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Troubling EdReports Reviews for Balanced Literacy Curricula

Fountas & Pinnell Classroom Review by EdReports

Grades K-2:

*  Only 10 minutes of foundational skills lessons per day

« “daily phonological awareness practice opportunities for students are not
provided”

*  “The program does not include complex texts”

* Limited instruction for grammar and vocabulary”

* Materials do not include resources for frequent explicit, systematic
instruction in fluency elements.

Grades 3-5
e Students “may not include regular interaction with complex, grade-level
text”

* “No guarantee that all students” will receive fluency lessons
* “Limited instruction for grammar and vocabulary called for by the

standards”
* “Overwhelming number of optional tasks”
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Troubling EdReports Reviews for Balanced Literacy Curricula

Units of Study Review by

#CURRICULUMMATTERS
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Reading Workshop Has Announced Revisions...

Curriculum Matters AUt

Webinar

Catch a recording at
curriculummatters.org

Revisiting Concerns About Reading Workshop
November 2, 2021

Amidst growing critique of the Teachers College Reading and Writing Program ‘Units

of Study’ materials, the authors have announced that a revised version will be available
#CURRICULUMMATTERS for purchase for the 2022-23 school year. The nature of the revisions has been
somewhat unclear, and many in the field have raised questions.




Fountas & Pinnell Has Not Announced Revisions —
In Fact, They Doubled Down

, Fountas & Pinnell

<
& . . ‘t&’ @FountasPinnell
The goal for the reader is accuracy using all sources of .
. . . In support of teachers, school leaders, and children,
information SImU|tan90US|y. blog #2 in a 10-post blog series. Please join us on the

Fountas & Pinnell Literacy™ blog, as together we
navigate to a place of clarity.

If a reader says ‘pony’ for ‘horse’ because of
information from the pictures, that tells the teacher that JUST CL ARIFY
the reader is using meaning information from the pictures, 10

as well as the structure of the language, but is neglecting w12

to use the visual information of the print. His response is b Py it
partially correct, but the teacher needs to guide him to
stop and work for accuracy.”

fpblog.fountasandpinnell.com

Just To Clarify FAQ Blog Series Q2: Can you clarify what MSV analysis is and why...
In support of teachers, school leaders and children, blog #2 in a 10-post blog
series to offer clarity around the design of Fountas & Pinnell literacy instruction.

9:56 AM - Nov 2, 2021 - Twitter Web App

#CURRICULUMMATTERS

8 Retweets 35 Quote Tweets 20 Likes



Growing Concerns About Assessment Accuracy

A rough and ready guide to screening and statistics:

Reality — Do you have the condition we are screening - Predictive value is the probability
or testing for? e : .
of an individual having a given

Screening + - condition, given the results of a
Results screener, or test, for that condition.
_ elles Deafive —— * Ifyou screen for X and the resy_lts
True Negative are positive, what’s the probability

you actually have X?

* Determined by sensitivity and
specificity, as well as the
prevalence of the condition in the
general population.

+ Sensitivity False Negative
True Positive

#CURRICULUMMATTERS



So, let’s take a hypothetical screener for reading difficulty...

We administer it to 200 children in grades K-2:

Screening
Results

(Results suggest no
reading difficulty)

+

(Results suggest
reading difficulty)

#CURRICULUMMATTERS

Reality- do you actually have reading difficulty?

+
(Yes! Reading difficulty!)

False Negatives
2

Sensitivity
45

(Nope- no reading difficulty
here)

Specificity
148

False Positives
5

A quality screener will be both
highly sensitive and highly specific.
This screener correctly identified 148
students as not having difficulty with
reading (it was highly specific), and 45
as being in need of further intervention
(as well as very sensitive).

It falsely identified 5 students as
needing intervention when they didn't.
Oops!

It completely missed 2 students — we
really want to minimize false
negatives!



How does the F&P Benchmark Assessment measure up?

Parker et al (2015) administered the BAS to 846 children in grades 2 and 3:

Reality- do you actually have reading difficulty?
(using a measure of reading comprehension)

Screening + -
Results (Yes! Reading difficulty!) (Nope- no reading difficulty
(F&P Benchmarking) here)
- False Negatives Specificity
(Results suggest no 200 367
reading difficulty)
+ Sensitivity False Positives

(Results suggest 90 189

reading difficulty)

#CURRICULUMMATTERS

Of 279 children who scored below
benchmark on F&P, only 90 actually had
reading difficulty.

Of 567 children who scored at or above
benchmark, 200 actually had reading
difficulty — that means it missed more
children with real reading difficulty than it
correctly identified!

Total Correct Classification- only 54%



What about AIMSWeb Oral Reading Fluency?

Screening
Results
(ORF)

(Results suggest no
reading difficulty)

+

(Results suggest
reading difficulty)

#CURRICULUMMATTERS

Reality- do you actually have reading difficulty?
(using a measure of reading comprehension)

+
(Yes! Reading difficulty!)

False Negatives
46

Sensitivity
276

(Nope- no reading difficulty
here)

Specificity
501

False Positives
145

Of 421 children who did not meet ORF
benchmark, 276 actually had reading
difficulty

Of the 567 children who scored at or
above benchmark, only 46 really had
reading difficulty.

Total Correct Classification- 80%



| Pentucket’s Experience

Why did F&P assessments incorrectly predict
student outcomes on the MCAS 4 out of 5 times?

Yet DIBELS predicted proficiency with 79%
accuracy.

#CURRICULUMMATTERS



Let’s talk about that “gold standard LLI efficacy study”...

But first, let’s talk ANOVAs. I'll keep it quick.

Analysis Of Variance — are there statistically significant differences between
two or more groups?

For example, if one group of students gets intervention A, and one gets
intervention B, and we do pre and post intervention testing, do the groups differ
at the end? Was one intervention more powerful than the other?



Let’s talk about that “gold standard LLI efficacy study”...

How to read an ANOVA Table in two easy steps...

Step 1- Find the F value

Step 2 - Look for the asterisks

» Are there asterisks? Then you have significant results. One group is significantly different than the others. Now look
at the group or subgroup (first column) and conditions (next few columns) for details.

» No asterisks? NO SIGNIFICANT RESULTS. Any differences between the groups are attributable to chance

Table 7: Summary of Mixed ANOVA Results for Kindergarten LLI Benchmarks

Control Condition Treatment Condition

LLI LLI LLI LLI
Group/ Benchmark Benchmark Benchmark Benchmark F 2
Subgroup Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest i

n M SD M SD n M SD M SD

Aggregate 70 0.26 0.53 1.04 1.00 76  0.20 0.46 1.76  0.89 2374 EEE 0.14
SPED 4 0.00 0.00 0.75 0.96 10 0.30 0.67 1.80 0.79 171 0.13
ELL 12 0.25 0.45 0.75 0.97 11 0.27 0.47 1.82 1.25 6.68 * 0.24
African American 24 0.29 0.55 1.08 0.83 29 0.28 0.59 1.72 0.75 6.69 * 0.12
Hispanic/Latino 24 0.13 0.34 0.83 1.05 26 0.12 0.33 1.88 0.91 16:22; *** 0.25
Rl N 21 038 067 129 1.10 20 020 041 160 105 220 0.05
Hispanic

***p <.001. **p < .01. *p < .05.



Let’s talk about that “gold standard LLI efficacy study”...

Table 8: Kindergarten DIBELS Nonsense Word Fluency Scores: % Correct

Control Condition Treatment Condition
Groub) NWF Pretest NWEF Posttest NWEF Pretest NWF Posttest
Sub :,ou % correct % correct % correct % correct F 1']2
i n M SD M SD n M ) M SD

Aggregate 70 3.33 4.6 6.88 6.54 71 4.24 4.89 10.64 8.30 597 * 0.04
SPED 4 3.47 4.43 2.60 2.68 10 5.42 5.39 10.35 8.34 1.55 0.11
ELL 12 243 2.94 8.91 7.58 11 2.97 3.36 15:21 751 490 ** 0.19
African American 24 341 4.06 6.89 5.69 27 3.78 4.74 10.47 7.75 3.66 0.07
Hispanic/Latino 24 269 3.3 6.39 7.04 24 4.37 4.48 11.60 8.46 2:17 0.05
Wit/ o 21 #4413 526/ 75T 722 19 413 518 925 910 068 0.02
Hispanic

***p < 001. **p < .01. *p < .05.
Table 9: Kindergarten DIBELS Initial Sound Fluency Scores: % Correct

Control Condition Treatmen ndition

Groun/ ISF Pretest ISF Posttest ISF Pretest ISF Posttest
& :’ % correct % correct % correct % correct F r|2
i n M ) M SD n M SD M SD
Aggregate 54 10.34 7.93 22.00 14.26 57 11.78 7.44 24.50 13.06 0.23 0.00
SPED 3 7.44 452 10.60 6.79 9 10.51 8.76 22.90 13.61 1.08 0.10
ELL 14 | 8.79 4.40 17.42 10.58 41, 9.90 2.28 24.98 13.37 1.87 0.09
African American 21 10.29 7.03 2136 15.64 24 9.81 7.08 22.21 13.76  0.13 0.00
Hispanic/Latino 15 9.25 4.46 22.40 14.95 17 12.60 5.05 28.32 12.55 0.31 0.01
m:;ger{ il\“’t 17 1174 1111 2238 13.08 15 1270 865 2242 1133 0.07 0.00

**xp < 001. **p < .01. *p < .05.



Let’s talk about that “gold standard LLI efficacy study”...

Table 10: Kindergarten DIBELS Letter Naming Fluency Scores: % Correct

Control Condition Treatment Condition

Group/ LNF Pretest LNF Posttest LNF Pretest LNF Posttest
Sub rou % correct % correct % correct % correct F 112
e n M SO M SD n M SO M SD

Aggregate 70 22.26 10.84 31.69 13.76 71 2375 10.78 34.53 11.88 0.67 0.00
SPED 4 2045 1033 23.41 4.158 10 26.73 9.022 33.45 10.36 0.51 0.04
ELL 12 2470 865 36.67 11.68 11 21.74 13.80 39.17 12.35 1.64 0.07
Ahiean 24 2220 883 3087 14.74 27 2320 11.88 3330 1292  0.25 0.01
American

Hispanic/Latino 24 2178 10.78 33.94 14.02 24 2386 11.73 36.74 11.17 0.06 0.00
:::::r{ ig‘°t 21 2346 1314 30.74 12.59 19 2435 843 3349 1176  0.44 0.01
**Ep<001. **p<01:%p<i05.
Table 11: Kindergarten DIBELS Phoneme Segmentation Fluency Scores: % Correct

Control Condition Treatment Condition
Groun/ PSF Pretest PSF Posttest PSF Pretest PSF Posttest
Sub :)ou % correct % correct % correct % correct F 'r|2
ki n M SO M  SD n M SO M  SD
Aggregate 70 1032 12.12 23.89 20.98 71 11.21 12.68 26.88 22.42 0.45 0.00
SPED 4 660 625 1563 19.09 10 7.64 954 22.08 1892 0.45 0.04
ELL 12 880 10.86 23.96 18.89 11 1212 1473 4672 2560 694 * 0.25
African
Y 24 793 672 2170 1958 27 7.66 10.06 17.64 17.55 0.79 0.02

American

Hispanic/Latino 24 12.56 13.65 26.85 23.12 24 1418 13.23 38.89 24.26 333 0.07
::Z‘F':r{ ig‘°t 21 1098 14.89 2401 20.59 19 1089 13.16 2420 2056 0.00 0.00

*%29<.001. **p:<:01.%p:<05.

Searching for statistically significant intractions

o I
-+

in F&P’s ANOVA tables



Let’s talk about that “gold standard LLI efficacy study”...

Table 15: Summary of Mixed ANOVA Results forlst Grade LLI Benchmarks

Table 16: 1st Grade DIBELS Nonsense Word Fluency Scores: % Correct

Control Condition

NWF Pretest NWF Posttest

Treatment Condition

NWF Pretest

NWF Posttest

:::::’: i % Correct % Correct % Correct % Correct 5 n

n M SD M SD n M SD M SD
Aggregate 65 0.10 0.07 0.17 0.09 65 0.11 0.07 0.22 0.11 8.24 ** 0.06
SPED 3 0.08 0.05 0.26 0.11 4 0.11 0.05 0.16 0.09 4.93 0.52
ELL 10 0.09 0.06 0.21 0.07 3 0.07 0.07 0.17 0.10 0.14 0.01
African American 20 0.13 0.08 0.17 0.11 15 0.12 0.04 0.20 0.08 1.83 0.06
Hispanic/Latino 28 0.09 0.06 0.17 0.09 28 0.07 0.05 0.19 0.08 411 * 0.07
V\{hite/. - 17 0.10 0.07 0.19 0.09 20 0.13 0.09 0.28 0.14 2.16 0.06
Hispanic

Control Condition Treatment Condition
o LLI Benchmark  LLI Benchmark LLI Benchmark LLI Benchmark
o P Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest F n
uasToup n m SD M sD n M sD M sD

Aggregate 65 1.32 1.03 3.95 2.37 65 1.37 1.18 5.83 2.27 31.74 bk 0.20
SPED 3 133 0.58 2.67 0.58 4 1.00 1.41 4.25 3.30 2.76 0.36
ELL 10 1.40 0.97 5.00 2.21 3 133 0.58 5.33 1.53 0.13 0.01
African American 20 1.25 0.91 3.85 2.50 15 1.40 0.99 6.60 1.24 22.44 et 0.40
Hispanic/Latino 28 1517 0.88 3.68 213 28 1.1% 1.07 5.29 2.42 10.02 ek 0.17
V\{hite/.Not 17 1.76 1.30 4.53 2.62 20 1.60 1.43 6.00 2.66 5.90 " 0.14
Hispanic
D <. .00 <08 "px 05

Table 17: 1st Grade DIBELS Oral Reading Fluency Scores: % Correct

Control Condition Treatment Condition
Group/ ORF Pretest ORF Posttest ORF Pretest ORF Posttest
% Correct % Correct % Correct % Correct F 'r]2
Subgroup
n M SD M SD n M SD M SD

Aggregate 65 0.04 0.04 0.11 0.10 65 0.04 0.03 0.14 0.10 485 * 0.04
SPED 3 0.03 0.02 0.08 0.03 4 0.04 0.02 0.11 0.03 1.54 0.24
ELL 10 0.06 0.07 0.20 0.13 3 0.04 0.03 0.13 0.06 0.70 0.06
African American 20 0.04 0.02 0.12 0.10 15  0.05 0.03 0.13 0.05 0.00 0.00
Hispanic/Latino 28 0.03 0.04 0.11 0.11 28 0.03 0.03 0.12 0.10 0.38 0.01
whlte/. i 17 0.04 0.04 0.10 0.09 20 0.04 0.03 0.18 0.12 8.70 ** 0.20
Hispanic

***p <.001. **p < .01. *p<.05.

"**n<.001.*"n'<.03:"p<:05.

Table 18: 1st Grade DIBELS Letter Naming Fluency Scores: % Correct

Control Condition

Treatment Condition

Group/ LNF Pretest LNF Posttest LNF Pretest LNF Posttest
Sub, pou % Correct % Correct % Correct % Correct F n’
group n M sD ™M sD n M sD M sD

Aggregate 65 0.31 0.13 0.42 0.19 65 0.30 0.15 0.47 0.17 414 * 0.03
SPED 3 0.29 0.10 0.42 0.16 4 0.21 0.12 0.28 0.04 0.36 0.07
ELL 10 0.32 0.10 0.51 0.18 3 0.27 0.11 0.28 0.10 778 0.41
African American 20 0.37 0.12 0.44 0.20 15 0.34 0.16 0.45 0.18 0.53 0.02
Hispanic/Latino 28 0.28 0.12 0.40 0.19 28 0.27 0.15 0.41 0.15 0.42 0.01
Whi N

ey o 17 028 013 043 0.8 20 033 013 056 0.6 3.25 0.09
Hispanic

¥p <001 2%p <03 ¥p<i05.



Table 22: Summary of Mixed ANOVA Results for2nd Grade LLI Benchmarks

Let’s talk about that “gold standard LLI efficacy study”...

Table 23: 2rd Grade DIBELS Nonsense Word Fluency Scores: % Correct

Control Condition

Treatment Condition

Control Condition Treatment Condition

Group/ LLI Benchmark  LLI Benchmark LLI Benchmark LLI Benchmark
. pou Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest F

e n M sD M sD n M sD M sD
Aggregate 70 597 258 896  2.89 81 536 234 1000 2.44 22.58 **x
SPED 9 400 245 578 277 5 340 297 8.80 3.63 10.82  **
ELL 10 580 239 840 3.03 11 518  1.99 8.82 2.75 0.80
African American 24 633 262 9.00 3.3 30 567 212 1013 256 10.46  **
Hispanic/Latino 22 5.41 2.48 8.64 2.63 30 5.50 2.54 10.03 2.65 438 *
WWhite) Not 21 638 262 952 238 21 471 231 976 202 771
Hispanic

***p <.001. **p < .01. *p<.05.

Group/ NWF Pretest NWEF Posttest NWEF Pretest NWEF Posttest
Sabarou % Correct % Correct % Correct % Correct F "
el n M __sD___M___sD n M __sD M ___sD
Aggregate 70 0.24 0.12 0.33 0.17 81 0.19 0.09 0.30 0.16 1.34 0.01
SPED 9 0.21 0.13 0.25 0.13 5 0.16 0.08 0.18 0.04 0.04 0.00
ELL 10 0.27 0.10 0.31 0.14 11 0.19 0.08 0.24 0.10 0.00 0.00
African American 24 0.26 0.15 0.34 0.21 30 0.16 0.08 0.27 0.14 0.43 0.01
Hispanic/Latino 22 0.25 0.09 0.34 0.13 30 0.20 0.09 0.32 0.19 0.71 0.01
whlte/.NOt 21 0.21 0.11 0.30 0.15 21 0.19 0.09 0.31 0.14 0.32 0.01
Hispanic
*8%p <.001:**p <02 *p<:05.
Table 24: 2rd Grade DIBELS Oral Reading Fluency Scores: % Correct
Control Condition Treatment Condition
e ORF Pretest ORF Posttest ORF Pretest ORF Posttest
P pou % Correct % Correct % Correct % Correct F n
S n__ M sD m sD n_ ™M sD m sD
Aggregate 70 0.13 0.08 0.21 0.11 81 0.11 0.07 0.21 0.09 1.28 0.01
SPED 9 0.09 0.05 0.14 0.06 5 0.09 0.07 0.17 0.11 0.73 0.06
ELL 10 0.12 0.07 0.22 0.11 11 0.09 0.03 0.18 0.08 0.18 0.01
African American 24 0.15 0.09 0.21 0.11 30 0.13 0.08 0.22 0.09 245 0.05
Hispanic/Latino 22 0.10 0.05 0.21 0.09 30 0.11 0.06 0.20 0.09 0.27 0.01
hi
W ‘te/. o 21 0.13 0.09 0.23 0.11 21 0.11 0.06 0.22 0.08 0.84 0.02
Hispanic

¥p <.001.""p <01.®p <05.



| What about for African-American and Hispanic students?

Table 14: Kindergarten Student Mean Difference Scores on LLI Benchmarks and DIBELS
Subtests: Ethnicity Subgroup Comparison

regate Control Aggregate Treatment

el Hispanic e Hispanic
Gain American P d American P F d 1]2

n M SD n M SD n M SD n M SD
Benchmarks 24 0.79 093 24 0.71 095 -0.09 29 1.45 091 26 1.77 091 1.22 0.36 0.01
ISF 21 1107 1236 15 13.15 1421 016 24 1240 1255 17 15.72 1182 0.04 0.28 0.00
LNF 24 8.67 1192 24 12.16 7.84 035 27 10.10 813 24 1288 12.18 0.03 0.28 0.00
PSF 24 1377 1790 24 1429 18.44 0.03 27 998 1238 24 2471 2102 403 * 0.88 0.04
NWF 24 3.47 547 24 3.70 6.96 0.04 27 6.69 6.41 24 7.23 945 0.01 0.07 0.00

e D01 " <01 %p< 5.



What about for African-American and Hispanic students?

Hmm... what’s missing?

Table 20: 1st Grade Student Mean Difference Scores on LLI Benchmarks and DIBELS Subtests:
Ethnicity Subgroup Comparison for Control Students
Aggregate Control
S Hispanic
Gain White American P F p d' & &
n M SD n M SD n M SD
Benchmarks 17  2.76 205 20  2.60 193 28 257 175 0.6 0.94 009 -011 -0.02
LNF 17 0.6 012 19  0.08 011 27 014 011 283 0.07 -0.76 -0.24 0.6
PSF 17 018 015 19 0.14 018 27 017 015 0.5 0.78 020 -0.02 0.8
NWF 17 0.10 008 19 0.03 003 27 008 008 624 0003 -1.32 -033 085
ORF 17 0.07 008 19 0.7 007 27 008 008 0.07 0.93 003 011 0.8
*p<0.05

*White and Hispanic significantly higher than African American
! White vs. African-American; 2 White vs. Hispanic; ? African-American vs. Hispanic

Table 21: 1st Grade Student Mean Difference Scores on LLI Benchmarks and DIBELS Subtests:

Ethnicity Subgroup Comparison for Treatment Students

Aggregate Treatment
African- Hi i
Gain White American s F ] d' d '
n M SD n M SD n M SD

Benchmarks 20 440 2.04 15 520 1.01 28 4.18 2.04 1.53 0.23 0.49 -0.11  -0.60
LNF 20 0.23 0.13 15 0.13 0.17 28 0.15 0.09 3.38 0.04*° -0.69 -0.75 0.17
PSF 20 022 015 15 019 014 28 0.17 0.14 0.74 0.48 -023  -036 -0.14
NWF 20 015 014 15 0.09 010 28 0.11 0.06 131 0.28 -0.46  -0.32 0.30
ORF 20 0.14 0.10 15 0.08 0.03 28 0.09 0.08 3.82 0.03*° -0.80 -0.65 0.12
*p<0.05

°No significant post hoc tests.
! White vs. African-American; 2 White vs. Hispanic; ? African-American vs. Hispanic

‘rol

Table 28: 2rd Grade Student Mean Difference Scores on LLI Benchmarks and DIBELS Subtests:
Ethnicity Subgroup Comparison for Control Students

Aggregate Control
Ll Hispanic
White American P F P d' d '

Gain n M SD n M SD n M SD
Benchmarks 21 3.14 1.65 24 2.67 2.08 22 3.23 2.00 0.57 057 -0.26 0.05 0.28
NWF 21 009 013 24 0.09 015 22 0.08 0.15 0.03 097 -0.05 -0.07 -0.02
ORF 21 010 006 24 0.06 007 22 0.10 0.06 292 0.06 -0.54 0.13 0.66
* Significant at p < 0.05

! White vs. African-American
2 White vs. Hispanic
? African-American vs. Hispanic

Table 29: 2nd Grade Student Mean Difference Scores on LLI Benchmarks and DIBELS Subtests:
Ethnicity Subgroup Comparison for Treatment Students

Aggregate Treatment
Afisn Hispanic
Gain White American B F P d d d
n M SD n M SD n M SD
Benchmarks 21 5.05 2.67 30 4.47 200 30 4.53 237 044 065 -0.26 -0.21 0.03
NWF 21 012 043 30 0.11 0.12 30 0.12 0.16 0.05 095 -0.06 0.03 0.08
ORF 21 011 0.06 30 0.09 0.07 30 0.09 0.06 0.64 053 -030 -0.30 0.02

* Significant at p < 0.05

! White vs. African-American

% White vs. Hispanic

? African-American vs. Hispanic



What about students whose first language is not English?

Table 13: Kindergarten Student Mean Difference Scores on LLI Benchmarks and DIBELS
Subtests: ELL Subgroup Comparison

Aggregate Control

Again... what’s
missing?

Aggregate Treatment

e n n: > EL;D n ™M - so 9 lv';l > EL;D n ™M i sD F d
( g ra d e 1 | ) Benchmarks 57 086 101 12 050 067 -038 65 157 093 11 155 121 058 -0.02  0.00
ISF 42 1228 1320 11 863 805 -03 46 1216 10.87 11 1509 1345 1.35 0.26 0.01
LNF 57 893 984 12 1197 740 033 60 956 919 11 1744 1264 1.21 0.82 0.01
PSF 57 13.43 1949 12 1516 1427 0.09 60 1220 1584 11 3460 2078 6.53 136 0.05
NWF 57 290 572 12 648 618 063 60 532 766 11 1225 631 1.19 0.94 0.01

*£¥p<001:**p<.:01:%p<05;

Table 27: 2nd Grade Student Mean Difference Scores on LLI Benchmarks and DIBELS Subtests:

ELL Subgroup Comparison

Aggregate Control Aggregate Treatment
e W e, g o w4
Gain n M SD n M SD n M SD n M SD
Benchmarks 60 3.05 185 10 260 237 047 050 -024 70 480 219 11 364 287 246 012 -0.51
NWF 60 0.10 0.14 10 005 0.5 114 029 -037 70 0.13 0.14 11 0.04 0.08 394 0.05 -0.65
ORF 60 0.08 007 10 0.10 0.04 057 045 026 70 010 0.07 11 0.09 0.07 0.22 064 -0.15

* Significant at p < 0.05



What about students with disabilities?

Table 26: 2rd Grade Student Mean Difference Scores on LLI Benchmarks and DIBELS Subtests:
Special Education Subgroup Comparison

Aggregate Control Aggr Treatmen
et WD, g e SO L, g
Gain n M SD n M SD n M SD n M SD
Benchmarks 61 3.16 194 9 178 1.20 431 0.04* -0.75 76 459 228 5 540 297 057 045 0.35
NWF 61 010 014 9 004 0.16 118 028 -0.39 76 012 014 5 003 004 238 0.13 -0.72
ORF 61 009 007 9 006 003 218 014 -054 76 010 007 5 0.08 0.07 047 050 -0.32

* Significant at p < 0.05



Provably False Statements:

Across the three grade levels, the current study found that LLI positively impacts K-2 student
literacy achievement in rural and suburban settings. Further, we determined that LLI is effective with
ELL students, students with a special education designation, and minority students in both rural and
suburban settings. Finally, the current study showed that LLI is effective with economically
disadvantaged children in both rural and suburban settings.

(Source: https://www.fountasandpinnell.com/shared/resources/FP_LLI_Research CREP-LLI-Efficacy-Full-Report-2010.pdf)



https://www.fountasandpinnell.com/shared/resources/FP_LLI_Research_CREP-LLI-Efficacy-Full-Report-2010.pdf
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About UP Holland Academy

#CURRICULUMMATTERS

|White (2.10%)} -
Other (2.40%)

Nat. Amer.
(1.20%)

Hispanic
(46.41%)

=Asian (2.10%)|

Black (45.81%

Chart Summary

Data Set BPS Race Number Percent
Asian 14 2.10%
Black 306 4581%
Hispanic 310 4641%
Nat. Amer. 8 1.20%
Other 16 240%
White 14 2.10%
Totals 668 100.00%




About UP Holland Academy

{F (5.24%)|

( L (37.57%)

N (57.19%)}—+
\

Chart Summary

Data Set LEP Status Number Percent
F 35 524%
L 251 37.57%
N 382 57.19%
Totals 668 100.00%

#CURRICULUMMATTERS



About UP Holland Academy

V1 (0.15%)|
S1(1.80%)

R2 (1.20%)
R1 (5.09%)
P1 (0.15%)

A4 (4.64%)

Blank (86.98%)

#CURRICULUMMATTERS



How Our Science of Reading Journey Began

Emily

Hanford’s The Simple
Podcast “At View of
a Loss for Reading &
Words”

" Word + X C'La;\guage.

+ Recognition+ * omprehension
. » . .

Science of
Reading - What |
Should Have
Learned in College
FB Group

* 'Reading ‘

Comprehension

#CURRICULUMMATTERS

Books:

READING

N THE BRAIN

THE NEW SCIENCE
OF HOW WE READ

1 (

Essentials

of Assessing, Preventing,
and Overcoming
Reading Difficulties

= Prwiins inp by otap gusivlimn ko wrganising
- ensr sel g W seete st
ot bty et

= Comavtenty Aamatied be psd e

David A. Kipatrick




Recognizing our Responsibility

* School-level Admin: White Women
* Privilege
- Power
« Shifting was Necessary

#CURRICULUMMATTERS



Big levers: Evidence-based practices Year 3 of
strategic plan, (aka SOR through EL and implementation

time, LETRS LETRS) _K2-3 - skills

-4th - modules student
thinking
-LETRS

2021-2022 Year 2 of
implementation
-K2-4
-Remote/ fidelity-
modules

Year 1 of
implementation
-K2-1
-Fidelity - modules

PODCAST



Zoom in:
| How we got our team on board for change M

Headline: find a friend

@

PODCAST

#CURRICULUMMATTERS



Curriculum Shifts M

No School Wide Vertical or Horizontal
Alignment

Hodgepodge of Borrowed
Resources

Guided Reading

H Education

F&P Assessments

Trainings on Guided Reading and
Assessments (internal and from F&P

consultants)

#CURRICULUMMATTERS



Choosing EL: How did we get there? M

® Reviewed EdReports, CuRaTe, and curriculum materials
o EL, Wit & Wisdom, Success Academy
® Teachers came together to review and discuss against rubric internally

®  Teachers came to consensus on decision

#CURRICULUMMATTERS



We’ve had some challenges

Lots of parts - stick to one
Remote learning - used the
pacing from EL

3rd ALL/ Skills - picked Skills

Pacing - allow time, use data,

) Network pushback - lots of
adjust

convincing / data/ now
they’re on board




And some learnings

N

N \\/ ~
Vo - v = Start small and strategically.
v Z Involve teachers. (Like, make it part of the

strategic plan.)

aw

N
Y . @
- = Look at the data. See what your
V students need.
/—— = AN \ \ 4 7~
- Time and support are key. ~@ \— Build teacher content

-~

~ knowledge, not just
curriculum knowledge.

(\\\‘@



| In month six, how’s it going?

® Teachers have a much clearer sense of what individual kids need, based on data

meetings

¢ Student Skills data is on track to meet our school goals (4 microphases)

® Reduced discipline referrals

*working on animal narratives*®
4th Grade student: “l am having
so much fun in school!”

*walking in the hallway*
1st Grade student in line:
“Oh my gosh, that says

‘or!”

*during dismissal*
2nd Grader: “We’re
digging for fossils!”

Student: *taps out the word “big”
1st Grade Student: “Oh, that’s an
adjective!”

#CURRICULUMMATTERS
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What Does Our Team Say?

KnowledgeMatters
@ClassroomWonder

Sarah Birney explains the relative precision of
@ELeducation’s foundational skills approach.

“There’s a big difference between saying ‘chunk the
word’... what does that even mean??... versus saying,
‘This is a double-vowel syllable. Let’s read words with
double-vowel syllables.”

N

#CURRICULUMMATTERS

‘ KnowledgeMatters
@ClassroomWonder
The practices didn’t all make sense.

“I know these students are working on their letter
sounds, but for some reason I'm pulling them every day
to practice reading this four word sentence over and
over again.”

#CurriculumMattersMA

KnowledgeMatters @ClassroomWonder - Nov 17, 2021
Laura Copeland-Clarke, a Special Education Teacher, explains the downsides
of grouping kids by reading level.

“A student could be level L for fluency and decoding and another is there for
comprehension.”

This did not facilitate differentiation by skill needs
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APPENDIX

#CURRICULUMMATTERS



High-Quality Curriculum

High-quality curricula used Recommended rubric:
across our districts:

ACHIEVE THE CORE

® Wit & Wisdom

Grades K-High School
® CKLA waris o

08/21/13 ADJUSTED: 07/14/21 | 4 FILES E]

1structional Materials & Ass ent Rubrics > Textbook

Alignment

®  EL Education

P Book Instructional Materials
OOKWOrMS Evaluation Tool
¢ ARC Core Author: Student Achievement Partners

Louisiana Guidebooks

bk

[ ) M atCh F | S hta n k The IMET is a tool for evaluating a comprehensive

textbook or textbook series for alignment to the Shifts
and major features of the CCSS. While alignment to
standards in literacy and mathematics is a critical and
necessary feature of instructional materials, and the

#CU RR I CU LU M MATTE RS IMET is a useful tool for understanding this

alignment, instructional materials can and should do

more. Instructional materials play a role in disrupting




