . Adequately Aligned . Partially Aligned D Not Aligned
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Section A: McDougal Littell
The Language of Literature-2006

Student Proficiency

6th Grade 7% 8%
7th Grade 15%
8th Grade 7% 8%
9th Grade 12% 4%
10th Grade 8% 8%
Distribution of Alignment Scores to Grade Level Expectation Evidence of Learning
Assessment

6th Grade 8% 8%

7th Grade

21%
8th Grade 10% po
9th Grade 13% 6%
10th Grade 13% 29

Distribution of Alignment Scores to Component

Universal Access

6th Grade PO

7th Grade 9%

8th Grade 8% |39

9th Grade 6%
10th Grade 5%

Distribution of Alignment Scores to EALR

Cultural Responsiveness

6th Grade 4%| 4%

7th Grade 17%

8th Grade 8%

9th Grade 10%
10th Grade 8%

Distribution of Alignment Scores to EALR

. Strongly Aligned . Adequately Aligned D Partially Aligned D Not Aligned

25





Section A: McDougal Littell
The Language of Literature, World Literature-2006

Student Proficiency

9/10 Grade 43% 33% 10%

Distribution of Alignment Scores to Grade Level Expectation Evidence of Learning

Assessment

29% 8%

9/10 Grade 52%
Distribution of Alignment Scores to Component
Universal Access

9/10 Grade 61% 16% 14%

Distribution of Alignment Scores to EALR

Cultural Responsiveness

9/10 Grade 52% 29% 8%

Distribution of Alignment Scores to EALR

. Strongly Aligned . Adequately Aligned . Partially Aligned D Not Aligned
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6th Grade

7th Grade

8th Grade

9th Grade

10th Grade

6th Grade

7th Grade

8th Grade

9th Grade

10th Grade

6th Grade

7th Grade

8th Grade

9th Grade

10th Grade

6th Grade

7th Grade

8th Grade

9th Grade

10th Grade

Section A: Pearson Prentice Hall
Prentice Hall Literature: The Penguin Edition-2007

Student Proficiency

Distribution of Alignment Scores to Grade Level Expectation Evidence of Learning

Distribution of Alignment Scores to Component

Distribution of Alignment Scores to EALR

Distribution of Alignment Scores to EALR

. Strongly Aligned . Adequately Aligned . Partially Aligned

Assessment

21%

Universal Access

22%

25%

23%

Cultural Responsiveness

D Not Aligned

27





Section A: Pearson Scott Foresman
Reading Street-2007

Student Proficiency

4th Grade

5th Grade

6th Grade

| 9%

Distribution of Alignment Scores to Grade Level Expectation Evidence of Learning

Assessment

4th Grade
5th Grade

6th Grade

Distribution of Alignment Scores to Component

Universal Access

4th Grade

5th Grade

6th Grade

Distribution of Alignment Scores to EALR

Cultural Responsiveness

4th Grade
5th Grade

6th Grade

Distribution of Alignment Scores to EALR

. Strongly Aligned . Adequately Aligned D Partially Aligned D Not Aligned

28





Section A: SRA/McGraw Hill
Open Court Reading-2005

Student Proficiency

4th Grade 45%

5th Grade 23% | 25%

6th Grade 20% | 32%

Distribution of Alignment Scores to Grade Level Expectation Evidence of Learning

Assessment
4th Grade 8% | 15%
5th Grade 19%
6th Grade 31%

Distribution of Alignment Scores to Component

Universal Access

31%

4th Grade
5th Grade
6th Grade

Distribution of Alignment Scores to EALR

Cultural Responsiveness

4th Grade 31%
5th Grade 17% 3%
6th Grade 25%

Distribution of Alignment Scores to EALR

. Strongly Aligned . Adequately Aligned D Partially Aligned D Not Aligned

29





Section B: Student Proficiency at the GLE level

The citations and scores from Section One, Student Proficiency of the Self Study Documents are
combined and displayed at the GLE level. The purpose is to provide specific information about a
given program’s alignment to each GLE. Program Appendix C contains a display of the GLEs for
grades 4-9/10 for reference. The Evidence of Learning statements are not included in this Appendix,
though a full copy of the GLE document for Reading grades K-10 are accessible on the OSPI website

at: http://www.k12.wa.us/Curriculumlnstruct/Reading/pubdocs/ReadingEALR-GLE.pdf

All of the data from the Student
Proficiency section of the Self Study
are represented in Section B Charts.
All citations to the Evidence of
Learning level are combined and
displayed within each GLE.

7" Grade

13%

10%

. Strongly Aligned. AdequatelyAligned . PartiallyAligned D Not Aligned

30





Section B: EMC Publishing
The EMC Masterpiece Series, Literature and the Language Arts, 2005

6" Grade

121 13%

1.2.2 30%
131

1.3.2

1.4.2

1.4.3

2.1.3

214

2.1.5

2.1.6

217
221 13%

vyl 5% [ 5%

2.2.3

224

231

232

2.3.3

241
242 13%

243

2.4.4

245

2.4.6

247

3.11 17%
3.2.2

3.4.2

3.4.3

4.1.2

4.2.1

31

. Strongly Aligned . Adequately Aligned . Partially Aligned D Not Aligned





Section B: EMC Publishing
The EMC Masterpiece Series, Literature and the Language Arts, 2005

7" Grade

121

1.2.2 5%

131

1.3.2

14.2

1.4.3

2.1.3

214

2.1.5

2.1.6

2.1.7

221 13%

222

2.2.3 9%

224 13%

23.1

2.3.2

2.3.3

24.1

242 8%

243

244

245

2.4.6

2.4.7

3.1.1

3.2.2

3.4.2

3.4.3

412

421

. Strongly Aligned . Adequately Aligned D Partially Aligned D Not Aligned
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Section B: EMC Publishing
The EMC Masterpiece Series, Literature and the Language Arts, 2005

8™ Grade

122

132

14.2

143 25%

213 30%

2.1.4

215

216

2.1.7 25%

221

222

223

224

231 19%

232

233

234

241

242

243

244

245

246 25%

247 30%

3.1.1 25%

3.2.2 25%

331

3.4.2

343

3.4.4

4.1.2 25%

421

. Strongly Aligned . Adequately Aligned . Partially Aligned D Not Aligned

33





Section B: EMC Publishing
The EMC Masterpiece Series, Literature and the Language Arts, 2005

9" Grade

122 17%

132 13%

2.1.3

2.1.4

2.1.5

2.16

217
222 13%

223

224

23.1 15%

232

2.3.3
2.3.4 13%

24.1

242

243

2.4.4

245

2.4.6

247

3.1.1

3.2.2

3.3.1 17%

3.4.2
343
3.4.4 13%
41.1

421

. Strongly Aligned . Adequately Aligned . Partially Aligned D Not Aligned

34






Section B: EMC Publishing
The EMC Masterpiece Series, Literature and the Language Arts- 2005

10" Grade

1.2.2 33%

1.3.2

213

214

2.1.5

2.1.6 58%

2.1.7

222 33%

223 44%

224 33%

231 40%

232

2.3.3

234

241

24.2 56%

243

24.4 56%

245 44%

2.4.6

247 50%

3.1.1 33%

3.2.2

3.3.1 44%

3.4.2

343 33%

3.4.4

4.1.1

421

. Strongly Aligned . Adequately Aligned . Partially Aligned D Not Aligned

35





Section B: Glencoe/McGraw-Hill
Glencoe Literature-2007

6" Grade
1.2.1

131

1.3.2

1.4.2

143

2.1.3

214

215

2.1.6

217

221

222

223

224

231

232

2.3.3

241

242

243

244
245
2.4.6
247

3.1.1

3.2.2

3.4.2

3.4.3

4.1.2

421

. Strongly Aligned . Adequately Aligned . Partially Aligned D Not Aligned

36





Section B: Glencoe/McGraw-Hill
Glencoe Literature-2007

7" Grade

121 13%

1.2.2 10%

131

132
14.2
143

2.1.3

2.14

2.1.5

2.16

2.1.7
221
222

223

224
231
232
2.33
24.1

242

2.4.3

244

245

2.4.6
2.4.7
3.1.1
3.2.2
3.4.2 100%
343

421 38%

. Strongly Aligned . Adequately Aligned D Partially Aligned D Not Aligned

37





Section B: Glencoe/McGraw-Hill
Glencoe Literature-2007

8" Grade

25%

B
50%

19%

38%

17%

13%
25%

33%

10%

. Strongly Aligned . Adequately Aligned D Partially Aligned D Not Aligned






Section B: Glencoe/McGraw-Hill
Glencoe Literature-2007

9" Grade

1.2.2

1.3.2

2.1.3

2.1.4

2.1.5

2.16

217

222

223

224

231

2.3.2

2.3.3

234

24.1

242

243

2.4.4

245

2.4.6

2.4.7

3.1.1

3.2.2

331

3.4.2

343

3.4.4

4.1.1

4.2.1

. Strongly Aligned . Adequately Aligned . Partially Aligned D Not Aligned

39





Section B: Glencoe/McGraw-Hill
Glencoe Literature-2007

10" Grade

1.2.2

132

2.1.3

2.14
2.15
2.1.6 19%

222

223
224
231 10%
2.3.2
2.3.3
2.3.4
241
242
243

24.4

245

2.4.6

2.4.7

3.1.1

3.2.2

3.3.1
3.4.2
343
3.4.4

4.2.1 50%

. Strongly Aligned . Adequately Aligned D Partially Aligned D Not Aligned

40





Section B: Harcourt School Publishers
Trophies-2007

4" Grade

114

121

1.2.2

131

1.3.2

14.2

143

10%

2.1.3

2.1.4 13%

10% 5%

2.15

2.1.6 19%

2.1.7 31% 13%
221

222 30% 15%
223 15%
224 38% 13%

231 4%

50%

2.3.2

233

241

2.4.2

243

244

245
3.11

3.21 100%

3.2.2

3.4.2 88% 13%
3.4.3 63% 25%

411 13% 38%

4.1.2 100%

4.2.1 100%

. Strongly Aligned . Adequately Aligned D Partially Aligned D Not Aligned
41





Section B: Harcourt School Publishers
Trophies-2007

5" Grade

121

1.2.2

131

1.3.2

14.2

1.4.3

2.1.3

2.1.4

2.15

2.1.6

2.1.7

221
222

2.2.3

224

231

2.3.2

2.3.3

24.1

24.2

243

244

245

2.4.6

247

3.1.1

3.2.2

34.2

3.4.3

4.1.2

421

. Strongly Aligned . Adequately Aligned . Partially Aligned D Not Aligned

42





121
1.2.2

131

13.2
142

221
222
223
224
231
2.3.2
233
241
2.4.2
243
24.4
245
2.4.6
2.4.7
311
3.2.2
3.4.2
3.4.3
4.1.2

421

Section B: Harcourt School Publishers
Trophies-2007

6" Grade

33%

17%

25%

. Strongly Aligned . Adequately Aligned D Partially Aligned D Not Aligned

43





Section B: Holt, Rinehart and Winston
Elements of Literature-2007

6" Grade

1.2.1

1.2.2

1.3.1

132

1.4.2

143

2.1.3

2.1.4

215

2.16

2.1.7

221

222

2.2.3

2.2.4

231

2.3.2

233

241

2.4.2

2.4.3

24.4

245

2.4.6
2.4.7
311
3.2.2 100%
3.4.2 50%
3.4.3

4.1.2 100%

4.2.1

Il strongly Aligned [l Adequately Aligned [ PartiallyAligned  [] Not Aligned
44





121

122

1.3.1

1.3.2

14.2

1.4.3

2.13

2.14

2.1.5

2.1.6

2.1.7

221

222

2.2.3

224

231

232

2.3.3

241

2.4.2

243

24.4

245

2.4.6

2.4.7

3.11

3.2.2

3.4.2

3.4.3

4.1.2

4.2.1

Section B: Holt, Rinehart and Winston
Elements of Literature-2007

7" Grade

100%

31%

. Strongly Aligned . Adequately Aligned D Partially Aligned D Not Aligned

45





Section B: Holt, Rinehart and Winston
Elements of Literature-2007

8" Grade

17%

22%

47%

83% 17%

100%

100%

. Strongly Aligned . Adequately Aligned . Partially Aligned D Not Aligned






1.2.2

1.3.2

2.1.3

2.14

2.1.5

2.1.6

2.1.7

222

2.2.3

224

23.1

232

2.3.3

2.3.4

241

242

243

244

245

2.4.6

247

3.1.1

3.2.2

3.3.1

3.4.2

343

3.4.4

41.1

421

Section B: Holt, Rinehart and Winston
Elements of Literature-2007

9" Grade

5%

6%

13%

13%

. Strongly Aligned . Adequately Aligned

8%

D Partially Aligned

13%

D Not Aligned

47






Section B: Holt, Rinehart and Winston
Elements of Literature-2007

10" Grade

132
2.1.3

2.1.4

2.15

2.16

217

222

223

224

231

2.3.2
233
234
24.1
2.4.2
243

24.4

2.4.5

2.4.6

247

3.11

3.2.2

331

3.4.2
3.4.3
3.4.4
41.1

4.2.1

. Strongly Aligned . Adequately Aligned . Partially Aligned D Not Aligned

48





Section B: Holt, Rinehart and Winston
Elements of Literature, World Literature-2007

Grades 9/10

2.1.5 10%

2.1.6 6%

2.17 13%

222 13%

2.2.3 8%

224 13% 13%

231 - 0

2.3.2 25%

2.3.3
2.3.4
24.1 13%

2.4.2 4%

243

24.4

245
2.4.6
2.4.7
3.11
3.2.2

3.3.1

3.4.2

3.4.3

3.4.4

4.2.1

. Strongly Aligned . Adequately Aligned D Partially Aligned D Not Aligned

49





Section B: Houghton Mifflin
Houghton Mifflin Reading-2008

4" Grade

1.14

121

1.2.2

131

1.3.2

14.2

143

2.1.3

214

2.1.5

2.1.6

2.1.7

221

222

223

224

231

2.3.2

233

24.1

2.4.2

243

244

245

3.11

3.21

3.2.2

3.4.2

3.4.3

41.1

4.1.2

4.2.1 50%

. Strongly Aligned . Adequately Aligned . Partially Aligned D Not Aligned
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Section B: Houghton Mifflin
Houghton Mifflin Reading-2008

5" Grade

121

1.2.2

131

1.3.2

14.2

1.4.3

2.1.3

214

2.1.5

2.16

2.1.7

221

222

2.2.3

224

231

232

2.3.3

241

24.2

243

24.4

245

2.4.6

2.4.7
3.1.1 33%

22

342 50% 33%

343 67% 33%

4.1.2 100%

421 100%

. Strongly Aligned . Adequately Aligned D Partially Aligned D Not Aligned

51





Section B: Houghton Mifflin
Houghton Mifflin Reading-2008

6" Grade

121

131
1.3.2 8%

14.2

1.4.3

2.1.3

221
222
223 13%

224 17%

231 17%

2.3.2 17%

2.3.3

241

2.4.2

243

24.4

245

2.4.6

247

3.11

3.2.2

34.2

3.4.3

412

4.2.1

. Strongly Aligned . Adequately Aligned D PartiallyAligned D Not Aligned

52





Section B: McDougall Littell
Bridges to Literature-2002

6" Grade

121
122
131
132

142

143

2.1.3

214

2.15

2.1.6

2.17

221

2.2.2 10%

223 34%

224

231

2.3.2

233

241

2.4.2

243

24.4

245

2.4.6

2.4.7

311

3.2.2

3.4.2

3.4.3

4.1.2

421

. Strongly Aligned . Adequately Aligned . Partially Aligned D Not Aligned

53





Section B: McDougal Littell
Bridges to Literature-2002

7" Grade

1.2.1
1.3.1
1.3.2

14.2

143

2.1.3

214

2.1.5

2.1.6

2.1.7

221

222

223

224

231

2.3.2

2.3.3

241

2.4.2

243

244

245

2.4.6

2.4.7

3.11

3.2.2

3.4.2

3.4.3

4.1.2

421

. Strongly Aligned . Adequately Aligned . Partially Aligned D Not Aligned

54





Section B: McDougal Littell
Bridges to Literature-2002

8" Grade

1.2.2

132

1.4.2

1.4.3

2.1.3

214

2.1.5

2.16

2.1.7

221

222

223

224

231

2.3.2

2.3.3

234

24.1

2.4.2

243

24.4

2.4.5

2.4.6

247

3.11

3.2.2

331

3.4.2

3.4.3

3.4.4

4.1.2

421

. Strongly Aligned . Adequately Aligned . Partially Aligned D Not Aligned
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Section B: McDougal Littell
The Language of Literature-2006

6" Grade

121 13%
1.2.2 UM 5%

131

1.3.2

1.4.2

143

2.1.3
214
2.15 13%

2.1.6 5%
217

221

222

223

224
23.1
2.3.2
2.3.3
241 100%
242 100%

243

24.4

245

2.4.6

2.4.7

3.11

3.2.2

3.4.2

3.4.3

412

4.2.1

. Strongly Aligned . Adequately Aligned D PartiallyAligned D Not Aligned
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1.2.1

122

131

1.3.2

14.2

143

2.1.3

214

2.1.5

2.1.6

2.1.7

221

222

223

224

231

2.3.2

2.3.3

241

2.4.2

243

244

245

2.4.6

2.4.7

3.11

3.2.2

3.4.2

3.4.3

4.1.2

421

Section B: McDougal Littell
The Language of Literature-2006

7" Grade

13%

10%

. Strongly Aligned . Adequately Aligned . Partially Aligned D Not Aligned

57






Section B: McDougal Littell
The Language of Literature-2006

8" Grade

25% 8%

25%

. Strongly Aligned . Adequately Aligned D Partially Aligned D Not Aligned






1.2.2

132

2.1.3

214

2.15

2.1.6

2.17

222

2.2.3

224

231

232

2.3.3

234

241

2.4.2

243

244

245

2.4.6

2.4.7

311

3.2.2

331

3.4.2

3.4.3

3.4.4

41.1

4.2.1

. Strongly Aligned . Adequately Aligned

Section B: McDougal Littell
The Language of Literature-2006

9" Grade

17%

6%

25%

25% 13%

6% 6%

D Partially Aligned D Not Aligned

59






122

1.3.2

2.1.6

2.1.7

222

2.2.3

2.2.4

231

232

2.3.3

234

241

2.4.2

243

24.4

2.4.5

2.4.6

2.4.7

3.11

3.2.2

331

3.4.2

343

3.4.4

41.1

4.2.1

. Strongly Aligned . Adequately Aligned

Section B: McDougal Littell
The Language of Literature-2006

10" Grade

17%

6%

25%

5%

13%
19%
13%

25%

25%

25%

D Partially Aligned D Not Aligned

60





Section B: McDougal Littell
The Language of Literature, World Literature-2006

Grades 9/10

. Strongly Aligned . Adequately Aligned . Partially Aligned D Not Aligned






Section B: Pearson Prentice Hall
Prentice Hall Literature: The Penguin Edition-2007

6" Grade

121

122

1.3.1

132

14.2

143

2.1.3

214

2.15

2.1.6

2.17

221

2.2.2

2.2.3

2.2.4

231

232

233

241

2.4.2

243

244

245

2.4.6
2.4.7
3.1.1
3.4.2 63% 25%

-

4.2.1 50% 25%

. Strongly Aligned . Adequately Aligned . Partially Aligned D Not Aligned

62





Section B: Pearson Prentice Hall
Prentice Hall Literature: The Penguin Edition-2007

7" Grade

1.2.1

122

131

132

14.2

143

2.1.3

2.1.4

2.15

2.1.6

217

221

222

223

224

231

2.3.2

2.3.3

241

2.4.2

2.4.3

24.4

245

2.4.6

247

311

3.2.2

3.4.2

3.4.3

4.1.2

4.2.1

. Strongly Aligned . Adequately Aligned . Partially Aligned D Not Aligned

63





Section B: Pearson Prentice Hall
Prentice Hall Literature: The Penguin Edition-2007

8" Grade

122

132

1.4.2

143

2.1.3

214

2.15

2.1.6

2.17

221

222

2.2.3

2.2.4

231

232

233

2.3.4

241

2.4.2

243

24.4

245

2.4.6

2.4.7

3.11

3.2.2

331

3.4.2

3.4.3

3.4.4 25%

421 50%

. Strongly Aligned . Adequately Aligned . Partially Aligned D Not Aligned
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Section B: Pearson Prentice Hall
Prentice Hall Literature: The Penguin Edition-2007

9" Grade

1.2.2

1.3.2

2.1.3

214

2.15

2.1.6

217

222

2.2.3

224

23.1

232

2.3.3

2.3.4

241

242

243

244

245

2.4.6
247
3.1.1
3.2.2
3.3.1
3.4.2

3.4.4

4.2.1

. Strongly Aligned . Adequately Aligned . Partially Aligned D Not Aligned
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Section B: Pearson Prentice Hall
Prentice Hall Literature: The Penguin Edition-2007

10" Grade

122
132
2.1.3
21.4
215
2.1.6

2.1.7

222

2.2.3

2.2.4

231

232

2.3.3

234

241

2.4.2

2.4.3

2.4.4

245

2.4.6

2.4.7

3.11

3.2.2

331

3.4.2

3.4.3

3.4.4

4.1.1

421

. Strongly Aligned . Adequately Aligned . Partially Aligned D Not Aligned
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114

1.2.1

122

131

132

1.4.2

143

2.1.3

2.1.4

2.1.5

2.1.6

2.1.7

221

222

2.2.3

2.2.4

231

2.3.2

2.3.3

241

2.4.2

243

245

3.11

3.21

3.2.2

3.4.2

3.4.3

41.1

4.1.2

421

Section B: Pearson Scott Foresman

Reading Street-2007

4" Grade

. Strongly Aligned . Adequately Aligned D Partially Aligned

D Not Aligned
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Section B: Pearson Scott Foresman
Reading Street-2007

5" Grade
121
131

14.2

143

2.1.3

2.1.4

2.1.5
2.1.6

2.1.7

221

222

2.2.3

224

231
232

2.3.3

241

24.2

243

244

245 67%

2.4.6 67%
2.4.7 67%
3.2.2 33%

34.2

343 67%

4.2.1 100%

. Strongly Aligned . Adequately Aligned D Partially Aligned D Not Aligned
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Section B: Pearson Scott Foresman
Reading Street-2007

6" Grade

121
1.2.2
131
13.2
1.4.2
143
2.1.3
2.1.4
2.1.5
2.1.6
2.17
221
222
2.2.3
224
231
2.3.2
233
241
2.4.2
243

24.4

245
2.4.6
2.4.7
3.11
3.2.2
3.4.2

3.4.3

4.1.2

421

. Strongly Aligned . Adequately Aligned . PartiallyAligned D Not Aligned
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Section B: SRA/McGraw Hill
Open Court Reading-2005

4" Grade

114

1.2.1

1.2.2

131

132

1.4.2

143

2.1.3

214

215

2.1.6

2.1.7

221

2.2.2

2.2.3

224

231

2.3.2

233

24.1

2.4.2

243

24.4

245

311

3.2.1

3.2.2

3.4.2

3.4.3

41.1

4.1.2

4.2.1

. Strongly Aligned . Adequately Aligned . Partially Aligned D Not Aligned
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121

1.2.2

131

1.3.2

14.2

143

2.1.3

214

2.1.5

2.1.6

2.17

221

222

223

224

231

232

2.3.3

241

24.2

243

244

245

2.4.6

2.4.7

3.11

3.2.2

34.2

3.4.3

412

4.2.1

Section B: SRA/McGraw Hill
Open Court Reading-2005

5" Grade

. Strongly Aligned . Adequately Aligned . Partially Aligned

D Not Aligned
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121
122
131
13.2
14.2
1.4.3
2.1.3
2.1.4
2.15
2.16
217
221
222
223
224
231
2.3.2
233
24.1
2.4.2
243
2.4.4
245
2.4.6
2.4.7
3.11
3.2.2
3.4.2
3.4.3
4.1.2

4.2.1

Section B: SRA/McGraw Hill

Open Court Reading-20

6" Grade

05

8%

13%

. Strongly Aligned . Adequately Aligned . Partially Aligned

D Not Aligned
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APPENDIX A: PUBLISHER’S NOTICE AND CHECKLIST

Publisher’s Notice and Checklist
Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction
Grades 4-10 Reading
Core/Comprehensive Instructional Materials Review
Fall 2006
The Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI) will review core/comprehensive reading
instructional materials for grades 4-10 in October 2006.

Washington State will use the review to provide school districts with information regarding alignment of
submitted instructional materials with the Reading Grade Level Expectations (GLESs) and other important
program components. Districts in Washington State are not required to choose materials from the review
report. The report will serve as information only, and not represent any form of endorsement or approval of
instructional materials.

Dates: October 23-27, 2006
Location: Doubletree - SeaTac

Submission of Instructional Materials for Evaluation

The materials review will include only reading core/comprehensive instructional materials, grades 4-10.
These programs should meet the following definition: they are the primary tools that teachers use to teach
reading aligned with the GLES and ensure that children meet or exceed grade level standards. “A core
program should address the instructional needs of the majority of students in a respective school or district”
(Simmons & Kame’enui, 2003, pp.1). The review will not include a review of intervention or supplemental
programs.

Standards for the Process

The publisher Self-Study Document will serve as the foundation for the review process. The results of the
materials review are the sole judgment of the OSPI review panel members. Scores assigned by the reviewers
shall be final. There is not an appeals process.

Publisher representatives will not present materials to, or have conversations with, any members of the
review panel. Publishers will not be present during the week when panel members are evaluating materials.
We ask that publisher representatives identify how OSPI staff may reach them during the review week to
answer any questions that may arise.

Preliminary results of the review were shared at a publisher representative meeting on January 9, 2007, in
Seattle.

Master Price Agreement

Publishers participating in this Grade 4-10 Reading Core/Comprehensive Instructional Materials Review will
be asked to participate in a Master Price Agreement with OSPI if, as a result of the review process, the
materials meet a standard degree of alignment as determined in the review process. A copy of a Master Price
Agreement will be shared at the Publisher’s Training meeting on July 17, 2006.
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Step One: Publisher Notice of Intent to Submit Materials

Due: July 10, 2006, 5 p.m.
Any materials submitted after that timeline will not be accepted

for review.

We respectfully require that publishers complete the following information by email:

1. Notify OSPI via email at bhargrove@ospi.wednet.edu to confirm your intent to submit materials for
the Grades 4-10 Reading Core/Comprehensive Instructional Materials Review, fall 2006.
Please send a separate intent to submit for each program to be reviewed.

2. Include in your intent to submit all information listed here (see form on page 7) by email:
e Program Information

a. Program Name

b. Indicate grade levels of the program submitted

c. Publisher

d. Copyright Date (Programs must be published or in press and available for purchase by
June 2007.)

e. Brief overview and/or scientific research summary (3 page MAXIMUM) of the program
to be reviewed (this must be submitted in hard copy or electronically to the OSPI Reading
office)

e Publisher’s Representative Information

a. Representative Name(s)

b. Contact Email Address(es)

c. Contact Phone Number(s)

d. Representative Physical Address(es)

e Publisher Meeting RSVP (See Step Two)

a. Identify and prioritize up to three representatives to attend the Publisher Meeting (see note
below).

b. Contact information for each representative.

NOTE: Registration for the Publisher Meeting will be limited. OSPI suggests one representative for each
of the following categories: grades 4-6, grades 7-8, and grades 9-10 per submitted program as well as a
publisher representative. This meeting will consist of training on Self-Study citation submissions.
Requests for more than 3-4 representatives per program submitted will be processed on a space available
basis.

Step Two: Publisher Meeting (Optional But Recommended)

Date: Monday, July 17, 2006
Location: Phoenix Inn Suites-415 Capitol Way N-Olympia, WA
Time: 9:00 a.m. — 3:00 p.m.

RSVP: As part of Step One: Intent to Submit by July 10, 2006

The Publisher Meeting will be a venue for OSPI to provide an overview of the review process and to assist
publisher representatives in identifying citations for the Self-Study Document used in the review. It is
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recommended that publisher representatives involved with identification of citations attend this meeting.
The primary purpose of the meeting is three-fold and will include:
o A brief overview of the Grade Level Expectations and deep alignment.
o A complete review of the required publisher Self-Study Document.
o An opportunity for questions, answers, and clarification regarding the Self-Study Document and
review process.

The Self-Study Document will be posted on the OSPI website by July 21, 2006 at
http://www.k12.wa.us/Curriculuminstruct and will be electronically provided to all publishers intending to
submit materials.

NOTE: OSPI staff will NOT MEET with individual publisher representatives regarding this process. Please
do not request to do so. All representatives are respectfully asked to contact the OSPI Reading Office for
clarification regarding the review process by email at bhargrove@ospi.wednet.edu. Beginning immediately
following the Publisher Meeting, responses to inquiries will be posted as Frequently Asked Questions
(FAQs) on the OSPI website: http://www.k12.wa.us/Curriculumlinstruct.

OSPI Contact:
Barbara Hargrove
Curriculum and Instruction Reading Office
Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction
600 Washington Street SE
PO Box 47200
Olympia, WA 98504-7200
bhargrove@ospi.wednet.edu
Phone: 360-725-6063 Fax: 360-725-6047

Step Three: Materials Submission and Set-up

Due: Materials Set-up: October 22, 2006, 1 p.m. -4 p.m.
Location: Doubletree - SeaTac

Materials Submission:

e Prior to set-up, publisher representatives will bring all materials for the review including the
completed Publisher Materials Checklist (see page 8-9) to check-in with OSPI staff. Publisher
representatives will verify and sign off that each step on the checklist has been completed.

e Aninventory of all program materials must be included with each set of submitted materials at
each grade level. Each program inventory must be signed by a Publisher representative verifying that
all materials are included. Should any program be found to have incomplete materials as represented
on the inventory list, the program will be disqualified and NOT be a part of the review process.

NOTE: If it is determined that the Self-Study Documents have not been completed in accordance
with the procedures as outlined in the instructions, publishers will be asked to remove their materials
and documents from the review. The Self-Study Document may not be altered in any way. The
only publisher additions will be the citations provided for the review. Should the document be
altered in format or content of the GLEs, the program will be disqualified from the review
process.
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Materials Set-up:

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.
6.

Set-up will occur following check-in by OSPI personnel after review of the Publisher Materials
Checklist.

Each publisher sets up his/her own program and materials. Materials will be set up by grade level, so
have your materials packaged accordingly.

Materials must be clearly marked and defined on the outer covers so reviewers can easily identify all
the components of your program as cited in the Self-Study Document. This will also aide in the
inventory of materials during check-in and check-out.

Please package your materials in a way that makes for ease of transfer from the set-up tables to the
reviewer tables. Consider keeping your materials in containers of less than 25 pounds each.

OSPI staff will assign space to each publisher representative for each grade level and program.
Materials will NOT be accepted before 1:00 p.m. or after 4:00 p.m. Sunday, October 22, 2006.

Materials Submitted for Review:

Five (5) copies of the following:

O

O

Fully completed Self-Study Document for each grade level submitted. (Four copies will be used in
the review and one copy will be for our records.)

Self-Study documents must be single-sided copies, affixed in 3-ring binders or stapled or clamped —
DOCUMENTS ARE NOT TO BE BOUND IN ANY WAY.

One (1) CD containing completed Self-Study Documents being submitted.

O

Each program/grade should be clearly identified.

Four (4) labeled sets for each grade level that includes:

(|
(|
(|

(|
(|

Each teacher’s edition

Each student text — only if not replicated inside the teacher edition

Supplemental or intervention resources within the program (e.g., ELL teacher’s guide, resources for
enrichment activities, etc.) including workbooks — only if they are required materials as part of
the core lesson in the teacher’s edition and cited within the completed Self-Study Document.

All assessments as cited in the Self-Study Document.

If electronic resources are submitted, computer and cords must be provided by publisher. Due to
space constraints only one computer per program will be permitted. OSPI will not be responsible or
liable for any equipment provided by the publishers.

NOTE: Do not ship any materials to OSPI. OSPI will not be responsible for transporting materials to
or from the review site.

Please make the appropriate number of copies of the Publisher Materials Checklist and have them

during check
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Step Four: Materials Pick-Up

Dates: Friday, October 27, 2006, 1:30 p.m. — 2:30 p.m. ONLY
Location: Doubletree - SeaTac

e Pick-up ALL program materials between 1:30 p.m. and 2:30 p.m. only.

e Expect to review the submitted inventory sheets and sign each as part of the check-out process.

e Any materials remaining after 2:30 p.m. will be recycled via the hotel process.
Publishers may contact the hotel to make arrangements to have materials and/or equipment stored or
shipped if they are unable to meet the 2:30 p.m. deadline. OSPI will not arrange for storage or
shipment of publishers’ materials or equipment.

Step Five: Master Price Agreement

A Preliminary Report of this review will be shared at a meeting on January 9, 2007 with participating
publisher representatives. Participating publishers will receive prior information as to the meeting time and
location. Following the compilation of all alignment scores during the Grades 4-10 Reading
Core/Comprehensive Instructional Materials Review process, a standard for alignment will be set to
determine which Publisher Materials will be asked to participate in a Master Price Agreement with OSPI.
The Master Price Agreement will be shared at the July 17, 2006 meeting.

Thank you for your understanding and cooperation in this effort.

PUBLISHER MATERIALS CHECKLIST

Program Name:

Publisher and Publisher Representative Name:

Grades Submitted for Review (circle all thatapply): 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Materials Submitted for Review:
Five (5) copies of the following:
O Fully completed Self-Study Document for each grade level submitted. (Four copies will be used in
the review and one copy will be for our records.)
[ Self-Study documents must be single-sided copies, affixed in 3-ring binders or stapled or clamped -
DOCUMENTS ARE NOT TO BE BOUND IN ANY WAY.

One (1) CD containing completed Self-Study Documents being submitted:
[ Each program/grade should be clearly identified.

An inventory of all program materials must be included:
[0 Each set of submitted materials at each grade level. Each program inventory must be signed by a
Publisher representative verifying that all materials are included.
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Four (4) labeled sets for each grade level that includes:

L1 Each teacher’s edition

[0 Each student text — only if not replicated inside the teacher edition

[J Supplemental or intervention resources within the program (e.g., ELL teacher’s guide, resources for
enrichment activities, etc.) including workbooks — only if they are required materials as part of
the core lesson in the teacher’s edition and cited within the completed Self-Study Document.

[ All assessments as cited in the Self-Study Document.

LI If electronic resources are submitted, computer and cords must be provided by publisher. Due to
space constraints only one computer per program will be permitted. OSPI will not be responsible or
liable for any equipment provided by the publishers.

Publisher Representative Certification:

I, (printed name), certify that the following statements are true and correct:

e The above materials have been submitted in accordance with the instructions outlined in the OSPI Publisher’s
Notice for the 4-10 Reading Core/Comprehensive Instructional Materials Review

e The Self-Study Document has been thoroughly completed and that none of the original text (i.e., EALR, GLE, and
Evidence of Learning language) has been altered in any way.

e The materials submitted are either published or in press and are available for purchase by June 2006.

e In addition, | understand that violation of the above statements will prevent the above program from being
considered as part of this 4-10 Reading Core/Comprehensive Instructional Materials Review.

Publisher Representative Signature Date
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APPENDIX B: SAMPLE SELF-STUDY DOCUMENT

Section One: Student Proficiency

SECTION ONE: STUDENT PROFICIENCY

EALR 1: The student understands and uses different skills and strategies to read.

Component 1.3: Build vocabulary through wide reading.

GLE 1.3.2 Publisher’s Citation Reviewer’s j| OSPI
Score USE
1.3.2 Understand and Beginning Rev. | Middle Rev. | End Rev. ONLY
apply 1 citation Use | 1 citation Use | 1 citation Use
content/academic [Must cite: TE title | Only | [Must cite: TE Only | [Must cite: TE Only
vocabulary critical to (e.g., book #), title (e.g., book title (e.g., book
the meaning of the page #, title of #), page #, title #), page #, title
text. W lesson/section] of of
lesson/section] lesson/section]
—————
01 Identify and define Unit 2: Lesson 7: | Y Unit 4: Lesson Y Unit 6: Lesson Y o 1 2 1.3.2
content area p. 60 Introduce N 7: N 6: N 3 A
vocabulary critical to Vocabulary (see p. 25 Vocabulary p. 57 Vocabulary
the meaning of the text | Anthology Review (see Review (see
and use that Selection p. 62) Anthology Anthology
knowledge to interpret Selection p. 53) Selection p.58)
the text.
Section Two: Assessment
SECTION TWO: ASSESSMENT
Assessment Type: Formative or Summative
Publisher’s Citation
Component | Beginning Rev. Middle Rev | End Rev Reviewer’s OSPI
2.1 1 citation Use 1 citation . 1 citation . Score USE
[Must cite: TE title Only [Must cite: TE title Use | [Must cite: TE Use ONL
(e.g., book #), page (e.g., book #), page | Onl | title (e.g., book Onl Y
#, title of #, title of y #), page #, title y
assessment] assessment] of assessment]
Demonstrate | Book 1 (U2; L1) Y N | Book 1 (U2;L6) Y Book 2 (U5;L3) | Y 0 1 2 AS
evidence of Pg.116 Fin TE pg. 218F in TE N Pg. 468F in TE N 2.1
reading Pg. 8 in Skills Pg. 37 &38in Pg. 101-102 in A
comprehensi | Assessment Comprehension Comprehension
on. Formal Assessment and Writing and Writing
Main Idea and Assessment Assessment
Supporting Details Formal Formal
Digging up the Past Assessment Assessment
The Silk Route Windows on
Wildlife
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APPENDIX B: SAMPLE SELF-STUDY DOCUMENT

Section Three: Meeting the Needs of All Students

SECTION THREE: MEETING THE NEEDS OF ALL STUDENTS

Universal Access

EALR 2: The student understands the meaning of what is read.

Component 2.1: Publisher’s Citation(s) Reviewer’s OSPI
Demonstrate evidence of 0O  cite one example for each indicator Score USE
reading comprehension. 0O  citation must align to EALR, Components, and GLEs ONLY
Component 2.2: 0  each citation/example may be used only once
Understand and apply . .
knowledge of text Beginning Rev. | Middle Rev. | End Rev
components to 1 citation Use 1 citation Use | 1citation .
comprehend text. [Must cite: TE Only || [Must cite: TE Onl [Must cite: TE Use
Component 2.3: Expand title (e.g., book title (e.g., book |y title (e.g., book Onl
comprehension by #), page #, _title of #), page #, title #), page #, title y
analyzing, interpreting, lesson/section] of _ of _
and synthesizing lesson/section] lesson/section]
information and ideas in
literary and informational
text.
Component 2.4: Think
critically and analyze
author’s use of language,
style, purpose, and
perspective in
informational and literary
text.
————————————
Book 1 (U2; L1) Y Book 1 (U2;L6) | Y Book 2 (U5;L3) Y 01 2 3 UA 2
(a) Provides access to ESL Creating a N Pg. 227 N pg. 485 N A
the learning for English Time Line ESL ESL Fact and
Language Learners Pg. 131 Main Idea and Opinion
(ELL) Supporting
Details
Book 1 (U2;L1) Y Book 1 (U2;L6) | Y Book 2 (U5;L3) | Y 01 2 3 UA 2
(b) Provides intervention Pg. 119 . D Preparing to i Pg. 473 . N s
) Intervention Read Intervention
strategies for . . -
. . Main Idea Intervention Main Idea and
remediation without . -
limiti Spellings and Supporting
imiting access to .
. - Details
important literacy
; Word
learning for students.
Knowledge
pg. 218G
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APPENDIX C: EALR/GLE DOCUMENT

An Essential Academic Learning Requirement (EALR) is a broad statement of learning that applies to
grades K-10. The Component is a K-10 statement that further defines the EALR. There is at least one
component for each EALR. The Grade Level Expectation (GLE) is a statement of cognitive demand, using
Bloom’s Taxonomy, and the essential content or process to be learned. The statement, specific to one or
more grades, defines the component.

Essential Academic Learning Requirements Grades 4-6 (2004)

EALR 1. The student understands and uses different skills and strategies to read.

Component 1.1. Use word recognition skills and strategies to read and comprehend text.

GLE
1.1.1.

1.1.2.

1.13.

1.1.4.

4
Proficiency in this GLE is
expected at grade 1.

Proficiency in this GLE is
expected at grade 1.

Proficiency in this GLE is
expected at grade 1.

Apply understanding of
phonics.

5
Proficiency in this GLE is
expected at grade 1.

Proficiency in this GLE is
expected at grade 1.

Proficiency in this GLE is
expected at grade 1.

Proficiency in this GLE is
expected at grade 4.

Component 1.2. Use vocabulary (word meaning) strategies to comprehend text.

GLE
1.2.1.

1.2.2.

Component 1.3. Build vocabulary through wide reading.

GLE
1.3.1.

1.3.2.

4

Apply reference skills to

define, clarify, and refine word

meanings.

Apply vocabulary strategies in

grade-level text.

4

Understand and apply new
vocabulary.

Understand and apply

content/academic vocabulary

5

Understand and apply
dictionary skills and other
reference skills.

Apply a variety of strategies to
comprehend words and ideas
in complex text.

5
Understand and apply new
vocabulary.

Understand and apply
content/academic vocabulary

6

Proficiency in this GLE is
expected at grade 1.

Proficiency in this GLE is
expected at grade 1.

Proficiency in this GLE is
expected at grade 1.

Proficiency in this GLE is
expected at grade 4.

6

Understand and apply
dictionary skills and other
reference skills.

Apply a variety of strategies to
comprehend words and ideas
in complex text.

6

Understand and apply new
vocabulary.

Understand and apply
content/academic vocabulary
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critical to the meaning of the
text. W]

critical to the meaning of the
text. W]

Component 1.4. Apply word recognition skills and strategies to read fluently.

GLE
1.4.1.

142,

1.4.3.

4
Proficiency in this GLE is
expected at grade 2.

Apply fluency to enhance
comprehension.

Apply different reading rates
to match text.

5
Proficiency in this GLE is
expected at grade 2.

Apply fluency to enhance
comprehension.

Apply different reading rates
to match text.

EALR 2. The student understands the meaning of what is read.

Component 2.1. Demonstrate evidence of reading comprehension.

GLE

2.1.1.

2.1.2.

2.1.3.

2.1.4.

2.15.

4

Proficiency in this GLE is
expected at grade 1.

Proficiency in this GLE is
expected at grade 1.

Apply comprehension
monitoring strategies before,
during, and after reading:
determine importance using
theme, main ideas and
supporting details in
informational/expository text
and/or literary/narrative

text.

Apply comprehension
monitoring strategies before,
during, and after reading: use
prior knowledge/schema.

Apply comprehension
strategies before, during, and
after reading: predict and infer
from grade level
informational/expository text
and/or literary/narrative

5

Proficiency in this GLE is
expected at grade 1.

Proficiency in this GLE is
expected at grade 1.

Apply comprehension
monitoring strategies before,
during, and after reading:
determine importance using
theme, main ideas and
supporting details in
informational/expository text
and/or literary/narrative

text.

Apply comprehension
monitoring strategies before,
during, and after reading: use
prior knowledge.

Apply comprehension
monitoring strategies before,
during, and after reading:
predict and infer from grade

level text.

critical to the meaning of text.

6

Proficiency in this GLE is
expected at grade 2.

Apply fluency to enhance
comprehension.

Apply different reading rates
to match text.

6

Proficiency in this GLE is
expected at grade 1.

Proficiency in this GLE is
expected at grade 1.

Apply comprehension
monitoring strategies before,
during, and after reading:
determine importance using
theme, main ideas and
supporting details in
informational/expository text
and/or literary/narrative

text.

Apply comprehension
monitoring strategies before,
during, and after reading: use
prior knowledge.

Apply comprehension
monitoring strategies before,
during, and after reading:

predict and infer.
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2.1.6.

2.1.7.

text. W]

Apply comprehension
monitoring strategies before,
during, and after reading:
monitor for meaning, create
mental images, and generate
and answer questions in grade
level informational/expository
text and/or literary/narrative
text.

Apply comprehension
strategies during and after
reading: summarize grade
level informational/expository
text and literary/narrative

text. W

Apply comprehension
monitoring strategies to
understand fiction, nonfiction,
informational text, and task-
oriented text: monitor for
meaning, create mental images,
and generate and answer
questions.

Apply comprehension
monitoring strategies during,
and after reading: summarize
grade level
informational/expository text

and literary/narrative text.

Component 2.2. Understand and apply knowledge of text components to comprehend text.

GLE
2.2.1.

2.2.2.

2.2.3.

2.2.4.

4

Understand sequence in
informational/expository text

and literary/narrative text.

Apply features of printed and
electronic text to locate and

comprehend text. fw]

Understand and analyze story
elements.

Apply understanding of text
organizational structures.

5

Apply understanding of time,
order, and/or sequence to

comprehend text.

Apply understanding of
printed and electronic text
features to locate information

and comprehend text. fw]

Understand and analyze story
elements.

Apply understanding of text
organizational structures.

Apply comprehension
monitoring strategies to
understand fiction, nonfiction,
informational text, and task-
oriented text: monitor for
meaning, create mental images,
and generate and answer
questions.

Apply comprehension
monitoring strategies during
and after reading: summarize
grade level
informational/expository text

and literary/narrative text.

6

Apply understanding of time,
order, and/or sequence to aid
in comprehension of text.

Apply understanding of
printed and electronic text
features to locate information

and comprehend text. fw]

Understand and analyze story
elements.

Apply understanding of text
organizational structures.

Component 2.3. Expand comprehension by analyzing, interpreting, and synthesizing information and ideas in literary and

informational text.

GLE
2.3.1.

4

Understand and analyze the
relationship between and
among
informational/expository text

Analyze
informational/expository text
and literary/narrative text for
similarities and differences and

Analyze
informational/expository text
and literary/narrative text for
similarities and differences and

83





2.3.2.

2.3.3.

2.3.4.

and literary/narrative text. w]

Apply understanding of
systems for organizing
information and analyze
appropriate sources.

Understand literary/narrative
devices.

Proficiency in this GLE is not
expected until grade 8.

cause and effect
relationships. fw

Analyze sources for
information appropriate to a
specific topic or for a specific
purpose.

Understand a function (which
makes the story more
interestinﬁ| of literary

devices.

Proficiency in this GLE is not
expected until grade 8.

cause and effect
relationships. wi

Analyze sources for
information appropriate to a
specific topic or for a specific
purpose.

Understand the functions (to
make the story more
interesting and convey a
message) of literary devices.

Proficiency in this GLE is not
expected until grade 8.

Component 2.4. Think critically and analyze author’s use of language, style, purpose, and perspective in literary and

informational text.

GLE
24.1.

2.4.2.

2.4.3.

244,

24.5.

4

Apply the skills of drawing
conclusions, providing a
response, and expressing
insights to
informational/expository text

and literary/narrative text.

Analyze the author’s purpose
for and style of writing in both
informational/expository text

and literary/narrative text.

Understand the difference
between fact and opinion. bwi

Evaluate author’s effectiveness
for a chosen audience.

Understand how to generalize
from text.

5

Apply the skills of drawing
conclusions, providing a
response, and expressing
insights about
informational/expository text

and literary/narrative text.

Analyze how an author’s style
of writing, including language
choice, achieves the author’s
purpose and influences an

audience.

Analyze text for fact and
opinion.

Analyze the author’s
effectiveness for different

audiences.

Understand how to extend
information beyond the text to
another text or to a broader
idea or concept by

6

Apply the skills of drawing
conclusions, providing a
response, and expressing
insights about
informational/expository text

and literary/narrative text.

Analyze how an author’s style
of writing, including language
choice, achieves the author’s
purpose and influences an

audience.

Understand how to verify
content validity.

Analyze the effectiveness of the
author’s tone and use of
persuasive devices for a target

audience.

Understand how to
generalize/extend information
beyond the text to another text
or to a broader idea or
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2.4.6. Proficiency in this GLE is not
expected until grade 5.
2.4.7. Proficiency in this GLE is not

expected until grade 5.

generalizing. w]

Understand ideas and concepts
in multiple texts.

Understand author’s
perspective.

EALR 3. The student reads different materials for a variety of purposes.

Component 3.1. Read to learn new information.

GLE 4

3.1.1. Understand how to select and

use appropriate resources.

Component 3.2. Read to perform a task.
GLE 4

3.2.1. Understand information
gained from reading to

perform a specific task.

3.2.2. Apply understanding of a
variety of functional

documents.

Component 3.3. Read for career applications.
GLE 4

3.3.1L Proficiency in this GLE is not

expected until grade 8.

5

Analyze appropriateness of a
variety of resources and use
them to perform a specific task
or investigate a topic.

5

Proficiency in this GLE is
expected at grade 4.

Apply understanding of a
variety of functional
documents.

5

Proficiency in this GLE is not
expected until grade 8.

Component 3.4. Read for literary experience in a variety of genres.

GLE 4

3.4.1. Proficiency in this GLE is

expected at grade 3.

3.4.2.

5

Proficiency in this GLE is
expected at grade 3.

Understand contemporary and | Understand and analyze a

concept. w]

Analyze ideas and concepts in
multiple texts.

Analyze the reasoning and
ideas underlying an author’s
perspective, beliefs, and

assumptions.

6

Analyze appropriateness of a
variety of resources and use
them to perform a specific task
or investigate a topic.

6

Proficiency in this GLE is
expected at grade 4.

Apply understanding of a
variety of functional
documents.

6

Proficiency in this GLE is not
expected until grade 8.

6

Proficiency in this GLE is
expected at grade 3.

Understand and analyze a
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3.4.3.

3.4.4.

traditional literature written in
a variety of genres.

Analyze a variety of literature
representing different cultures
and traditions.

Proficiency in this GLE is not
expected until grade 8.

variety of literary/narrative
genres.

Analyze literature from a
variety of cultures or historical
periods for relationships and
recurring themes.

Proficiency in this GLE is not
expected until grade 8.

EALR 4. The student sets goals and evaluates progress to improve reading.

Component 4.1. Assess reading strengths and need for improvement.

GLE
41.1.

4.1.2.

4

Apply strategies to monitor
reading progress.

Evaluate reading progress and
apply strategies for setting
grade-level appropriate
reading goals.

5

Proficiency in this GLE is
expected at grade 4.

Evaluate reading progress and
apply strategies for setting
grade-level appropriate
reading goals.

Component 4.2. Develop interests and share reading experiences.

GLE
42.1.

4

Evaluate authors, books, and
genres to select favorites.

5

Evaluate books and authors to

share common literary

experiences.

variety of literary genres.

Analyze literature from a
variety of cultures or historical
periods for relationships and
recurring themes.

Proficiency in this GLE is not
expected until grade 8.

6

Proficiency in this GLE is
expected at grade 4.

Evaluate reading progress and
apply strategies for setting
grade level appropriate
reading goals.

6

Evaluate books and authors to
share common literary
experiences.
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Essential Academic Learning Requirements Grades 7, 8, and 9/10 (2004)

EALR 1. The student understands and uses different skills and strategies to read.

Component 1.1. Use word recognition skills and strategies to read and comprehend text.

GLE
1.1.1.

1.1.2.

1.1.3.

1.1.4.

7
Proficiency in this GLE is
expected at grade 1.

Proficiency in this GLE is
expected at grade 1.

Proficiency in this GLE is
expected at grade 1.

Proficiency in this GLE is
expected at grade 4.

8
Proficiency in this GLE is
expected at grade 1.

Proficiency in this GLE is
expected at grade 1.

Proficiency in this GLE is
expected at grade 1.

Proficiency in this GLE is
expected at grade 4.

Component 1.2. Use vocabulary (word meaning) strategies to comprehend text.

GLE
1.21.

1.2.2.

7

Understand and apply
dictionary skills and other
reference skills.

Apply a variety of strategies to
comprehend words and ideas
in complex text.

Component 1.3. Build vocabulary through wide reading.

GLE
13.1

1.3.2.

7

Understand and apply new
vocabulary.

Understand and apply
content/academic vocabulary
critical to the meaning of the

text. W

8

Proficiency in this GLE is
expected at grade 7.

Apply strategies to

comprehend words and ideas.

8

Proficiency in this GLE is
expected at grade 7.

Understand and apply
content/academic vocabulary
critical to the meaning of the
text, including vocabularies
relevant to different contexts,

cultures, and communities.

Component 1.4. Apply word recognition skills and strategies to read fluently.

GLE
1.4.1.

7

Proficiency in this GLE is

8
Proficiency in this GLE is

9/10

Proficiency in this GLE is
expected at grade 1.

Proficiency in this GLE is
expected at grade 1.

Proficiency in this GLE is
expected at grade 1.

Proficiency in this GLE is
expected at grade 4.

9/10

Proficiency in this GLE is
expected at grade 7.

Apply strategies to
comprehend words and ideas.

9/10

Proficiency in this GLE is
expected at grade 7.

Understand and apply
content/academic vocabulary
critical to the meaning of the
text, including vocabularies
relevant to different contexts,

cultures, and communities.

9/10

Proficiency in this GLE is
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142,

1.4.3.

expected at grade 2.

Apply fluency to enhance
comprehension.

Apply different reading rates
to match text.

expected at grade 2.

Apply fluency to enhance
comprehension.

Apply different reading rates
to match text.

EALR 2. The student understands the meaning of what is read.

Component 2.1. Demonstrate evidence of reading comprehension.

GLE
2.1.1.

2.1.2.

2.1.3.

2.1.4.

2.15.

2.1.6.

7

Proficiency in this GLE is
expected at grade 1.

Proficiency in this GLE is
expected at grade 1.

Apply comprehension
monitoring strategies before,
during, and after reading:
determine importance using
theme, main ideas and
supporting details in
informational/expository text
and/or literary/narrative

text.

Apply comprehension
monitoring strategies before,
during, and after reading: use
prior knowledge.

Apply comprehension
monitoring strategies before,
during, and after reading:

predict and infer.

Apply comprehension
monitoring strategies to
understand fiction, nonfiction,
informational text, and task-
oriented text: monitor for

8

Proficiency in this GLE is
expected at grade 1.

Proficiency in this GLE is
expected at grade 1.

Apply comprehension
monitoring strategies before,
during, and after reading:
determine importance using
theme, main ideas and
supporting details in
informational/expository text
and/or literary/narrative

text.

Apply comprehension
monitoring strategies for
informational and technical
materials, complex narratives,
and expositions: use prior
knowledge.

Apply comprehension
monitoring strategies for
informational and technical
materials, complex narratives,
and expositions: predict and

infer.

Apply comprehension
monitoring strategies for
informational and technical
materials, complex narratives,
and expositions: monitor for

expected at grade 2.

Proficiency in this GLE is
expected at grade 8.

Proficiency in this GLE is
expected at grade 8.

9/10

Proficiency in this GLE is
expected at grade 1.

Proficiency in this GLE is
expected at grade 1.

Apply comprehension
monitoring strategies before,
during, and after reading:
determine importance using
theme, main ideas and
supporting details in
informational/expository text
and/or literary/narrative

text.

Apply comprehension
monitoring strategies for
informational and technical
materials, complex narratives,
and expositions: use prior
knowledge.

Apply comprehension
monitoring strategies for
informational and technical
materials, complex narratives,
and expositions: synthesize
ideas from selections to make

predictions and inferences. fw]

Apply comprehension
monitoring strategies for
informational and technical
materials, complex narratives,
and expositions: monitor for
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2.1.7.

meaning, create mental images,
and generate and answer
questions.

Apply comprehension
strategies during and after
reading: summarize grade
level informational/expository
text and literary/narrative

text.

meaning, create mental images,
and generate and answer
questions.

Apply comprehension
monitoring strategies for
informational and technical
materials, complex narratives
and expositions: determine
importance and summarize

text.

Component 2.2. Understand and apply knowledge of text components to comprehend text.

GLE
2.2.1.

2.2.2.

2.2.3.

2.2.4.

7

Apply understanding of time,
order, and/or sequence to aid
in comprehension of text.

Apply understanding of
printed and electronic text
features to locate information

and comprehend text. fw]

Understand and analyze story
elements.

Apply understanding of text
organizational structures.

8

Analyze an author’s use of
time, order, and/or sequence to
extend comprehension of text.

Apply understanding of
complex organizational
features of printed text and

electronic sources.

Understand and analyze story
elements.

Apply understanding of text
organizational structures.

meaning, create mental images,
and generate and answer
questions.

Apply comprehension
monitoring strategies for
informational and technical
materials, complex narratives
and expositions: determine
importance and summarize

text.

9/10

Proficiency in this GLE is
expected at grade 8.

Apply understanding of
complex organizational
features of printed text and

electronic sources. @

Understand and analyze story
elements.

Apply understanding of text
organizational structures.

Component 2.3. Expand comprehension by analyzing, interpreting, and synthesizing information and ideas in literary and

informational text.

GLE
2.3.1.

2.3.2.

Analyze
informational/expository text
and literary/narrative text for
similarities and differences and
cause and effect

relationships. fw]

Analyze and synthesize
information for a specific topic
Or purpose.

Analyze
informational/expository text
and literary/narrative text for
similarities and differences and
cause and effect

relationships. fw]

Analyze and evaluate
informational materials for
relevance in meeting a specific

9/10

Analyze
informational/expository text
and literary/narrative text for
similarities and differences and
cause and effect

relationships. fw]

Evaluate informational
materials, including electronic
sources, for effectiveness.
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2.3.3.

2.3.4.

Understand the functions (to
make the story more
interesting and convey a
message) of literary

devices.

Proficiency in this GLE is not
expected until grade 8.

purpose.

Evaluate the author’s use of
literary devices to enhance

comprehension.

Synthesize information from a
variety of sources.

Evaluate the use of literary
devices to enhance

comprehension.

Synthesize information from a
variety of sources.

Component 2.4. Think critically and analyze author’s use of language, style, purpose, and perspective in literary and

informational text.

GLE
24.1.

2.4.2.

2.4.3.

244,

245,

2.4.6.

Analyze
informational/expository text
and literary/narrative text to
draw conclusions and develop

insights. fw

Analyze how an author’s style
of writing, including language
choice, achieves the author’s
purpose and influences an

audience.

Evaluate the author’s
reasoning and the validiﬁ of
the author’s position.

Analyze and evaluate the
effectiveness of the author’s
tone and use of persuasive

devices.

Analyze ideas and concepts to
generalize/extend information

beyond the text. fw]

Analyze ideas and concepts in
multiple texts.

Analyze
informational/expository text
and literary/narrative text to
draw conclusions and develop

insights. wi

Analyze author’s purpose and
evaluate an author’s style of
writing to influence different

audiences.

Analyze and evaluate text for
validity and accuracy. fw

Analyze and evaluate the
effectiveness of the author’s
use of persuasive devices to

influence an audience.

Analyze text to generalize,
express insight, or respond by
connecting to other texts or

situations.

Analyze treatment of concepts
within, among, and beyond

9/10

Analyze
informational/expository text
and literary/narrative text to
draw conclusions and develop

insights. fw

Analyze author’s purpose and
evaluate an author’s style of
writing to influence different

audiences.

Analyze and evaluate text for
validity and accuracy. fw

Analyze and evaluate the
effectiveness of the author’s
use of persuasive devices to

influence an audience. @

Analyze text to generalize,
express insight, or respond by
connecting to other texts or

situations.

Analyze and evaluate the
presentation and development
of ideas and concepts within,
among, and beyond multiple
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2.4.7. Analyze the reasoning and
ideas underlying an author’s
perspective, beliefs, and

assumptions.

multiple texts. fw]

Analyze and evaluate the

reasoning and ideas underlying

an author’s beliefs and
assumptions within multiple
texts. W]

EALR 3. The student reads different materials for a variety of purposes.

Component 3.1. Read to learn new information.
GLE 7

3.1.1 Evaluate appropriateness of a
variety of resources and use
them to perform a specific task

or investigate a topic.

Component 3.2. Read to perform a task.
GLE 7

3.2.1. Proficiency in this GLE is

expected at grade 4.

3.2.2. Apply understanding of a
variety of functional

documents.

Component 3.3. Read for career applications.
GLE 7

3.3.1. Proficiency in this GLE is not

expected until grade 8.

8

Analyze web-based and other
resource materials (including
primary sources and
secondary sources) for
relevance in answering
research questions.

8

Proficiency in this GLE is
expected at grade 4.

Apply understanding of
complex information,
including functional
documents, to perform a task.

8
Understand and apply

appropriate reading strategies

for interpreting technical and

non-technical documents used

in job-related settings.

Component 3.4. Read for literary experience in a variety of genres.

GLE 7

3.4.1. Proficiency in this GLE is

expected at grade 3.

Analyze a variety of literary

8

Proficiency in this GLE is
expected at grade 3.

Analyze traditional and

texts. W]

Analyze and evaluate the
reasoning and ideas underlying
an author’s beliefs and
assumptions within multiple

texts.

9/10

Analyze web-based and other
resource materials (including
primary sources and
secondary sources) for
relevance in answering
research questions.

9/10

Proficiency in this GLE is
expected at grade 4.

Apply understanding of
complex information,
including functional
documents, to perform a task.

9/10

Apply appropriate reading
strategies for interpreting
technical and non-technical
documents used in job-related
settings.

9/10
Proficiency in this GLE is
expected at grade 3.

Evaluate traditional and
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genres.

3.4.3. Analyze literature from a
variety of cultures or historical
periods for relationships and
recurring themes.

3.4.4, Proficiency in this GLE is not
expected until grade 8.

contemporary literature
written in a variety of genres.

Analyze recurring themes in
literature.

Analyze how great literary
works from a variety of
cultures contribute to the
understanding of self, others,
and the world.

EALR 4. The student sets goals and evaluates progress to improve reading.

Component 4.1. Assess reading strengths and need for improvement.

GLE

4.1.1. Proficiency in this GLE is
expected at grade 4.

4.1.2. Evaluate reading progress and
apply strategies for setting
grade level appropriate
reading goals.

8

Proficiency in this GLE is
expected at grade 4.

Evaluate reading progress and
apply goal setting strategies
and monitor progress toward
meeting reading goals.

Component 4.2. Develop interests and share reading experiences.

GLE

4.2.1. Evaluate books and authors to
share common literary
experiences.

8

Evaluate books and authors to

share reading experiences with

others.

contemporary literature
written in a variety of genres.

Analyze recurring themes in
literature.

Analyze and evaluate the great
literary works from a variety
of cultures to determine their
contribution to the
understanding of self, others,
and the world.

9/10

Proficiency in this GLE is
expected at grade 4.

Evaluate reading progress and
apply goal setting strategies
and monitor progress toward
meeting reading goals.

9/10

Evaluate books and authors to
share reading experiences with
others.
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CONTENT AREA PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT NEEDS ASSESSMENT
Reading — Grade Three — Professional Developmentd?l Worksheet

Teacher professional development needs are defipesdiudent learning needs. Evidence of learninudes disaggregated student
performance data including state and local assagsmanalysis of student work, and teacher observaThe purpose of using a
variety of data sources is for teachers to knovir tsiedents well. In turn, teachers should use kmatwledge to plan professional
development that will increase each child’s leagnivith an intentional focus on closing any achiegatrgap.

Using available data about your students’ knowledgd skills, complete the appropriate grade lehieles to determine areas for
inclusion in your professional growth plan.

In third grade, students select and combine skills to read fluently with meaning and purpose. They apply comprehension and
vocabulary strategies to a wider variety of literary of literary genres and informational text. Sudents demonstrate comprehension by
participating in discussions, writing responses, and using evidence from text to support their thinking. They read for pleasure and
choose books based on personal preference, topic, or author.

Note: Each grade-level expectation assumes the strd is reading grade-level text. Since reading is process,
some grade-level indicators and evidence of learrgnapply to multiple grade-levels. What changes ihe text
complexity as students move through the grade levels.

Average boxes to the
left to determine

F(’:nttenal o t Grade Level Expectations Based on evidence of student learning JUGHEE SEEE
ositive Impac - d .
on Student and Evidence including disaggregated results, what is f  Maicating GRADE

Performance in
Reading — Grade 3

of Learning
Students can...

need for professional growth in this areg

LEVEL
COMPONENTS on
which to focus
professional growth.

1 2 3
Most Most All students Lowest score
EALR 1: The student understands and uses students students | performing indicates highest
different skills and strategies to read. NOT performing | at standard) need for professional
performing | at standard devel opment
at standard
Component 1.1 1.1.4 Apply understanding of
Use word phonics
recognition skills | Read words containing complex
and strategies to letter patterngnd/or word families
read and (e.g., -ieve, —eive, -ield) in
comprehend text. isolation ar_wd in cqntext. _
Apply multi-syllabic decoding
when reading words in all text.
1 2 3
Most Most All students Lowest score
students students | performing indicates highest
NOT performing | at standard| need for professional
performing | at standard devel opment
at standard
Component 1.2 1.2.1 Apply reference skills to
Use vocabulary | determine word meanings.
g[\g;(ej grirzaesatrcl)lng) Use glossaries and dictionaries ta
find and confirm word meanings.
comprehend text.

CONTENT AREA PROFESSIONAL GROWTH PLOTTING WORKSHEET - Grade 3






1.2.2 Apply vocabulary
strategiesin grade-level text.

Use the meanings of prefixes
suffixes and abbreviated words tg
determine the meaning of unknoy
words in grade-level text.

Describe how word meanings
change as affixeare added to bas
words (e.g., rest/unrest/restful).

D

Re-read to clarify, read on, ask faf

help, adjust reading rate, and use
knowledge of printonventiongo
determine meaning of unknown
words in_informational/expository

text and literary/narrative text

Use_prior knowledgecontext,

pictures, illustrations, and diagrams

to predict clarify, and/or expand
word meaning, including multiple-

meaning words

1
Most
students
NOT
performing
at standard

2
Most
students
performing
at standard

3
All students
performing
at standard

Lowest score
indicates highest
need for professional
devel opment

Component 1.3
Build vocabulary
through wide
reading.

1.3.1 Understand and apply
new vocabulary.

Use new vocabulary from
informational/expository texand
literary/narrative textincluding
text from a variety of cultures and
communities, in own oral and
written communication.

1.3.2 Understand and apply
content/academic vocabulary
critical to the meaning of the
text.

Define words and concepts
necessary for understanding math
science, social studies, literature,
and other content area text.

Select, from multiple choices, the
meaning of words necessary to

understand content/academic texf.

Explain that some words have a
different meaning in different
content/academic texts (e.grea
in math and geography).

Use new vocabulary in oral and
written communication.
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1 2 3

Most Most All students Lowest score
students students | performing indicates highest
NOT performing | at standard| need for professional
performing | at standard devel opment

at standard

Component 1.4 | 1.4.2 Apply fluencyto

Apply word enhance comprehension.
recognition skills | Read aloud familiar grade-level
and strategies to informational/expository texand
read fluently. literary/narrative texaccurately,
using appropriate pacing, phrasing,
and expression.
Read aloud unpracticed grade-leyel
text with fluency in a range of
110-120+ words correct per
minute.

1.4.3 Apply different reading
rates to match text.

Adjust reading rate to match
difficulty of texts (e.qg.,
content/academic text) and for
different purposes (e.g., pleasure
reading vs. reading for

information).
1 2 3
Most Most All students Lowest score
EALR 2: The student understands the students students | performing indicates highest
meaning of what is read. NOT performing | at standard|| need for professional
performing | at standard devel opment

at standard

Component 2.1 | 2.1.3 Apply_ comprehension

Demonstrate monitoring strategiesduring

evidence of and after reading: determine

reading importance using_theme main

comprehension. | ideas,and supporting details
in grade-level

informational/expository text
and/or literary/narrative text .
State main idea of an
informational/expository text
passage and give two reasons frgm
the text supporting the choice.
State the main idea of a
literary/narrative texpassage and
support with two details from the
story.

Select, from multiple choices, the
main idea of a passage, poem, of
selection.

Select, from multiple choices, a
title that best fits the selection ang
support the choice with text
evidence/details.
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State the theme/message in
culturally relevant
literary/narrative texand support
with text-based evidence with
teacher guidance.

Organize main ideas and
supporting details in a teacher-

selected graphic organizter
enhance comprehension of text.

2.1.4 Apply comprehension
monitoring strategiesbefore,

during, and after reading: use
prior knowledge/schema

Explain connections between self
and characters, events, and
information occurring within
culturally relevantext or among
multiple texts.

Call on_prior knowledgabout a
topic and organize information intp

a graphic organizepo aid in
comprehension of text.

2.1.5 Apply comprehension
strategiesbefore, during, and

after reading: predict and
infer from grade-level
informational/expository text
and/or literary/narrative text .

Predict or infer about text content
using prior knowledge, text, and
text features in both
literary/narrative text and
informational/expository. Support
with evidence from text (e.g., how
a character will act, why a
character acts a certain way, why
an author includes certain
information, and what might
happen next).

Use text to make, confirm, or
revise_inferenceand predictionsn
both literary/narrative and
informational/expository text.

Select, from multiple choices, a
prediction or inference from
literary/narrative texfe.g., how a
poet or author feels, how a
character feels, what a character
will do, what is likely to happen
next or at the end of the story or
poem).

Select, from multiple choices, a
prediction or inference from
informational/expository texte.g.,
what is likely to happen, or what
will happen next).
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Organize information that suppor{s
a prediction or inference in a
teacher-selected graphic organizér
to enhance comprehension.

2.1.6 Apply comprehension
monitoring strategiesbefore,

during, and after reading:
monitor for meaning, create
mental images, and generate
and answer guestions.

Monitor for meaning by
identifying where and why
comprehension was lost and use
comprehension-repair strategtes
regain meaning.

Generate and answer questions
before, during, and after reading.

Draw, write about, or verbally

describe the mental imagettyat
occurs while reading.

Organize images and information
into a graphic organizer with
teacher guidance, to enhance
comprehension of text (e.g., add
information to a partially
completed organizer).

2.1.7 Apply comprehension
monitoring strategiesduring

and after reading: summarize
grade-level literary/narrative
text and
informational/expository text.

Summarize the events or ideas in
literary/narrative textciting text-
based evidence.

Summarize the events,
information, or ideas in
informational/expository texte.g.,
the life cycle of a frog,
characteristics of a desert, life
events in a biography), citing text
based evidence.

Summarize the plot/message in
culturally relevant
literary/narrative text

Select, from multiple choices, a
sentence that best summarizes the
story or informational/expository
selection and support the choice
with text evidence/details.

Organize summary information in
a teacher-selected graphic
organizerto enhance
comprehension.
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1 2 3

Most Most All students Lowest score
students students | performing indicates highest
NOT performing | at standard| need for professional
performing | at standard devel opment

at standard

Component 2.2 | 2.2.1 Understand sequence in
Understand and | informational/expository text
apply knowledge | and literary/narrative text .

of text Explain story ideas or events in
components to sequentiabrder. (Note:
comprehend text. | Differences in story telling order
exist between cultures. For
example, in some cultures the enfl
of the story is told first.)

Explain steps in a process (e.g.,
problem solving in mathematics,
life cycle of a butterfly).

Select, from multiple choices, the
order of ideas, facts, events (e.g.
what happened first, next, last; thg
order in which ideas or facts were
introduced).

2.2.2 Apply knowledge of
printed and electronic text
features to locate and
comprehend text.

Identify and use grade-level
appropriate text features

Explain how certain text features
help you understand the selectior.
Interpret information from graphs
charts, diagrams, and tables.
Identify, from multiple choices,
where certain information/ideas
might be found in the text.
Use_iconspull-down menuskey
word searches

2.2.3 Understand_story
elements

Describe characters’ physical traifs
and_inferpersonality traits by wha
they say and do.

Describe the problem faced by a
character and how he/she/it solves
the problem.

Explain how the settings
important to the story.
Identify the speaker (narrator) in &
selection and explain first person
point of view

Select, from multiple choices, the
best description of a character or
setting in a story or poem (e.g.,
character traits, feelings,
character’s problem, or importan
of character). 1][9
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2.2.4 Apply understanding of
simple text organizational
structures.

Recognize and use previously
learned text organizational
structures of simple listing and
sequential order to aid
comprehension.

Identify and use text written in the
text organizational structures of
description andcompare and
contrast to find and organize
information and comprehend text

1
Most
students
NOT
performing
at standard

2
Most
students
performing
at standard

3
All students
performing
at standard

Lowest score
indicates highest
need for professional
devel opment

Component 2.3
Expand
comprehension by
analyzing,
interpreting, and

2.3.1 Understand and analyze
the relationship between and
among literary/narrative text
and informational/expository
text.

synthesizing
information and
ideas in literary
and informational
text.

Compare and contrast informatiof

(e.g., facts and details,
literary/narrative elements,
different versions of the same
story, time period, cultures) withir
text and between texts.

Select, from multiple choices, a
sentence that describes how
specific literary/narrativelements
are alike or different in a poem or
story (e.g., two characters and/or
their feelings, a character and thg
author, two events, two settings).

Select, from multiple choices, a
sentence that describes how
information is alike or different
(e.g., information from two
selections).

Recognize and explain cause and

effect relationships in
informational/expositoryand
literary/narrative textusing
evidence from the text.

Select, from multiple choices, a
sentence that explains the cause
events or the effects of actions.

of
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2.3.2 Apply understanding of
systems for organizing
information.

Use alphabetical, numerical, and
key word/topic systems to locate
information on a specific topic or
for a specific purpose in an

encyclopedia or dictionary

2.3.3 Understand
literary/narrative devices.

Explain_similes metaphors
alliterative sentencesnd
onomatopoeiand identify each in
literary/narrative passages.

1
Most
students
NOT
performing
at standard

2
Most
students
performing
at standard

3
All students
performing
at standard

Lowest score
indicates highest
need for professional
devel opment

Component 2.4
Think critically
and analyze
author’s use of
language, style,
purpose, and
perspective in
literary and
informational text.

2.4.1 Understand how to draw|
conclusions and give a
response to
informational/expository text
and literary/narrative text .

Generate a personal or text-base
response to text using a teacher-

]

generated prompt (e.g., what wouyld

be the best/worst part of an even
or situation).

Draw a conclusion from grade-
level text (e.g., how the story or
information might be useful, to
whom the story or information
might be useful) and support with
evidence from the text.

2.4.2 Understand the author’s
purposefor and style of
writing in both
informational/expository text
and literary/narrative text .

writing a selection and support th
decision with evidence/details fro
the text.

Decide on the author’s purpose f}.‘

=

Identify simple_elements of style
(word choice, sentence structure

and length, literary devicg$with
teacher guidance).

2.4.3 Understand the
difference between fact and
opinion.

Identify facts and opinions and
explain the difference between
them.
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Select, from multiple choices, a
statement that is a fact or an
opinion.

2.4.4 Evaluate author’s
effectiveness for a chosen
audience.

Read an article and explain
whether the author convinced the
reader to think or act differently.

2.4.5 Understand how to
generalizefrom text.

Generalize about common
characteristics of literary/narrative
sub-genres

Generalize by comparing
characters in similar stories from
different cultures (e.qg.,
Cinderella/The Rough-Faced Girl
or Little Red Riding Hood/Lon Po
Po).

1 2 3
Most Most All students Lowest score
EALR 3: The student reads different students students | performing indicates highest
materials for a variety of purposes. NOT performing | at standard| need for professional
performing | at standard devel opment
at standard
Component 3.1 | 3.1.1 Understand how to
Read to learn new| select and use appropriate
information. resources
Identify two resources and use
them to answer a question or solye
a problem.
1 2 3
Most Most All students Lowest score
students students | performing indicates highest
NOT performing | at standard| need for professional
performing | at standard devel opment

at standard

Component 3.2
Read to perform a
task.

3.2.1 Understand information
gained from reading to
perform a specific task.

Use signs, labels, and instruction
to answer questions or complete
task, using grade-level text.

=7

Interpret information from
common environmental primb
solve a problem or perform a task
(e.g., set up and run a science
experiment using steps outlined i
text). l'r
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3.2.2 Understand a variety of
functional documents

Explain the information in
functional documents that are used
in a school setting to communica
information (e.g., notes home to
family members, rules, newslettefs,

schedules).
1 2 3
Most Most All students Lowest score
students students | performing indicates highest
NOT performing | at standard|| need for professional
performing | at standard devel opment

at standard

Component 3.4 | 3.4.1 Understand different
Read for literary | perspectives of family,
experience ina | friendship, culture, and
variety of genres. | traditions found in literature.
Listen to, read, and discuss a
variety of literature representing
different perspectives of family,
friendship, culture, and tradition,
generating a personal and/or text
based response.

3.4.2 Understand
contemporary and traditional
literature written in a variety
of genres

Explain the characteristics of a
variety of genres.

Respond to literature from multipI

genres using teacher prompts
appropriate to the text and conte

3.4.3 Understand a variety of
literature representing
different cultures and
traditions.

Discuss the culture and/or
traditions described in a piece of
literature and explain how they a
similar or different from those of

A%

the reader.
1 2 3
Most Most All students Lowest score
EALR 4: The student sets goals and evaluate|ERSIGEEGS students | performing indicates highest
progress to improve reading. NOT performing | at standard| need for professional
performing | at standard devel opment

at standard

Component 4.1 | 4.1.1 Apply strategies to
Assess reading monitor reading progress.

strengths and need|dentify reading strengths and
for improvement. | weaknesses with teacher assistafice
and select targets on which to
work.
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Track progress in reading
achievement with graphs, charts,
and checklists.

4.1.2 Understand how to set
grade-level appropriate
reading goals.

Set two reading goals and createfa
plan to meet those goals with
teacher assistance.

1 2 3
Most Most All students Lowest score
students students | performing indicates highest
NOT performing | at standard|| need for professional
performing | at standard devel opment

at standard

Component 4.2 | 4.2.1 Evaluate authors and
Develop interests | books to select favorites.

and share reading| Develop a list of favorite authors
experiences. and books, including the reason
each was selected for the list, ang
share with others.

Self-select books to read at an
instructional levebnd an
independent level

* Definition for underlined words can be latp://www.k12.wa.us/Curriculuminstruct/reading/piolcs/GLCE-Reading.doc

Washington Office  of Superintendent of Public Instruction, Online Grade Level Resources EALRsS/GLEs. (n.d.).
Retrieved  July 16, 2008 from Content Area Professional Development Needs Assessment:
Reading — Grade Three - Professional Development Plan Worksheet. Retrieved  July 18, 2008 from

http://www.k12.wa.us/ProfDev/pubdocs/PlottingWorkSheets/PGPWReadinggrd3V2.doc

CONTENT AREA PROFESSIONAL GROWTH PLOTTING WORKSHEET - Grade 3



sudnickb

Text Box

Washington Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction, Online Grade Level Resources EALRs/GLEs. (n.d.).
    Retrieved July 16, 2008 from Content Area Professional Development Needs Assessment:
    Reading – Grade Three – Professional Development Plan Worksheet.  Retrieved July 18, 2008 from
    http://www.k12.wa.us/ProfDev/pubdocs/PlottingWorkSheets/PGPWReadinggrd3V2.doc 










U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

n ' Analysis of State K-3 Reading

’ Standards and Assessments
No Child
LEFT BEHIND.






Analysis of State K-3 Reading
Standards and Assessments

Final Report

By
E. Allen Schenck
Douglas R. Walker
Carrie R. Nagel
RMC Research Corporation
Arlington, Va.

Loretta C. Webb
The McKenzie Group
Washington, D.C.

Prepared for:
U.S. Department of Education
Office of Planning, Evaluation and Policy Development
Policy and Program Studies Service

2005





This report was prepared for the U.S. Department of Education under Contract No. ED-01-CO-0055/0011,
Task 7. The project monitor was Beth A. Franklin in the Policy and Program Studies Service. The views
expressed herein are those of the contractor. No official endorsement by the U.S. Department of Education
is intended or should be inferred.

U.S. Department of Education
Margaret Spellings
Secretary

Office of Planning, Evaluation and Policy Development
Tom Luce
Assistant Secretary

Policy and Program Studies Service
Alan L. Ginsburg
Director

Program and Analytic Studies Division

David Goodwin
Director

December 2005

This report is in the public domain, except for the photograph on the front cover, which is used with
permission and copyright, 2005, Getty Images. Authorization to produce this report in whole or in part is
granted. Although permission to reprint this publication is not necessary, the citation should be: U.S.
Department of Education, Office of Planning, Evaluation and Policy Development, Policy and Program
Studies Service, Analysis of State K-3 Reading Standards and Assessments, Washington, D.C., 2005.

To order copies of this report, write:

ED Pubs

Education Publications Center
U. S. Department of Education
P. O. Box 1398

Jessup, MD 20794-1398;

via fax, dial (301) 470-1244;

You may also call toll-free: 1-877-433-7827 (1-877-4-ED-PUBS). If 877 service is not yet available in your
area, call 1-800-872-5327 (1-800-USA-LEARN); Those who use a telecommunications device for the deaf
(TDD) or a teletypewriter (TTY), should call 1-800-437-0833.

To order online, point your Internet browser to: www.edpubs.org.

This report is also available on the Department’s Web site at:
http://www.ed.gov/about/offices/list/opepd/ppss/index.html.

On request, this publication is available in alternative formats, such as Braille, large print, audiotape, or
computer diskette. For more information, please contact the Department’s Alternate Format Center at (202)
260-9895 or (202) 205-8113.





Contents

LIST OF FIQUIBS ...ttt bbb bbbt s et e et e bbbt be e eneas v
[ A0 B 1= o] 2SS PRTRSTSR Y
ACKNOWIBAGMENTS. ...ttt bbbt vii
EXECULIVE SUMIMANY ...ttt bbbttt e ne ettt beeneas IX
Introduction and BacCKgroUNd .............cooiiiiiiiiiii s 1
[V L1 g o o (0] (o]0 VTR P TP PP PRSP 3
REVIEW OF STANUAITS ......veieee et e e esreeneeenee e 3
REVIEW OF STAtE ASSESSMENTS. .....eiueerieiieieite ittt sttt sttt sttt sttt e e bbb sbesbeareanes 5
1T L 0T 1SRRI 7
Representation of Essential Elements by State Reading Standards............cccccvevevivereiiicnnenenn, 7
Level of Representation, Quality, and Organization of Standards ...........cccccceevevveiieeiicinnnn, 14
State Assessments as Reading First OutCOmMe MEASUIES .........cccvevveieereereeieseesieeiesee e 17
Similarities in How Well Standards and Assessments Represent the Essential Elements ......20
DiscusSION aNd CONCIUSIONS ......couviiuiiiiiieiie ettt bbbt nre et 21
Degree and Quality of Standards’ Representation of the Essential Elements.......................... 21
Statewide Reading Assessments’ Representation of the Essential Elements.............cccc........ 22
Relationship between Assessments’ and Standards’ Representation of the Essential
ELBMENTS ...t bbb 22
RETEIEIICES ...ttt bbb bbb bRt R et b bbb bbbt eenes 23
N 0] 01 0TSSR 25
Appendix A National Reading Panel Description of the Essential Components of Reading
INSTFUCTION ettt ettt b e bt esbe et e ebeenbeebesneeaneene s 27
Appendix B Stratified Random Sample 0f 20 States...........ccocoveiiiieeiieie i 29
Appendix C Documentation Used in Review of State K-3 Reading Standards in 2003-04....31
Appendix D Standards ReVIEW INSIIUMENT .........c.coviiiiieieiee e 35
Appendix E State Assessment Review Form Sample Page .........cccovvveiiniiiienenieneeccee e 51
Appendix F Results of Analyses of Ratings of State K-3 Reading Standards..............c......... 53





Figures

Figure 1.

Figure 2.

Figure 3.

Figure 4.

Figure 5.

Figure 6.

Figure 7.

Mean Number of Clear and Ambiguous Standards Representing Each Essential
Element in 2003-04.........ccoueiieie ettt et e et e e nre s 8

Percentage of States by Appropriateness to Grade Level of K-3 Reading Standards
Representing Each Essential Element in 2003-04 ...........cooiiiiiieieienene e 9

Percentage of States by Adequacy of Coverage of K-3 Reading
Standards Representing Each Essential Element in 2003-04 ...........ccccoevvivevieceenns 10

Percentage of States by Level of Detail of K-3 Reading Standards Representing
Each Essential Element in 2003-04 ..........coooiiieiieiieie e 12

Number of States Administering Statewide Reading Assessments in Grades
K=3 1M 200304 ...ttt bttt ettt ne e 17

Number of States Identifying Their Statewide Reading Assessments in Grades
K-3 as Reading First Outcome Measures in 2003-04.........ccccccvveviievieiie v 18

Number of States with Statewide K-3 Reading Assessments ldentified as
Reading First Outcome Measures in 2003-04 ..........ccoooveeiiienieeie e 19





Tables

Table 1.

Table 2.

Table 3.

Mean Number of State K-3 Reading Standards Clearly Representing the Essential
Elements by How Adequately the Standards Cover Each Element in 2003-04 .......... 14

Mean Number of State K-3 Reading Standards Clearly Representing the Essential
Elements by Grade Appropriateness in 2003-04 ..........ccooovveiiienieeieniene e 15

Mean Number of State K-3 Reading Standards Clearly Representing the Essential
Elements by the Appropriateness of Detail in 2003-04...........ccccovevevieveeie s 16










Acknowledgments

We want to thank Stephanie Al-Otaiba, Michael Coyne, Meaghan Edmonds, Michael McKenna,
and Jean Osborn, the expert reviewers who performed the most challenging task of this study:
judging state reading standards’ representation of the five essential components of reading
instruction identified by the National Reading Panel. We also appreciate the contributions made
to this study by Loretta Webb of The McKenzie Group, particularly in organizing the reviewer
orientation and in analyzing the reviewers’ explanations of their ratings. We thank Judy Carr for
her assistance in developing the standards review instrument and in analyzing the organization of
state reading standards. Finally, we appreciate the guidance and support of our federal project
officer, Beth Franklin, at the U.S. Department of Education.

vii










Executive Summary

Background and Methodology

The National Reading Panel (NRP) issued a report in 2000 that responded to a congressional
mandate to help parents, teachers, and policymakers identify key skills and instructional methods
central to reading achievement. The panel identified five areas that they found to be critical to
effective reading instruction: phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary, and text
comprehension (see Appendix A in the complete final report for a description of these areas).

Using these findings as a foundation, the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) of 2001 established
the Reading First program under Title I, Part B, Subpart 1 of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act (ESEA) to ensure that all children in America are reading at or above grade level
by the end of third grade. This initiative is designed to achieve this goal through the
establishment of high quality reading instruction in kindergarten through grade 3 that includes
the five essential components identified in the research. Congress also recognized that state
academic content standards and assessments play an important role in supporting instruction in
the classroom. Section 1205 of ESEA calls for an evaluation of whether state standards correlate
with and assessments measure these essential components of reading instruction.

This report addresses the relationship between state content standards and assessments and the
essential components of effective reading instruction. The extent to which the essential
components are addressed in the standards and assessments indicates the extent to which states
have integrated the essential components into their reading curriculum. This report describes
reviews of state assessments and standards, the purpose of which was twofold:

e to evaluate the degree to which state reading content standards for K-3 students reflected
expectations for learning in these five essential areas of effective reading instruction; and

e to determine the extent to which state assessments administered in the K-3 grade span
played a role in the measurement of Reading First outcomes in the five areas.

The methods used to address these two purposes differed in both emphasis and approach. This
study conducted an expert review in January 2004 of state reading content standards for grades
K-3 from a random sample of 20 states. Five consultants with expertise in reading instruction,
scientifically based reading research, staff development in reading, and familiarly with state
content standards reviewed the standards from the 20 selected states. Teams of two reviewers
determined how many of each state’s standards represent the five areas of reading instruction and
the degree to which this representation is clear, is appropriate for the intended grade level,
provides complete coverage of each area, and provides an appropriate level of detail to guide
instruction.

The analysis of state assessments was made simpler by existing data. State Reading First
applications included information on which states were using their existing statewide
assessments to measure the five essential components of effective reading instruction. Project
staff conducted a systematic review of approved Reading First applications for all states and the





District of Columbia to determine which states’ 2003-04 K-3 statewide assessments were
identified as measures of the five essential areas of reading instruction.

Key Findings

Comprehension and, to a lesser extent, vocabulary are better
represented by sampled states K-3 reading standards than are the
other three essential elements of reading instruction.

e Reading comprehension is the most represented of the essential elements in state K-3
reading content standards with an average of 57 standards per state, followed by
vocabulary (19), phonics (16), fluency (6), and phonemic awareness (6).

e Most standards representing each essential element were judged to be placed at the
appropriate grade by most of the states. A few states were found to have placed
standards representing phonemic awareness and phonics at too high of a grade level.

e Most states have standards that adequately cover comprehension and phonics, while just
over half of the states provide adequate coverage for vocabulary, phonemic awareness,
and fluency. Comprehension standards were judged to cover most or all of the
appropriate content in 90 percent of the states, followed by phonics (80 percent),
vocabulary (60 percent), phonemic awareness (60 percent), and fluency (55 percent).

e Most states (75 percent) provide an appropriate level of detail for comprehension
standards, followed by vocabulary (70 percent), phonics (60 percent), phonemic
awareness (50 percent), and fluency (35 percent). In most cases, when standards were
judged as not having an appropriate level of detail, it was because they were too broad.

e All of the 20 sampled states make comprehension clearly visible in their organization of
reading standards. Almost all (18) make some of the other elements visible. Half make
all five elements visible and they tend to do so at relatively high levels within their
organizational hierarchy.

States with larger numbers of K-3 reading standards organized to make the five
essential elements more visible were judged to represent these elements better.

e For each of the essential elements, states with larger numbers of standards have standards
that provide better coverage, are more likely to be at an appropriate grade level, and are
written more often at an appropriate level of detail.

e Both the number and quality of reading standards—within and across the five elements—
were directly related to the degree of element visibility within the organization within the
reading standards.





With the possible exception of vocabulary and comprehension in
grade 3, statewide reading assessments in 2003-04 do not
significantly address expected student outcomes from reading
instruction in the five essential areas.

e Thirty states administer statewide reading assessments in grade 3, and very few do so at
grades below 3.

e Twenty of these states identify their grade 3 statewide reading assessments as measures
of Reading First outcomes, primarily for just vocabulary and comprehension.

e None of the states identify their statewide reading assessments as outcome measures in
the area of fluency, presumably because it requires individual assessment of children.

There is a slight relationship between how state standards and
assessments represent the five essential elements of reading
instruction.

e States that identified their statewide reading assessments as Reading First outcome
measures tended to have more reading standards that visibly represented the five essential
elements of effective reading instruction.
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Introduction and Background

Many children struggle when learning to read. This failure can have a tremendous long-term
impact on their self-confidence, motivation to learn, future performance in school, and success in
life. An extensive knowledge base now exists that pinpoints the skills children must learn in
order to read well and the components of reading instruction which are essential to that learning
(Armbruster, Lehr, and Osborn, 2003). This information can serve as the foundation for
educational policy decisions, curriculum development and instructional planning aimed at
helping children learn to read and overcome the problems that come with reading failure.

The National Reading Panel (NRP) issued a report in 2000 that responded to a congressional
mandate to help parents, teachers, and policymakers identify skills and methods central to
reading achievement (National Reading Panel [NRP], 2000). The NRP was charged with
reviewing research in reading instruction and identifying instructional methods that consistently
relate to reading success.

The NRP identified five areas as critical to effective reading instruction: phonemic awareness,
phonics, fluency, vocabulary, and text comprehension. They found that reading is a complex
system of deriving meaning from print. To be effective, instruction in reading must address all of
the five critical areas explicitly and systematically. The panel’s report (NRP, 2000) details the
nature and importance of each of these five essential reading components. Excerpts from this
report describing these components and the evidence of their importance are presented in
Appendix A.

Using these findings as a foundation, the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) of 2001 established
the Reading First program under Title I, Part B, Subpart 1 of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act (ESEA) to ensure that all children in America read at or above grade level by the
end of third grade. This initiative is designed to achieve this goal by establishing high quality
reading instruction in kindergarten through grade 3 that includes the five essential components
identified in the research. Congress recognized the need to study the implementation of this
initiative, including instructional practices and materials, reading assessments used for screening,
diagnosis, and student progress, and professional development. The U.S. Department of
Education (ED) has funded two other evaluations related to Reading First. The Reading First
Implementation study is an evaluation of how the Reading First program is being implemented in
a nationally representative sample of Reading First schools. Results from this evaluation are
expected in 2006 and 2007. The Reading First Impact Study will focus primarily on impact
using a quasi-experimental design (regression discontinuity). The evaluation will collect data
from 250 Reading First and non-Reading First schools. Reports are expected in 2007 and 2008.

Congress also recognized that state academic content standards and assessments play an
important role in supporting instruction in the classroom. The impact that effective reading
instruction has on students’ learning to read will depend on the alignment of state standards and
assessment with that instruction (e.g., Cohen, 1987; Smith and O’Day, 1991; Webb, 1997).
Absent a central focus of state reading standards and related state assessments on student
expectations in these five areas, it is less likely that local curriculum and classroom instruction





will address the five essential elements. In Section 1205, the Reading First legislation calls for
an evaluation of whether state standards correlate with and assessments measure these essential
components of reading instruction. Accordingly, ED also funded a review of the relationship
between state standards and assessments in K-3 reading and these components.

This report presents the results of this review of state standards and assessments, the purpose of
which was twofold:

e to evaluate the degree to which state reading content standards for K-3 students reflect
expectations for learning in the five essential areas of effective reading instruction; and

e to determine the extent to which state assessments administered in the K-3 grade span
play a role in the measurement of Reading First outcomes in the five essential areas.

The methods employed to conduct these two reviews are described next. Then the results of the
reviews are presented. The final section contains a discussion of these results and conclusions.





Methodology

Review of Standards

A review of state reading standards was conducted to examine the standards’ relationship to the
five essential elements by addressing five questions:

e Which reading standards describe student knowledge and skills in each essential area?

e How clearly and explicitly does each standard represent the area?

e How appropriate are the standards representing each area for the grade(s) to which the
state has assigned them?

e Do the identified standards provide complete coverage of student knowledge and skills in
the area?

e Do the standards representing each area provide an appropriate level of detail with
sufficient specificity to promote alignment among curriculum, instruction, and
assessment and sufficient flexibility to provide curricular guidelines that could be
translated into instructional activities tailored to the needs of different students?

These questions address important aspects of how well each state’s reading standards represent
the five essential elements of reading instruction. They are based on a previous review of state
reading standards for the primary grades, conducted by the Center for the Improvement of Early
Reading Achievement (CIERA) (Wixson and Dutro, 1998). The CIERA study examined how
well state reading standards for grades K-3 represented five areas of important reading content
that are quite similar to the five essential components of reading instruction that are the basis for
this review. The four criteria employed by CIERA—complexity, level of detail, content
coverage, and appropriateness of content—also informed the construction of the above questions
addressed by this review.

A sample of 20 states was randomly selected to be geographically representative of the country
and to include states with relatively large numbers of students. The 50 states and the District of
Columbia were stratified by region, and a probability sample of 20 states was drawn with the
probability of being sampled proportionate to total enrollment.! The sampled states accounted
for almost 70 percent of the country’s total enrollment, and four to six states were sampled from
each of four geographical regions. A list of the sampled states with their enrollment and region,
as well as additional sampling details, can be found in Appendix B.

The content standards for reading in grades K-3 were obtained from the 20 sampled states during
January 2004. The documentation collected for the review process included descriptions of the
state K-3 reading standards, per se, and descriptions of benchmarks or grade-level expectations
that provided the most specific available delineation of expected student knowledge and skills in

Total enrollment was used as a proxy for the size of the Reading First grant. At the time that the sample was
drawn, the Reading First funding levels for the first year were not available for all states. The correlation
between total enroliment and Reading First funding is very high. Based on the 49 states for which both pieces
of data were available, the correlation was 0.91.





reading. Although states organize and describe their K-3 reading standards in a variety of ways,
it was possible in most cases to obtain documentation that dealt exclusively with reading
expectations for grades K-3. States vary with regard to the amount of material they include in
their standards documents and the “grain size” of the material presented. What is a standard in
one state might be a grade level expectation in another. Many states use “large” standards that
cut across grade levels, but one state has different standards for each grade level. No state
explicitly uses the five essential components of reading instruction as the organizer for standards
and grade level expectations in grades K-3. While aspects of varying components are present to
varying degrees in the respective sets of standards (as will be discussed further below), they are
somewhat “scattered” throughout the documents. A listing of these documents and the Internet
addresses where these documents were found is presented in Appendix C.

A data collection instrument was designed to obtain information about each state’s reading
standards that answered the five review questions stated above (see Appendix D). The
instrument asks for the identification of state standards that represent each of the five essential
elements of reading instruction described by the National Reading Panel. It also asks how
clearly each standard represents an element, how appropriate the standards are for the grade level
at which they are assigned, how well they cover the elements, and how appropriate their level of
detail is for guiding instruction. Comments are requested on the ratings given and on the
strengths and weaknesses of the entire set of K-3 reading standards.

Five consultants with expertise in reading instruction, scientifically based reading research, and
staff development in reading, and who are familiar with the findings of the National Reading
Panel and state content standards, were recruited to review the standards from the 20 selected
states. The reviewers attended a one-day training session where the data collection instrument
was explained, and expectations for the conduct of the review were presented. They were
introduced to the standards review project and their role was explained. The data collection
instrument was shared and explained, and expectations for the conduct of the review were
presented. Most of the day was spent practicing and discussing issues emerging from the use of
the instrument with documents describing the K-3 reading standards of a state not in the sample
of 20.

Two experts reviewed each state’s standards. Assignments were made so that each expert was
paired with each of the other four experts for two states. Thus, each expert reviewed the
standards of eight states. Assignment was arbitrary; however, reviewers were not assigned the
standards of any states with which they had any professional affiliation or contact. Reviewers
worked independently. However, they were allowed, but not required, to discuss their findings
for any state with the assigned co-reviewer. They were not required to attain consensus on each
state’s ratings.

The pairing of each expert with all others reduced the need for calibrating the ratings of
individual reviewers that might have been unusually high or low in their ratings. Consensus was
not required because differences in points of view were important to capture. In spite of very
little reported collaboration between co-reviewers, discrepancies of more than one rating scale
value occurred less than 10 percent of the time. These differences were judged small enough to
use the average value of the two reviewers for each state in the analysis.





Review of State Assessments

The Reading First program requires states to provide evidence that their proposed assessments
for screening, diagnosis, and measuring student progress address phonemic awareness, phonics,
fluency, vocabulary, and text comprehension (U.S. Department of Education, 2002). In addition,
states are required to identify valid and reliable assessments of reading achievement that are used
to evaluate the outcomes of the Reading First program. This report determines the extent to
which states are using their own statewide assessments of reading to measure Reading First
outcomes for the essential components. Using assessments already in place would be more
efficient than requiring schools participating in the Reading First program to administer
additional assessments. More importantly, any state assessment that provides valid and reliable
measurement of outcomes in one or more of the five essential instructional areas in the K-3 grade
span supports the delivery of instruction in these areas throughout the entire state—not just for
schools participating in the Reading First program.

A review of all state Reading First applications approved by ED prior to Oct. 1, 2004, was
conducted to answer the following questions:

e How many states administer reading assessments to virtually all students in one or more
grades in the K-3 span?

e How many states identify their K-3 statewide reading assessments as outcome measures
for Reading First programs?

e For which of the five essential areas of reading instruction are K-3 statewide reading
assessments identified?

This information was summarized on the State Assessment Review Form (see Appendix E)
using the following procedure:

First, the reviewer determined what, if any, reading assessments were administered by the state
to all students in any one of grades K-3. Next, the reviewer determined whether or not the state
assessment was identified in the application as a Reading First outcome measure and, if so,
whether or not the application indicated for which of the five essential components. If the
components were identified, the reviewer indicated whether or not the state assessment was the
only outcome measure for each component.

A statewide assessment was included in this review if it was clear that the assessment was in
place when the Reading First application was approved and that it could be used for measuring
Reading First outcomes. If a state only required school districts to administer assessments
selected from an approved list, or if a state only required school districts to administer a
particular assessment because they were implementing a special initiative, these assessments
were considered to be statewide if virtually all districts (>90 percent) chose the same assessment
or participated in the program or initiative.










Findings

This section presents the results of the reviews of state reading content standards and
assessments. These results address the twofold purpose of this study—to evaluate how well state
standards reflect the five essential components of reading instruction, and to determine the role
of state assessments in measuring Reading First outcomes. Results of analyses of the
relationship between how well state standards reflect these components and the use of state
assessments are also provided.

Representation of Essential Elements by State Reading Standards
Reading comprehension is the most represented of the essential elements.

Presumably, the number of standards clearly representing each of the essential elements suggests
the relative emphasis the state reading standards are placing on each element. An average of 104
K-3 reading standards per state were identified as representing the five essential elements (see
Table E-1 in Appendix E).> Almost 80 percent of these standards were judged to do so in a clear
and explicit manner. There is a very large range in the number of relevant standards identified
across the 20 states—from 19 to 227.

An example of a standard that a reviewer judged to clearly represent phonics is:

Use letters sounds, word patterns and parts of simple compound
words to decode unfamiliar words when reading.

An example of a standard not clearly representing phonics is:
Identify letters, words and sentences.

The average number of standards representing each essential element also varies considerably
across the essential elements (see Figure 1). The highest average number of the standards
identified was in the area of comprehension (57) and this area has the highest percentage of clear
standards (84 percent). The second most frequently represented element is vocabulary; the
average number of standards is 19, and phonics comes in third with an average of 16. The
smallest average number of standards was identified in the areas of phonemic awareness and
fluency (6), and these areas also have the smallest percentages of clear standards (60 percent and
66 percent, respectively).

2 Reviewers were not asked to identify standards that did not represent the five elements since some states do not

clearly delineate which standards represent reading. ldentifying all reading standards that did not represent any
of the five elements would have been beyond the scope of this review.





Figure 1
Mean Number of Clear and Ambiguous K-3 Standards
Representing Each Essential Element, 2003-04
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Essential Elements

The reviewers found that half of the states did not make a clear distinction between standards
representing phonemic awareness and phonics. For example, one state presents a standard
entitled, “Phonemic Awareness, Word Recognition and Fluency” and lists more specific
expectations for kindergarten students, including

e ldentify and complete rhyming words and patterns.

e Distinguish the number of syllables in words by using rhythmic clapping, snapping or
counting.

e Distinguish and name all upper- and lowercase letters.

e Recognize, say and write the common sounds of letters.

e Hear and say the separate phonemes in words, such as identifying the initial consonant
sound in a word, and blend phonemes to say words.

e Read one-syllable and often-heard words by sight.

According to the reviewers, the first two expectations represent phonological awareness, the next
two represent phonics, the next represents phonemic awareness, and the last fluency.

Most standards were judged to be placed at the appropriate grade.

The grade appropriateness of state standards is relatively high for all five elements (see Table F-
2 in Appendix F and Figure 2). Virtually all sampled states have at least most of their
comprehension, vocabulary, and fluency standards at an appropriate grade level. The degree of
grade appropriateness for standards representing phonics and phonemic awareness, however, is
not as high; 25 and 33 percent of the states, respectively, were judged to have half or less of their





standards assigned to an appropriate grade level. For example, two vocabulary standards from a
state illustrating appropriate placement at second and third grade are:

Grade 2—Use knowledge of base words to interpret meaning of
unfamiliar words

Grade 3—Decode words using knowledge of base words, root
words, and common prefixes and suffixes

Figure 2
Percentage of States by Appropriateness to Grade Level of K-3
Reading Standards Representing Each Essential Element in 2003-04

10—/ M O O3 o
80 -
60 -
40 -

20 A

Percentage of States

OHalf or Less
N c® Appropriate

Q‘&\ OAIl or Most
_ Appropriate
Essential Elements

The reviewers’ main comment about standards in phonemic awareness and phonics was that the
standards were not sufficiently challenging. This comment was found in the review of 13 states.
For example, one state placed the following standard at the second grade:

The student demonstrates the ability to segment words by
phonemes according to beginning, middle, and ending sounds.

According to a reviewer, this standard should have been placed at kindergarten.





A reviewer comment regarding phonics provides another example:

Most standards are one or two grades too late. For example,
Grade 2: PS 1 states ““decode unknown words using basic
elements of phonetic analysis (e.g., common letter-sound
relationships).” Students should have mastered this standard in
kindergarten/first grade. Second grade students should be using
more advanced phonic strategies (spelling patterns, letter
combinations, etc.)

Very few comments were made that phonemic awareness and phonics were mentioned in
standards in inappropriately early grades.

Most sampled states have standards that adequately cover comprehension and phonics.

The third review item asked for the reviewer’s judgment of how well all of a state’s standards,
identified as representing an essential element, cover the student knowledge and skills taught in
that area of instruction. Again, standards representing reading comprehension do fairly well.
Almost two-thirds of the sampled states were judged to have standards that adequately cover the
entire area of comprehension, and 90 percent of the states have standards that provide coverage
of all or most of that area (see Table E-3 in Appendix E and Figure 3).

Figure 3
Percentage of States by Adequacy of Coverage of K-3 Reading
Standards Representing Each Essential Element, 2003-04
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Phonics appears to be well-covered by most states, too. Eighty percent of the sampled states
were judged to have standards that provide coverage for all or most of the phonics area. Fluency
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is the most poorly covered element, although the results for this area are only slightly lower than
vocabulary and phonemic awareness. The reading standards for two states do not address
phonemic awareness at all.

The reviewers found a variety of missing content for phonemic awareness (e.g., phoneme
isolation, identity, segmentation, blending, manipulation, etc.) The primary coverage issue for
fluency appears to be not including all of the subcomponents, namely rate, accuracy, and
expression (prosody). Comments about missing content in vocabulary center on failing to
include direct instruction or strategies for determining the meaning of new words. A large
number of comments point out that vocabulary is not covered at all in certain grades, especially
kindergarten and grade 1. Also, there are several references to a tendency for states to place what
the reviewers believe is phonics content under vocabulary.

The number of states providing an appropriate level of detail was greatest for
comprehension standards, followed by vocabulary, phonics, phonemic awareness, and
fluency.

The fourth review item asked how well a state’s standards, which were identified as representing
an essential element, provide a level of detail appropriate for guiding instruction in that area.
The reviewers found 75 percent of the states to have reading comprehension standards that have
an appropriate level of detail, sufficiently specific to promote alignment among curriculum,
instruction, and assessment, and sufficiently flexible to guide instructional activities tailored to
the needs of different students. The other states’ comprehension standards are either somewhat
too broad or somewhat too specific (see Table E-4 in Appendix E and Figure 4).

Most (70 percent) sampled states’ vocabulary standards were also judged to have an appropriate
level of detail. The rest were judged somewhat or much too broad. Reading standards
representing fluency received the lowest judgments of detail level; 65 percent of the states were
rated as having fluency standards that were somewhat or much too broad. Phonemic awareness
and phonics fall between vocabulary and fluency.

Here is an example from one state related to phonemic awareness that was rated as too broad:

Demonstrate phonemic awareness by blending or segmenting
phonemes in a one-syllable word

Here is an example from one state related to phonemic awareness standards rated as an
appropriate level of detail:

[S]egment one-syllable spoken words into individual phonemes,
including three and four phoneme words, clearly producing
beginning, medial, and final sounds

It appears that when state reading standards are not at an appropriate level of detail, with the
exception of the area of comprehension, they err on the side of being too broad.
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Figure 4
Percentage of States by Level of Detail of K-3 Reading
Standards Representing Each Essential Element in 2003-04
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The reviewers noted that the standards representing phonemic awareness and phonics most often
compress important sub-elements together in a single statement or description of a standard, for
example:

The student uses basic elements of phonetic analysis to decode
unknown words (e.g., one-syllable words with 3-4 phonemes).

They also cited the grouping together of standards about phonemic awareness and phonics as
contributing to the lack of specificity.

The reviewers frequently criticized fluency standards for lack of specificity. For example, a
state’s standard for grade 1 makes no attempt to delineate fluency into automaticity and
expression:

Student will read aloud independently with fluency and
comprehension any text that is appropriately designed for
emergent readers.

Also, many comments were made about the absence of specific criteria for the rate of reading,
for example:
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Student reads primarily in large, meaningful phrases with only a
few slowdowns for problem solving of words or reading to confirm
accuracy or meaning.

All sampled states make comprehension clearly visible in their organization of reading
standards.

In addition to the above analyses of reviewer ratings and comments regarding how well state
standards represent the five essential elements, this study examined the visibility of these
elements in the organization of each state’s reading standards for K-3. There are two ways in
which the organization can make these elements more visible: the use of language in labels and
content which is consistent with these elements, and using this language closer to the top of the
organizational hierarchy. Presumably, higher-level descriptions are more visible to teachers and
curriculum specialists and are more likely to guide instruction.

The results of this examination varied substantially across the essential elements. Text
comprehension is visible in the content standards of all sampled states. For example, in one state
English language arts is divided into Reading, Writing, Conventions, and Listening and
Speaking. Standards are organized under three areas of focus: (a) word analysis, fluency, and
vocabulary; (b) reading comprehension; and (c) literary response and analysis. All essential
elements except comprehension are under the first area of focus. Comprehension standards are
very visible under the second area.

Standards focusing on phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, and vocabulary are not always
visible. Half of the sample of 20 states use categories of organization or have statements of
student expectations at the most specific levels that clearly represent all five elements (e.g.,
phonemic awareness, word recognition, fluency, vocabulary acquisition, and reading process—
concepts of print and comprehension). Another eight states use language that represents one or
two elements in addition to comprehension (e.g., reading process and comprehension, analysis of
texts, and phonics and word study or analysis). The other two states make only comprehension
clearly visible (e.g., applying a variety of comprehension strategies, understanding literature, and
understanding information texts).

Most of the states with all elements clearly visible do so with organizing language at the top of
the hierarchy; only three do so at an intermediate or most specific level. On the other hand, most
of the states with partial representation of the elements do so at the most specific level of
organization. Thus, there is a relationship between the completeness with which states represent
the essential elements in their organization of reading standards and the level where that
representation occurs.

In summary, comprehension and, to a lesser extent, vocabulary are better represented by
sampled state K-3 reading standards than are the other three essential elements of
reading instruction.

Clearly, the number and quality of standards, as judged by the expert reviewers, favors the area

of comprehension of text. Not only do states have a substantially larger number of standards in
this area, but these standards are, on average, clearer, more likely to be assigned to an
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appropriate grade level, more comprehensive in coverage, at a more appropriate level of detail,
and more visible. Conversely, the area of phonemic awareness faired the worst. Looking at the
average counts and ratings (see Appendix E), this element is the lowest or second lowest on all
criteria.

Level of Representation, Quality, and Organization of Standards

It is difficult to present information about the number, coverage, detail, and grade
appropriateness of state reading standards without entertaining the idea that there might be some
relationships among these characteristics—perhaps for some of the essential elements, or even
all of them. Analyses were carried out to study these relationships and, more specifically, to
answer the following questions:

e |s the number of state standards clearly representing an essential element related to the
coverage of that element?

e |s the number of state standards clearly representing an essential element related to their
grade appropriateness?

e |s the number of state standards clearly representing an essential element related to their
level of detail?

e Do standards with more appropriate level of detail provide better coverage?

e How does organizational visibility relate to number and coverage, grade appropriateness,
and level of detail?

States with larger numbers of standards have standards that provide more adequate
coverage.

Clearly, states with reading standards that provide adequate coverage have more standards—at
least twice as many—clearly representing each of the five essential elements (see Table 1).

Table 1
Mean Number of State K-3 Reading Standards Clearly Representing the Essential
Elements by How Adequately the Standards Cover Each Element in 2003-04

Standards Provide Standards Provide
Adequate Coverage * Inadequate Coverage

Essential Element of Number Mean Number of Number Mean Number of

Reading Instruction of States Clear Standards of States Clear Standards
Phonemic Awareness 12 51 8 1.7
Phonics 16 13.8 4 2.8
Fluency 11 5.9 9 2.1
Vocabulary 12 18.2 8 9.8
Comprehension 18 50.6 2 20.2

* Adequate coverage means that the standards cover all or most of the element’s content.
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States with larger numbers of standards have standards that are more likely to be at an
appropriate grade level.

For reading standards representing phonemic awareness and phonics, states that were rated as
assigning most of their standards to an appropriate grade level had many more standards clearly
representing these two areas (see Table 2). Although there may be no reason to expect larger
numbers of standards to be associated with their grade appropriateness, this finding—combined
with the other associations in this section—suggests that states with better standards in general
have created relatively larger numbers of standards as well. Because all but one state had their
standards in the other three areas rated as mostly appropriate for the assigned grade level,
comparisons with states whose standards were not rated mostly appropriate is impossible or
difficult.

Table 2
Mean Number of State K-3 Reading Standards Clearly Representing the Essential
Elements by Grade Appropriateness in 2003-04

Standards Are Mostly Standards Are Not Mostly
Appropriate Appropriate
Essential Element of Number Mean Number of Number Mean Number of
Reading Instruction of States Clear Standards of States Clear Standards
Phonemic Awareness 12 5.3 6 1.8
Phonics 15 14.2 5 3.6
Fluency 19 4.4 1 1.0
Vocabulary 19 155 1 1.0
Comprehension 20 47.5 0 --

States with larger numbers of standards have standards that are written more often at an
appropriate level of detail.

The average number of standards representing each essential element for states with standards

having appropriate detail and for states with standards that are either too broad or too specific is
presented in Table 3.
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Table 3
Mean Number of State K-3 Reading Standards Clearly Representing the Essential
Elements by the Appropriateness of Detail in 2003-04

Standards Have Standards Are Too Broad or

Appropriate Detail Too Specific *

Essential Element of Number Mean Number of Number Mean Number of

Reading Instruction of States Clear Standards of States Clear Standards
Phonemic Awareness 9 5.7 9 2.7
Phonics 13 13.0 7 9.0
Fluency 7 6.1 13 3.2
Vocabulary 14 17.2 6 9.2
Comprehension 18 49.8 2 27.5

* Standards were always too broad except for the comprehension element.

Again, for all five of the essential elements, states with standards written at an appropriate level
of detail have more standards that clearly represent each element than states with standards
judged to be either too broad or too specific.

There is a modest relationship between level of detail and adequacy of coverage.

The relationship between the standards’ level of detail and adequacy of coverage is of interest
because some might argue that it is easier to provide greater coverage with standards that are
fairly broad in their level of detail. Yet, when states were grouped on these two characteristics
above, states with broad standards and states with inadequate coverage had fewer standards,
suggesting that the same states might tend to have broad standards and standards providing
inadequate coverage. Correlation coefficients calculated between coverage and level of detail
ranged between 0.24 (for phonemic awareness) and 0.45 (for fluency), indicating a small, but
positive, relationship between these two characteristics of state reading standards. States with
standards that have an appropriate level of detail tend to be the same states whose standards
provide adequate coverage of the essential elements.

There is a positive relationship between the visibility of the essential elements within the
organization of reading standards and how well the standards represent these elements.

Both the number and quality of reading standards—within and across the five elements—were
found to be directly related to the degree of element visibility. For example, the average number
of standards clearly representing all five elements for the 10 states with all elements visible is
98.6. For the eight states with some elements visible, the average number of standards is 72.0,
and for the two states with only comprehension visible, the average is 24.5. This is not simply
due to the “better visibility” states having more standards in certain areas such as phonemic
awareness, phonics, and fluency. This pattern in the average number of standards is the same for
each essential element. For example, the average number of standards clearly representing
comprehension of text for states with all, some, or only comprehension elements visible is 55.1,
43.4, and 20.2, respectively.
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The percentage of states providing coverage for most or all of each element is similarly related to
the degree of element visibility. That is, states that organize their standards so that the elements
are visible were more likely to be judged to have standards that provide good coverage of the
elements. Coverage is also directly related to the level at which the elements are visible.
Coverage is best for states that make the elements visible in the top of their hierarchies and worst
for states with elements visible at the bottom, most specific level.

State Assessments as Reading First Outcome Measures

Thirty of the 51 states (59 percent) administer statewide reading assessments in at least
one grade in the K-3 grade span.

These 30 states all administer statewide reading assessments in the third grade, whereas only 13
(26 percent) do so in second grade, seven (14 percent) in first grade, and six (12 percent) do so in
kindergarten (see Figure 5).

Figure 5
Number of States Administering Statewide
Reading Assessments in Grades K-3, 2003-04
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The few states with statewide reading assessments in K-2 include two states (Texas and Virginia)
with reading assessments that are not, strictly speaking, required of all students, but, in fact, are
administered to virtually all students in these grades.

Twenty-one states (41 percent) identify statewide reading assessments as measures of
Reading First outcomes in at least one of the K-3 grades.

Twenty (39 percent) identify their third-grade assessments as Reading First outcome measures.
Very few states have reading assessments in K-2, and fewer still also identify these assessments
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for Reading First—six (12 percent) in second grade, three (6 percent) in first grade, and four (8
percent) in kindergarten (see Figure 6).

Figure 6
Number of States Identifying Their Statewide
Reading Assessments in Grades K-3 as Reading
First Outcome Measures, 2003-04
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Looking only at the 30 states with statewide reading assessments in at least one of the K-3
grades, most (21 or 70 percent) identify their state assessments as Reading First outcome
measures in at least one grade. Of the 30 states with statewide reading assessments in third
grade, 20 (67 percent) identify them for Reading First. Six of 13 (46 percent) do so in second
grade, three of seven (43 percent) in first grade, and four of six (67 percent) in kindergarten (see
Figure 7).
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Figure 7
Number of States with Statewide K-3 Reading
Assessments ldentified as Reading First
Outcome Measures, 2003-04
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Most states identifying their statewide assessments as Reading First outcome measures
specify the targeted reading components, and they tend to be comprehension and
vocabulary.

Of the 21 states that use their statewide reading assessments as Reading First outcome measures,
most (15 or 71 percent) specify the components of reading instruction their assessments are
expected to measure. At specific grades, 14 of 20 (70 percent) specify the components for third
grade, three of six (50 percent) do so for second grade, one of three (33 percent) for first grade,
and two of four (50 percent) for kindergarten. Of the six states that do not specify the measured
reading components, two indicate that their statewide reading assessments are being used in
conjunction with other assessments (e.g., the DIBELS or the Woodcock-Johnson) required by
the state for all Reading First districts.

For kindergarten, the two states identifying reading components indicate their statewide
assessments are intended to measure all components except fluency. In one of these states, the
statewide assessment is the only Reading First outcome measure identified for these elements; in
the other state, additional assessments are required as Reading First outcome measures. For
grade 1, the one state identifying reading components indicates the statewide assessment
measures all components except fluency. That state also requires districts to employ other
assessments as Reading First outcome measures for these components.

For grade 2, phonics, vocabulary, and comprehension are the components measured by the
statewide reading assessments of the three states. One state identifies its statewide assessment as
the only Reading First outcome measure of vocabulary and comprehension, while there are
additional outcome measures for phonics. In the other two states, additional outcome measures
are required for Reading First districts.
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For grade 3, all 14 states identify their statewide reading assessment as measuring
comprehension; 11 also identify vocabulary. Phonics is identified by only three states. Nine of
these 14 states identify the statewide reading assessment as the only Reading First outcome
measure for a component. Five states require other assessments for Reading First districts. Two
states use both strategies for different components.

In summary, 30 states administer statewide reading assessments in grade 3, and few do so at
grades below 3. Twenty of these states identify their grade 3 statewide reading assessments as
measures of Reading First outcomes, primarily for just vocabulary and comprehension. None of
the states identify their statewide reading assessments as outcome measures in the area of
fluency, presumably because it requires individual assessment of children.

Similarities in How Well Standards and Assessments Represent the
Essential Elements

This study looked for similarities in how well state K-3 reading standards represent the five
essential elements and whether the state identified its reading assessments as measuring Reading
First outcomes. Few relationships were found in the 20 sampled states. There is a moderate
difference in the number of reading standards clearly representing the essential elements. States
identifying their reading assessments as Reading First outcome measures average 92.6 standards,
while states not identifying their assessments and states with no K-3 assessments average 72.1
and 76.1 standards, respectively. Also, the degree of visibility of the five essential elements in
the organization of state reading standards was found to relate somewhat to the identification of
state reading assessments as Reading First outcome measures. Five of the eight states (62.5
percent) that identify their statewide reading assessments as Reading First outcome measures
make all elements visible, compared to 50 percent of the states that do not identify their
assessments for Reading First or have no K-3 reading assessments.
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Discussion and Conclusions

Degree and Quality of Standards’ Representation of the Essential
Elements

State reading standards for K-3 represent reading comprehension better than any of the other
essential elements of reading instruction in the 20 sampled states. Comprehension of text is
represented by the largest number of standards and the highest percentage of clear standards,
followed by vocabulary, phonics, fluency, and phonemic awareness. Some standards
representing phonemic awareness or phonics were judged unclear due to the confusion and
mixing together of standards representing these two elements.

The appropriateness of the grade level assignment of standards was fairly high overall. The
lowest percentage of states judged to have assigned most or all standards to an appropriate grade
level was 67 percent for phonemic awareness.  The highest percentage was for comprehension,
followed by vocabulary, fluency, phonics, and phonemic awareness. A typical reviewer
comment was that the grade placement of phonemic awareness and phonics standards was too
high, suggesting that expectations in these two areas could be increased, especially for students
in kindergarten and grade 1.

The coverage of content in each essential element followed a similar pattern. Comprehension
standards were judged to cover most or all of the appropriate content in 90 percent of the states.
Comprehension was followed by phonics, vocabulary, phonemic awareness, and fluency.
Fluency standards appeared to include some but not all of three subcomponents: rate, accuracy,
and expression (prosody). The phonemic awareness standards were also faulted for failing to
include all subcomponents but not any in particular. Some states left out phoneme identity, some
left out phoneme segmentation, etc. The content missing for vocabulary was most frequently
direct instruction and strategies for figuring out the meaning of new words.

State reading standards were not judged as high on appropriate level of detail, erring primarily on
the side of being too broad. The highest percentage of states with an appropriate level of detail
was 80 percent for comprehension of text, followed by vocabulary, phonics, phonemic
awareness, and fluency. In most cases, when standards were judged as not having an appropriate
level of detail, it was because they were too broad. Fluency standards appeared to be judged too
broad because, as in the case of content coverage, they did not include specifics about all three
subcomponents: rate, accuracy, and expression.

Overall, standards representing comprehension were most numerous, clear, at an appropriate
grade level, comprehensive in coverage, and written at an appropriate level of detail.
Vocabulary usually came next. This outcome is consistent with states’ having a great deal of
experience developing standards in comprehension and vocabulary, and less experience with the
other three elements only recently emphasized by the National Reading Panel reports.

There were several interesting relationships observed among the reviewers’ judgments about the
number and quality of reading standards. States with larger numbers of standards have standards
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that provide better coverage, are more likely to be at an appropriate grade level, and are written
more often at an appropriate level of detail. A relationship between coverage and level of detail
was also found. Apparently, reviewers required a reasonably small “grain size” to be able to see
whether there was adequate coverage.

Finally, certain aspects of the organization of reading standards were related to how well the
standards represent the essential elements of effective reading instruction. Both the number and
quality of reading standards were directly related to the number of essential elements that were
clearly visible in the organizational hierarchy. The more elements that were clearly visible, the
more standards there were representing each of the elements and the better the coverage that was
provided for each element. Coverage was also found to relate to the organization level at which
the elements were made visible. Visibility at the highest level related to better coverage of the
elements.

Statewide Reading Assessments’ Representation of the Essential
Elements

The review of the 50 state and the District of Columbia Reading First applications suggests that
statewide reading assessments in place during the 2003-04 school year do not play a significant
role in promoting reading instruction in the five essential areas, with the possible exception of
vocabulary development and text comprehension in grade 3. Only 30 states administer statewide
reading assessments in grade 3, and very few do so at grades below 3. Even in grade 3, only
two-thirds of the states with statewide reading assessments (20 out of 30) identify their
assessments as measures of Reading First outcomes, and primarily for only vocabulary and
comprehension. As states develop statewide reading assessments for grade 3 students to comply
with NCLB, they may develop them to be compatible with the Reading First program
requirements.

Most states identifying their statewide assessments as Reading First outcome measures also
identify the essential elements that are measured. None of the states identifies its statewide
reading assessments as Reading First outcome measures in the area of fluency. They target
phonemic awareness and phonics as well as early vocabulary development and comprehension
skills. The measurement of (oral) fluency presents, and will probably continue to present,
challenges to large-scale assessment programs, because it requires individual assessment of
children which is costly and time-consuming.

Relationships between Standards’ and Assessments’ Representation
of Essential Elements

Modest differences in the number and visibility of reading standards were found between states
that identified their statewide reading assessments as Reading First outcome measures and those
that did not. It is possible that states identifying their assessments for Reading First outcome
measures have paid more attention to whether their assessments and standards are aligned with
the essential elements of effective reading instruction.
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Appendix A. National Reading Panel Description of the Essential
Components of Reading Instruction

The following excerpts are taken from the summary report of the National Reading Panel (2000).
They provide a brief description of each of the five essential components of reading instruction
and the evidence for their impact on learning to read.

Phonemic Awareness

Phonemes are the smallest units composing spoken language. For example, the
words “go” and “she” each consist of two sounds or phonemes. Phonemes are
different from letters that represent phonemes in the spellings of words.
Instruction in phonemic awareness (PA) involves teaching children to focus on
and manipulate phonemes in spoken syllables and words. (p. 7)

Overall, the findings showed that teaching children to manipulate phonemes in
words was highly effective under a variety of teaching conditions with a variety
of learners across a range of grade and age levels and that teaching phonemic
awareness to children significantly improves their reading more than instruction
that lacks any attention to PA. (p. 7)

Phonics

The primary focus of phonics instruction is to help beginning readers understand
how letters are linked to sounds (phonemes) to form letter-sound correspondences
and spelling patterns and to help them learn how to apply this knowledge in their
reading. (p. 8)

The meta-analysis revealed that systematic phonics instruction produces
significant benefits for students in kindergarten through sixth grade and for
children having difficulty learning to read. The ability to read and spell words was
enhanced in kindergartners who received systematic beginning phonics
instruction. First-graders who were taught phonics systematically were better able
to decode and spell, and they showed significant improvement in their ability to
comprehend text. Older children receiving phonics instruction were better able to
decode and spell words and to read text orally, but their comprehension of text
was not significantly improved. (p. 9)

Fluency
Fluent readers are able to read orally with speed, accuracy, and proper expression.
Fluency is one of several critical factors necessary for reading comprehension.

(p.11)

... [T]he Panel concluded that guided repeated oral reading procedures that
included guidance from teachers, peers, or parents had a significant and positive
impact on word recognition, fluency, and comprehension across a range of grade
levels. (p. 12)
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Vocabulary

There are two types of vocabulary—oral and print. A reader who encounters a
strange word in print can decode the word to speech. If it is in the reader’s oral
vocabulary, the reader will be able to understand it. If the word is not in the
reader’s oral vocabulary, the reader will have to determine the meaning by other
means, if possible. Consequently, the larger the reader’s vocabulary (either oral or
print), the easier it is to make sense of the text. (p. 13)

The findings on vocabulary yielded several specific implications for teaching
reading. First, vocabulary should be taught both directly and indirectly. Repetition
and multiple exposures to vocabulary items are important. Learning in rich
contexts, incidental learning, and use of computer technology all enhance the
acquisition of vocabulary. (p. 14)

Text Comprehension

... [Clomprehension is an active process that requires an intentional and
thoughtful interaction between the reader and the text.... Thus, readers derive
meaning from text when they engage in intentional, problem solving thinking
processes. (p. 14)

... [T]he evidence suggests that teaching a combination of reading comprehension
techniques is the most effective. When students use them appropriately, they
assist in recall, question answering, question generation, and summarization of
texts. When used in combination, these techniques can improve results in
standardized comprehension tests. (p. 15)
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Appendix B. Stratified Random Sample of 20 States

State Enrollment Region
Pennsylvania 1,821,627 Northeast
New York 2,872,132 Northeast
New Jersey 1,341,656 Northeast
Massachusetts 973,140 Northeast
Virginia 1,163,091 Southeast
South Carolina 691,078 Southeast
North Carolina 1,315,363 Southeast
Louisiana 731,328 Southeast
Florida 2,500,478 Southeast
Ohio 1,830,985 Central
Missouri 909,792 Central
Minnesota 851,384 Central
Michigan 1,730,668 Central
lllinois 2,071,391 Central
Wyoming 88,128 West
Washington 1,009,200 West
Texas 4,163,447 West
Nevada 356,814 West
New Mexico 320,260 West
California 6,248,610 West
Total 32,990,572
Percent of U.S. Enroliment 69.2%
U.S. Enrollment 47,687,871

Sampling Method: Each of the 50 states and the District of Columbia was assigned to one of four
geographic regions (using the first definition in the Digest of Education Statistics, 2002). The total student
enrollment for each state was taken from the Build A Table resource of the Common Core of Data, 2001-
02. The states were stratified by region and a probability sample of 20 states was drawn with the
probability of being sampled proportionate to total enrollment. This procedure facilitated drawing states
that were geographically representative of the country and serving relatively large numbers of students.
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Appendix C. Documentation Used in Review of State K-3 Reading
Standards in 2003-04

The documents used to review the K-3 reading content standards for each of the 20 sampled
states are listed below. The Internet address where these standards documents were found is also
provided. (These addresses were last accessed successfully on or about Jan. 31, 2004.)

California

English-Language Arts Content Standards for California Public Schools: Kindergarten
Through Grade 12
http://www.cde.ca.gov/cdepress/standards-pdfs/english-language-arts.pdf

Florida

Language Arts Standards: Pre-K-2 and 3-5

Grade Level Expectations for the Sunshine State Standards: K-2

Grade Level Expectations for the Sunshine State Standards: 3-5

Grade Level Expectations for the Sunshine State Standards: K, 1, 2, and 3
http://www.firn.edu/doe/curric/prek12/frame2.htm

(Provides access to all of the above.)

Ilinois

English Language Arts: State Goals: 1-5
http://www.isbe.state.il.us/ils/english/english.html
English Language Arts Performance Descriptors
http://www.isbe.net/ils/pdfs/English_PDs_1-5.pdf

Louisiana

Content Standards
http://www.doe.state.la.us/lde/uploads/2909.pdf
English Language Arts (ELA) Grade Level Expectations
http://www.doe.state.la.us/lde/uploads/3906.pdf
Massachusetts

Massachusetts English Language Arts Curriculum Framework, June 2001
http://www.doe.mass.edu/frameworks/ela/0601.pdf





Michigan

Michigan Curriculum Framework (English Language Arts Section)
http://michigan.gov/documents/MichiganCurriculumFramework 8172 7.pdf
Draft Grade Level Content Expectations—Reading K-5

(Not posted on Internet. Obtained from state.)

Minnesota

Minnesota Academic Standards: Language Arts K-12, May 19, 2003
http://education.state.mn.us/content/009200.pdf

Missouri

The Show-Me Knowledge Standards: Communication Arts
http://dese.mo.gov/standards/comarts.html

Framework for Curriculum Development in Communication Arts K-12
http://dese.mo.gov/divimprove/curriculum/webframeworks/01CA.PDF
Communication Arts Grade-Level Expectations—Aug. 15, 2003
http://dese.mo.gov/divimprove/curriculum/GLE/Comm_Arts_Grade-
Level_Expectations_8.15.03.pdf

Nevada

Nevada English Language Arts Content Standards for Kindergarten and Grades 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6,
7,8,and 12

http://www.nde.state.nv.us/sca/standards/standardsfiles/ela/elacont.pdf

New Jersey

New Jersey Core Curriculum Content Standards for Language Arts Literacy
http://www.nj.gov/njded/cccs/02/1al.pdf

New Mexico

New Mexico Curriculum Framework—Language Arts
http://164.64.166.11/cilt/downloads/standards/stand_la.pdf

New York

Learning Standards for English Language Arts. March, 1996
http://www.emsc.nysed.gov/ciai/ela/pub/elalearn.pdf

English Language Arts Resource Guide: Core Curriculum
http://www.emsc.nysed.gov/ciai/ela/pub/ccela.pdf

Early Literacy Guidance: Prekindergarten—Grade 3
http://www.emsc.nysed.gov/ciai/ela/early.pdf
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North Carolina

English Language Arts Curriculum (Selected Sections/Links)
http://www.ncpublicschools.org/curriculum/languagearts/
(click on “Curriculum Approved: 1999 link)

Ohio

Academic Content Standards: K-12 English Language Arts
http://www.ode.state.oh.us/academic_content_standards/pdf/ENGLISH.pdf
Pennsylvania

Academic Standards for Reading, Writing, Speaking and Listening
http://www.pde.state.pa.us/k12/lib/k12/Reading.pdf

Standards and Eligible Content
http://www.pde.state.pa.us/a_and_t/cwp/view.asp?A=108&Q=98808#blueprint
South Carolina

South Carolina English Language Arts Curriculum Standards 2002
http://www.sde.state.sc.us/offices/cso/standards/ela/documents/standards.pdf

Texas

Texas Administrative Code (TAC), Title 19, Part Il

Chapter 110. Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills for English Language Arts and Reading
http://www.tea.state.tx.us/rules/tac/chapter110/

Virginia

English Standards of Learning for Virginia Public Schools, Nov. 20, 2002
http://www.pen.k12.va.us/VVDOE/Superintendent/Sols/EnglishSOLFinal02.pdf

Washington

Essential Academic Learning Requirements—Reading
http://www.k12.wa.us/curriculuminstruct/reading/ealrs.aspx

Grade Level Expectations Reports
http://www.k12.wa.us/curriculuminstruct/reading/pubdocs/ReadingEALR-GLE.pdf
Wyoming

Wyoming Language Arts Content and Performance Standards—July 7, 2003
http://www.k12.wy.us/eqa/nca/pubs/standards/lang.pdf
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Appendix D. Standards Review Instrument
How Well Do the Standards Represent Phonemic Awareness?

1. Identify the state standards that describe student knowledge and skills in the area of Phonemic Awareness. Write, copy, or reference each standard in one of
the columns below that best describes how clearly and explicitly the standard represents this area of reading instruction. If referencing, please use a code, such
as an outline identifier used in the state’s documentation, that accurately and uniquely identifies the standard in the state’s documentation. Also, indicate the

grade level of the standard by placing a K, 1, 2, or 3 in parentheses next to it.

Standards that require some interpretation or Standards that are only vaguely or remotely
“reading between the lines” to make the related to Phonemic Awareness

connection to Phonemic Awareness

Standards that clearly and explicitly represent
Phonemic Awareness

Describe below any standards or features of the state’s organization of its standards that might be inconsistent with instruction in Phonemic
Awareness that is based on reading research reported by the National Reading Panel. Give or reference examples.
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2. How well do the standards representing Phonemic Awareness describe student knowledge and skills appropriate for the grades to which the standards have
been assigned by the state? (Indicate which column is the best response by checking, circling, bolding, underlining, etc.)

| All are appropriate | Most are appropriate | About half are appropriate | Few are appropriate | None are appropriate |

If all are appropriate, go to item 3. If not, please explain here how these standards are not grade-appropriate, e.g., inappropriate sequencing,
difficulty, or complexity. Identify which standards and which areas of Phonemic Awareness are affected.

3. How well do the standards provide complete coverage of the student knowledge and skills in the area of Phonemic Awareness? (Indicate which column is
the best response.)

| All are covered | Most are covered | About half are covered | Few are covered | None are covered |

If all knowledge and skills are covered, go to item 4. If not, please explain here what student knowledge and skills are missing. If coverage
varies across grades, please describe how.
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4. How well do the standards representing Phonemic Awareness provide an appropriate level of detail? An appropriate level of detail would provide sufficient
specificity to promote alignment among curriculum, instruction, and assessment and sufficient flexibility to provide curricular guidelines that could be
translated into instructional activities tailored to the needs of different students? (Indicate which column is the best response.)

| Much too broad/general | Somewhat too broad/general | Appropriate level of detail | Somewnhat too specific | Much too specific |

If the standards provide an appropriate level of detail, go to item 5. If not, please describe and give examples of how these standards provide
too little or too much detail. Explain how instruction in the area of Phonemic Awareness would be affected.

5. Are there any other comments you would like to make that would help us understand how well this state’s standards represent the reading instructional area of
Phonemic Awareness?

Additional comments:
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How Well Do the Standards Represent Phonics?

Identify the state standards that describe student knowledge and skills in the area of Phonics. Write, copy, or reference each standard in one of the columns

below that best describes how clearly and explicitly the standard represents this area of reading instruction. If referencing, please use a code, such as an outline
identifier used in the state’s documentation, that accurately and uniquely identifies the standard in the state’s documentation. Also, indicate the grade level of

the standard by placing a K, 1, 2, or 3 in parentheses next to it.

1.

Standards that require some interpretation or | Standards that are only vaguely or remotely
“reading between the lines” to make the related to Phonics

connection to Phonics

Standards that clearly and explicitly represent
Phonics

Describe below any standards or features of the state’s organization of its standards that might be inconsistent with instruction in Phonics that is
based on reading research reported by the National Reading Panel. Give or reference examples.
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2. How well do the standards representing Phonics describe student knowledge and skills appropriate for the grades to which the standards have been assigned
by the state? (Indicate which column is the best response by checking, circling, bolding, underlining, etc.)

| All are appropriate | Most are appropriate | About half are appropriate | Few are appropriate | None are appropriate |

If all are appropriate, go to item 3. If not, please explain here how these standards are not grade-appropriate, e.g., inappropriate sequencing,
difficulty, or complexity. Identify which standards and which areas of Phonics are affected.

3. How well do the standards provide complete coverage of the student knowledge and skills in the area of Phonics? (Indicate which column is the best
response.)

| All are covered | Most are covered | About half are covered | Few are covered | None are covered |

If all knowledge and skills are covered, go to item 4. If not, please explain here what student knowledge and skills are missing. If coverage
varies across grades, please describe how.
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4. How well do the standards representing Phonics provide an appropriate level of detail? An appropriate level of detail would provide sufficient specificity to
promote alignment among curriculum, instruction, and assessment and sufficient flexibility to provide curricular guidelines that could be translated into
instructional activities tailored to the needs of different students? (Indicate which column is the best response.)

| Much too broad/general | Somewhat too broad/general | Appropriate level of detail | Somewnhat too specific | Much too specific |

If the standards provide an appropriate level of detail, go to item 5. If not, please describe and give examples of how these standards provide
too little or too much detail. Explain how instruction in the area of Phonics would be affected.

5. Are there any other comments you would like to make that would help us understand how well this state’s standards represent the reading instructional area of
Phonics?

Additional comments:
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How Well Do the Standards Represent Fluency?

Identify the state standards that describe student knowledge and skills in the area of Fluency. Write, copy, or reference each standard in one of the columns

below that best describes how clearly and explicitly the standard represents this area of reading instruction. If referencing, please use a code, such as an outline
identifier used in the state’s documentation, that accurately and uniquely identifies the standard in the state’s documentation. Also, indicate the grade level of

the standard by placing a K, 1, 2, or 3 in parentheses next to it.

1.

Standards that require some interpretation or | Standards that are only vaguely or remotely
“reading between the lines” to make the related to Fluency

connection to Fluency

Standards that clearly and explicitly represent
Fluency

Describe below any standards or features of the state’s organization of its standards that might be inconsistent with instruction in Fluency that is
based on reading research reported by the National Reading Panel. Give or reference examples.
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2. How well do the standards representing Fluency describe student knowledge and skills appropriate for the grades to which the standards have been assigned
by the state? (Indicate which column is the best response by checking, circling, bolding, underlining, etc.)

| All are appropriate | Most are appropriate | About half are appropriate | Few are appropriate | None are appropriate |

If all are appropriate, go to item 3. If not, please explain here how these standards are not grade-appropriate, e.g., inappropriate sequencing,
difficulty, or complexity. Identify which standards and which areas of Fluency are affected.

3. How well do the standards provide complete coverage of the student knowledge and skills in the area of Fluency? (Indicate which column is the best
response.)

| All are covered | Most are covered | About half are covered | Few are covered | None are covered |

If all knowledge and skills are covered, go to item 4. If not, please explain here what student knowledge and skills are missing. If coverage
varies across grades, please describe how.
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4. How well do the standards representing Fluency provide an appropriate level of detail? An appropriate level of detail would provide sufficient specificity to
promote alignment among curriculum, instruction, and assessment and sufficient flexibility to provide curricular guidelines that could be translated into
instructional activities tailored to the needs of different students? (Indicate which column is the best response.)

| Much too broad/general | Somewhat too broad/general | Appropriate level of detail | Somewnhat too specific | Much too specific |

If the standards provide an appropriate level of detail, go to item 5. If not, please describe and give examples of how these standards provide
too little or too much detail. Explain how instruction in the area of Fluency would be affected.

5. Are there any other comments you would like to make that would help us understand how well this state’s standards represent the reading instructional area of
Fluency?

Additional comments:
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How Well Do the Standards Represent Vocabulary?

1. Identify the state standards that describe student knowledge and skills in the area of Vocabulary. Write, copy, or reference each standard in one of the
columns below that best describes how clearly and explicitly the standard represents this area of reading instruction. If referencing, please use a code, such as
an outline identifier used in the state’s documentation, that accurately and uniquely identifies the standard in the state’s documentation. Also, indicate the

grade level of the standard by placing a K, 1, 2, or 3 in parentheses next to it.

Standards that clearly and explicitly represent | Standards that require some interpretation or | Standards that are only vaguely or remotely
“reading between the lines” to make the related to Vocabulary

Vocabulary
connection to Vocabulary

Describe below any standards or features of the state’s organization of its standards that might be inconsistent with instruction in Vocabulary
that is based on reading research reported by the National Reading Panel. Give or reference examples.
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2. How well do the standards representing Vocabulary describe student knowledge and skills appropriate for the grades to which the standards have been
assigned by the state? (Indicate which column is the best response by checking, circling, bolding, underlining, etc.)

| All are appropriate | Most are appropriate | About half are appropriate | Few are appropriate | None are appropriate |

If all are appropriate, go to item 3. If not, please explain here how these standards are not grade-appropriate, e.g., inappropriate sequencing,
difficulty, or complexity. Identify which standards and which areas of Vocabulary are affected.

3. How well do the standards provide complete coverage of the student knowledge and skills in the area of Vocabulary? (Indicate which column is the best
response.)

| All are covered | Most are covered | About half are covered | Few are covered | None are covered |

If all knowledge and skills are covered, go to item 4. If not, please explain here what student knowledge and skills are missing. If coverage
varies across grades, please describe how.
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4. How well do the standards representing Vocabulary provide an appropriate level of detail? An appropriate level of detail would provide sufficient specificity
to promote alignment among curriculum, instruction, and assessment and sufficient flexibility to provide curricular guidelines that could be translated into
instructional activities tailored to the needs of different students? (Indicate which column is the best response.)

| Much too broad/general | Somewhat too broad/general | Appropriate level of detail | Somewnhat too specific | Much too specific |

If the standards provide an appropriate level of detail, go to item 5. If not, please describe and give examples of how these standards provide
too little or too much detail. Explain how instruction in the area of Vocabulary would be affected.

5. Are there any other comments you would like to make that would help us understand how well this state’s standards represent the reading instructional area of
Vocabulary?

Additional comments:
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How Well Do the Standards Represent Comprehension?

1. Identify the state standards that describe student knowledge and skills in the area of Comprehension. Write, copy, or reference each standard in one of the
columns below that best describes how clearly and explicitly the standard represents this area of reading instruction. If referencing, please use a code, such as
an outline identifier used in the state’s documentation, that accurately and uniquely identifies the standard in the state’s documentation. Also, indicate the

grade level of the standard by placing a K, 1, 2, or 3 in parentheses next to it.

Standards that clearly and explicitly represent | Standards that require some interpretation or | Standards that are only vaguely or remotely
“reading between the lines” to make the related to Comprehension

Comprehension
connection to Comprehension

Describe below any standards or features of the state’s organization of its standards that might be inconsistent with instruction in
Comprehension that is based on reading research reported by the National Reading Panel. Give or reference examples.
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2. How well do the standards representing Comprehension describe student knowledge and skills appropriate for the grades to which the standards have been
assigned by the state? (Indicate which column is the best response by checking, circling, bolding, underlining, etc.)

| All are appropriate | Most are appropriate | About half are appropriate | Few are appropriate | None are appropriate |

If all are appropriate, go to item 3. If not, please explain here how these standards are not grade-appropriate, e.g., inappropriate sequencing,
difficulty, or complexity. Identify which standards and which areas of Comprehension are affected.

3. How well do the standards provide complete coverage of the student knowledge and skills in the area of Comprehension? (Indicate which column is the best
response.)

| All are covered | Most are covered | About half are covered | Few are covered | None are covered |

If all knowledge and skills are covered, go to item 4. If not, please explain here what student knowledge and skills are missing. If coverage
varies across grades, please describe how.
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4. How well do the standards representing Comprehension provide an appropriate level of detail? An appropriate level of detail would provide sufficient
specificity to promote alignment among curriculum, instruction, and assessment and sufficient flexibility to provide curricular guidelines that could be
translated into instructional activities tailored to the needs of different students? (Indicate which column is the best response.)

| Much too broad/general | Somewhat too broad/general | Appropriate level of detail | Somewnhat too specific | Much too specific |

If the standards provide an appropriate level of detail, go to item 5. If not, please describe and give examples of how these standards provide
too little or too much detail. Explain how instruction in the area of Comprehension would be affected.

5. Are there any other comments you would like to make that would help us understand how well this state’s standards represent the reading instructional area of
Comprehension?

Additional comments:
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General Questions

1. Summarize the major ways in which the state’s reading content standards provide support for the type of reading instruction called for in the five essential
areas. How could the state improve the level of this support?

2. Summarize the ways in which any of the state’s reading content standards are inconsistent with the five essential areas of reading instruction identified based
on reading research reported by the National Reading Panel. What could be done to reduce these inconsistencies?
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Appendix E. State Assessment Review Form
Sample Page

Used for Date RF
Statewide Reading RF Component(s) | Phonemic Compre- | Application
State Grade Assessments Outcome? Specified? Awareness | Phonics Fluency | Vocabulary | hension | Approved
Alabama K Name of Assessment Yes/No Yes/No Only/Plus | Only/Plus | Only/Plus | Only/Plus | Only/Plus
1
2
3
Alaska K
1
2
3
Arizona K
1
2
3
Arkansas K
1
2
3
California K
1
2
3
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Appendix F. Results of Analyses of Ratings of State K-3 Reading Standards

Table F-1

Number of State Standards Representing Student Knowledge and Skills in Each Essential Element in 2003-04

Number of Standards Clearly Number of Standards
and Explicitly Representing Ambiguously Representing Total Number of Standards
Essential Element of Element Element Representing Element
Reading Instruction Range Mean % Range Mean % Range Mean %

Phonemic Awareness 0-11 3.8 60.3 0-8 2.5 39.7 0-14 6.3 100.0

Phonics 0-40 11.6 73.9 0-14 4.1 26.1 1-40 15.7 100.0

Fluency 0-14 4.2 65.6 0-8 2.2 34.4 2-16 6.4 100.0

Vocabulary 1-35 14.8 79.6 0-13 3.8 20.4 3-40 18.6 100.0

Comprehension 9-123 47.5 83.5 0-25 9.4 16.5 9-130 56.9 100.0

All Five Elements 12-216 81.9 78.9 4-40 21.9 21.1 19-227 103.8 100.0

Table F-2
Distribution of States by Appropriateness of Grade Level to Which Standards
Representing Each Essential Element Are Assigned in 2003-04
All Are Most Are About Half Are Few Are None Are Mean

Essential Element of Appropriate Appropriate Appropriate Appropriate Appropriate | Appropriateness*

Reading Instruction N % N % N % N % N % M Label
Phonemic Awareness** 6 33.3 6 33.3 4 22.2 1 11.1 0 0.0 2.3 Most/Half

Phonics 8 40.0 7 35.0 4 20.0 1 5.0 0 0.0 2.2 Most
Fluency 13 65.0 6 30.0 1 5.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1.7 All/Most
Vocabulary 15 75.0 4 20.0 1 5.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1.7 All/Most
Comprehension 16 80.0 4 20.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1.5 All/Most

* Rating categories were coded 1 (for All) through 5 (for None) before calculating the mean. The labels were assigned to the resulting averages
based on the following rules: 1-1.25=All, 1.25-1.75=All/Most, 1.75-2.25=Most, 2.25-2.75=Most/Half, 2.75-3.25=Half, etc.
** Two states had no standards representing phonemic awareness.
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Table F-3

Distribution of States by Adequacy of Coverage of Standards Representing Each Essential Element in 2003-04

Essential Element All Are Most Are About Half Are Few Are None Are
of Reading Covered Covered Covered Covered Covered Mean Coverage*
Instruction N % N % N % N % N % M Label
Phonemic Awareness 7 35.0 5 25.0 2 10.0 4 20.0 2 10.0 2.7 Most/Half
Phonics 4 20.0 12 60.0 1 5.0 3 15.0 0 0.0 2.4 Most/Half
Fluency 6 30.0 5 25.0 8 40.0 1 5.0 0 0.0 2.4 Most/Half
Vocabulary 4 20.0 8 40.0 6 30.0 2 10.0 0 0.0 2.5 Most/Half
Comprehension 13 65.0 5 25.0 1 5.0 1 5.0 0 0.0 1.6 All/Most

* Rating categories were coded 1 (for All) through 5 (for None) before calculating the mean. The labels were assigned to the resulting averages
based on the following rules: 1-1.25=All, 1.25-1.75=All/Most, 1.75-2.25=Most, 2.25-2.75=Most/Half, 2.75-3.25=Half, etc.

Table F-4

Distribution of States by Appropriateness of Level of Detail of Standards Representing Each Essential Element in 2003-04

Much Too Somewhat Too Appropriate Somewhat Too Much Too Mean Level of
Essential Element of | Broad/General | Broad/General | Level of Detail Specific Specific Detail*

Reading Instruction N % N % N % N % N % M Label
Somewhat

Broad/
Phonemic Awareness** 0 0.0 9 50.0 9 50.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 2.2 | Appropriate
Somewhat

Broad/
Phonics 2 10.0 6 30.0 12 60.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 2.2 | Appropriate
Somewhat

Fluency 4 20.0 9 45.0 7 35.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1.9 Broad
Somewhat

Broad/
Vocabulary 1 5.0 5 25.0 14 70.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 2.5 | Appropriate
Comprehension 0 0.0 2 10.0 15 75.0 3 15.0 0 0.0 3.0 | Appropriate

* Rating categories were coded 1 (for Much Too Broad) through 5 (for Much Too Specific) before calculating the mean. The labels were assigned
to the resulting averages based on the following rules: 1-1.25=Much Too Broad, 1.25-1.75=Much Too Broad/Somewhat Broad, 1.75-

2.25=Somewhat Broad, 2.25-2.75=Somewhat Broad/Appropriate, 2.75-3.25=Appropriate, etc.
** Two states had no standards representing phonemic awareness.
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Grade: 3

1.3.2. Understand and apply content/academic vdagberitical to the meaning of the text.
LCO4 Interpret vocabulary critical to the meanafghe literary text. (1.3.2)

IC14 Interpret vocabulary critical to the meanofdhe text. (1.3.2)

2.1.3. Apply comprehension monitoring strategief®tee during, and after reading: determine
importance using theme, main ideas and supporetajld in informational/expository text
and/or literary/narrative text.

IC11 Demonstrate understanding of main ideas apdating details (2.1.3)

LCO1 Demonstrate understanding of theme or messagdjsupporting details. (2.1.3)

2.1.5. Apply comprehension strategies before, dy@nd after reading: predict and infer from
grade level informational/expository text and/¢erary/narrative text.

LCO03 Make inferences or predictions based onehding. (2.1.5)

IC13 Make inferences or predictions based oneh€ing. (2.1.5)

2.1.7. Apply comprehension monitoring strategie®ige during, and after reading: summarize
grade level literary/narrative text and informatilexpository text.

LC02 Summarize with evidence from the readindl.(@.

IC12 Summarize with evidence from the readindl.@.





2.2.1. Understand sequence in informational/expostext and literary/narrative text.
LCO5 Order steps, sequence, and/or parts frometding. (2.2.1)

IC15 Order steps, sequence, and/or parts frometding. (2.2.1)

2.2.2. Apply knowledge of printed and electronixt tieatures to locate and comprehend text.

IA16 Demonstrate understanding of text featuresgaphic features (titles, headings, and
other information divisions, table of content, ¢aps) and graphic features (2.2.2)

LAO6 Demonstrate understanding of literary eleraégenres, story elements such as plot,
character, setting); literary devices (simile, rpétar, alliterative sentences and onomatopoeia);
and text features (graphic elementsl/illustratid@s}.2, 2.2.3, 2.3.3)

2.2.3. Understand story elements.

LAO6 Demonstrate understanding of literary eleraégenres, story elements such as plot,

character, setting); literary devices (simile, rpétar, alliterative sentences and onomatopoeia);
and text features (graphic elementsl/illustratid@s}.2, 2.2.3, 2.3.3)

2.3.1. Understand and analyze the relationshipdxtvand among informational/expository text
and literary/narrative text.

LAO8 Make connections (cause and effect) betweets pf text. (2.3.1)

LAO7 Compare and contrast elements within and eetwexts. (2.3.1, 2.4.6)

IA17 Compare and contrast elements within and betwext(s). (2.3.1, 2.4.6)

IA18 Make connections (cause and effect) betweets pf text. (2.3.1)

2.3.3. Understand literary/narrative devices.

LAO6 Demonstrate understanding of literary eleraégenres, story elements such as plot,
character, setting); literary devices (simile, rpétar, alliterative sentences and onomatopoeia);
and text features (graphic elementsl/illustratid@s}.2, 2.2.3, 2.3.3)

2.4.1. Understand how to draw conclusions and gikesponse to informational/expository text
and literary/narrative text.





LA10 Extend information beyond text — make geneadilons, apply information, give a
response to reading (2.4.1, 2.4.5)

IA20 Extend information beyond the text — makeagafizations, apply information, give a
response to reading (2.4.1, 2.4.5)
2.4.2. Understand and author’s purpose for ane stiyWvriting in both informational/expository

text and literary/narrative text.

IA19 Analyze author’s purpose (including distingfuing between fact/opinion (2.4.2, 2.4.3,
2.4.4)

LAO9 Analyze author’s purpose. (2.4.2, 2.4.3,2).4.

2.4.3. Understand the difference between fact qmuian.

LAO9 Analyze author’s purpose. (2.4.2, 2.4.3,2).4.

IA19 Analyze author’s purpose (including distingfuing between fact/opinion (2.4.2, 2.4.3,
2.4.4)

2.4.4. Evaluate author’s effectiveness for a ch@aehence.

IA19 Analyze author’s purpose (including distingfuing between fact/opinion (2.4.2, 2.4.3,
2.4.4)

LAO9 Analyze author’s purpose. (2.4.2, 2.4.3,2)4.

2.4.5. Understand how to generalize from text.

LA10 Extend information beyond text — make geneadilons, apply information, give a
response to reading (2.4.1, 2.4.5)

IA20 Extend information beyond the text — makeagafizations, apply information, give a
response to reading (2.4.1, 2.4.5)
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