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he was applying skills learned in intervention, not always accurately. He may have been
working so hard to decode text that all his cognitive energy was being spent on this task
versus self-monitoring. During the winter F & P administration he asked if he could
point out “all the glued sounds™. ‘Glued sounds’ is a term used in the intervention
program to describe word families. This anecdote displayed that the student was
transferring what he was learning in intervention to reading outside of the intervention
class.

For the skill of fluency, student one received a rubric score of one out of four on
both passages read in the winter (Figure 4). He most often read in three to five-word
phrases but continued to slow down at times reading word by word. Students were
taught, and this was reinforced in connected text lessons, to ‘scoop the words into
phrases’ when reading. This skill was taught similarly in the classroom. Evidence of this
skill was present; however, he was not yet able to read with ‘expressive interpretation or
pausing guided by the author’s meaning, nor was he able to adhere to punctuation, stress
words, and read with a slow pace most of the time’. For students receiving this type of
intervention, the primary goal was reading accurately in longer phrases. Prosody, or

expressive reading would be a future goal.

Figure 4. Fountas and Pinnell Benchmark Assessment Fluency Scoring Guide
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Table 6 shows the miscue analysis for student two.

Table 6

Student Two Fountas and Pinnell Benchmark Assessment Miscue Analysis

Accuracy

Fluency Graphic/ Function Meaning Multiple
Rubric Phonemic Similarity Similarity Sources
score of Similarity (S) (M)

0,1,2,3 V)

Self-

Correc-

tions

Fall
Instructional
Reading
Level

|
(1% quarter
benchmark=
K)

Fall
HARD
Reading
Level
J

Winter
Instructional
Reading
Level
L
(2™quarter
benchmark =
L)
Error analysis
from levels
J,K,L
combined

Spring
Instructional
Reading
Level

L
(4™ quarter
benchmark =
N)

Discon-
tinued
test

J (NF)
92%
K (F)
96%
(NF)
95%

Did not
pass
level M

Instructional at level | from Spring of
1%t grade, J was hard in Fall of 2" grade

Discon- 95% 5% 29% 29%
tinued
test

1.5 96% 11% 48% 14%

14%

59%

110

Student two moved up three reading levels and also relied heavily on the visual

cueing system. He did, however, increase the use of the other two cueing systems,

meaning (semantic) and structure (syntactic). In the fall he was self-correcting 14% of

his miscues and in winter he was self-correcting 59% of miscues. Often he would say a

word that started with the same first sound and then correct himself immediately. When
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he got to a word he did not know automatically, he attempted to decode the word letter by
letter versus looking through the whole word part by part searching for parts he knew.
Throughout each assessment (book), the student talked about what he was reading.
Behaviors noted included: laughed at funny parts, monitored his reading and
understanding, pointed out tricky words and stated what made the words tricky,
anticipated what might be coming up, and stated new learning. While thinking about the
text as you read is the ultimate goal of reading, this impacted his fluency. He received a
rubric score of one given he was able to read in longer phrases at times but most often he
displayed word by word reading. There was evidence that he knew expressive reading

was important when he reread a sentence with dialogue to change his voice (Figure 4).

*Independent Level

Levels A=K: Highest level read with 95-100% accuracy and excellent or satisfactory comprehension

Levels L-I: Highest level read with 98-100% accuracy and excellent or satisfactory comprehension.

**Instructional Level Comprehension
=K’ Hi i -940, s i - 0y

Levels A-K: Highest level rgaE‘I with 90-94% accuracy and excellent or satisfactory comprehension or 95-100% Levels A-K Levels LZ

accuracy and limited comprehension.

. . ) . 6-7 Excellent 9-10 Excellent

Levels L-I: Highest level read with 95-97% accuracy and excellent or satisfactory comprehension or 98-100% ) )

accuracy and limited comprehension. 5 Satisfactory 7-8 Satisfactory

4 Limited 5-6 Limited

***Hard Level 0-3 Unsatisfactory 0-4 Unsatisfactory

Levels A-K: Highest level read at which accuracy is below 90% with any level of comprehension.

Levels L=Z: Highest level read at which accuracy is below 95% with any level of comprehension.

Figure 5. Determining Easy, Instructional and Hard Level Text from the Fountas and
Pinnell Benchmark Assessment Summary Form (Appendix E).

Overall, student one displayed greater growth over the course of the school year
on academic measures. He was reading accurately on the CBMReading benchmark and
progress monitoring, the focus of the reading intervention. He increased his reading level
on the Fountas and Pinnell assessment by four levels, versus student two who only

increased three reading levels. While both students displayed engagement with lessons
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and conferences, overall, student one displayed greater motivating to learn and improve
his performance, while student two had a more care-free approach.
Collective Efficacy

Hattie 2018 described collective teacher efficacy as teachers having high
expectations, working together and believing they can make a difference, and carefully
observing for evidence of impact. Teacher responses from the Teacher Survey as well as
interviews and the research notebook reflect a need to focus on Hattie’s finding that
collective teacher efficacy is strongly correlated to student achievement with an effect
size of d=1.57 (Hattie, 2018).

Teacher efficacy and sense of support. One goal of the Teacher Survey was to
answer research question number two How equipped and supported do teachers feel in
meeting the needs of struggling readers? Only 58% of teachers reported that they
strongly agree or agree they feel equipped to meet the needs of the struggling readers in

their class (Table 7).
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Table 7

Teacher Survey Question 7 Results.
| feel equipped to meet the literacy
needs of the struggling readers in

my class.
Descriptor  Percentage # of
of teachers Teachers
Strongly 32% 6
agree teachers
Agree 26% 5
teachers
Neutral 16% 3
teachers
Disagree 21% 4
teachers
Strongly 5% 1 teacher

disagree

113
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And 58% of teachers reported that they strongly agree or agree they feel supported in

meeting the needs of the struggling readers in their class (Table 8).

Table 8

Teacher Survey Question 8 Results.
| feel supported in meeting the
literacy needs of the struggling
readers in my class.

Descriptor  Percentage # of
of teachers Teachers
Strongly 21% 4
agree teachers
Agree 37% 7
teachers
Neutral 21% 4
teachers
Disagree 16% 3
teachers
Strongly 5% 1 teacher
disagree

Question 8a gave teachers the opportunity to provide a short response to the
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prompt - If not, in what ways can the literacy specialist support you in meeting the needs

of the struggling readers in your class. Fifty eight percent of respondents, 11 teachers,

provided suggestions. Based on the responses, three themes emerged: provider of

resources, collaboration, and communication (Table 9).
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Table 9

Teacher Survey Question 8a results, If not, in what
ways can the literacy specialist support you in meeting
the needs of the struggling readers in your class?

Ways the literacy specialist ~ Number of times theme

can support teachers appeared in comments
(themes)
Provider of resources 5
Collaboration 4
Communication 3
Other responses only 4

showing up one time

Provider of Resources. A response was marked as ‘resource provider’ if the
suggestion was a tangible item (i.e. provide lessons, activities, routines, programs) or if
the teacher wanted something given to them without collaboration. Resource suggestions
included “lessons and ideas for how I can help struggling readers”, “things to do with
struggling readers and suggestions about programs that would help with Tier 2
interventions” (Teacher 6 Survey, 2018). One teacher wrote, “I need to know what their
deficiencies are and particular ways to support the student within class. Such as using
saying these sayings to help students read unfamiliar words or you should use this
Graphic organizer. Tell the teacher what to do, and how often” (Teacher 17 Survey,
2018). One teacher shared appreciation for all the different supplemental resources that
are offered/suggested (Teacher 18 Survey, 2018).

Collaboration. A response was marked as ‘collaboration’ if the suggestion

showed evidence of the literacy specialist and teacher working together to improve

learning outcomes for students (i.e. designing and planning lessons, analyzing student
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data, monitoring student progress, and discussing effective practices). Three responses
contained collaborative-type work.

Collaboration was a natural feature of the intervention implemented in this study.
Mrs. Smith discussed in detail during the interview that having the literacy specialist in
the classroom during the literacy blocks was very helpful. It was built in contact time
“increasing interactions and making it easier to talk” (Study Teacher Interview, 2018). In
several instances she shared the benefit of having a reflecting partner alongside her as she
was teaching. While Mrs. Smith taught the lessons, | was able to participate in the
delivery of the lessons. This co-teaching-type work naturally provided opportunities to
bounce ideas off one another and reflect on how students were understanding and
applying the lesson. Conversations included what worked well, what might need to be
tweaked or changed, and what needed to be retaught.

The time frame of the study was first semester, yet | was able to keep the 30-
minute second grade reading workshop independent reading time open second semester.
| continued pushing into independent reading time in order to confer. There was a total
of four students in the study students’ reading intervention group. Additionally, I pushed
into the other two students from the intervention group’s classroom one day per week in
order to continue studying push-in support during independent reading time to bridge the
two learning environments. The ability to be in two additional classrooms provided
opportunities to collaborate with two more teachers. Both teachers commented that they
would like time to collaborate, especially at the beginning of the school year. They
expressed a need to discuss how to support students receiving a tiered intervention and

co-create a plan (Research Notebook, 2019).
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Communication. A response was marked as ‘communication’ if it reflected any
form of communication between the literacy specialist and classroom teacher. Three
teachers provided suggestions for improving communication between the literacy
specialist and teachers. One teacher asked for “more transparency about what happens
during intervention” (Teacher 6 Survey, 2018). Another teacher felt she did not have a
clear picture of what the kids were doing in intervention which made it hard for her to
support the student(s) in the classroom (Teacher 15 Survey, 2018). The third teacher
believed the literacy specialist “should be more direct and tell the teacher what to do
(coded as resources), how often, and allow the teacher to provide feedback, so things that
are working can continue and things that are not working can be modified” (Teacher 17
Survey, 2018).

Other comments from question 8a included feeling supported but needing
additional training about how to support struggling readers. One teacher suggested,
“allow us to use some of the programs like SIPP’s and Fundations in the classroom small
groups” (Teacher 2 Survey, 2018). One response included “more small groups” (Teacher
5 Survey, 2018). Another teacher asked for “help with distribution of struggling readers
becoming more evenly spaced throughout the different classrooms” (Teacher 6 Survey,
2018).

Questions 1a-1d of the Teacher Survey gave teachers an opportunity to further
discuss communication and collaboration between the literacy specialists and the
classroom teachers. Overall, 58% of teachers did not feel like the time for
communication and collaboration was sufficient. To gain a deeper understanding of the

teachers’ needs, Question 1b gave them the opportunity share how often they would like
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to communicate. Eleven of the nineteen respondents, 58%, provided a suggestion (Table
10).

Table 10

Teacher Survey Question 1 Results. How frequently do
you communicate or collaborate with the literacy
specialist about your students receiving Tier 3 reading
intervention?

Descriptor Percentage of # of
teachers Teachers
Daily 0%
Weekly 11% 2 teachers
Bi-weekly 11% 2 teachers
Monthly 42% 8 teachers
Rarely/Never 47% 9 teachers

To understand the specific communication needs of the teachers, the survey
provided an opportunity to describe the information they would like to receive from the
literacy specialists and what information they would like to share with the literacy
specialists. Sixteen, 84% of respondents, provided feedback to question 1c regarding the
type of information that would be helpful to receive from the literacy specialist (Table

11).
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Table 11

Teacher Survey Question 1c Results. What

information would be helpful to receive from the

literacy specialist?

Helpful Information for
Teachers to Receive

Number of times
theme appeared in

from the Literacy comments
Specialist (themes)
Transfer - How and what 7
to do to support transfer
from intervention to
classroom
Strategies (being taught 5
in intervention)
Update on student 5
progress
Understanding 6
intervention curriculum
Teacher support 4
Language (being used in 3
intervention)
Student tools i.e. charts 1
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Question 1d asked teachers what types of information they would like to share with the

literacy specialist (Table 12). Nine, 47% of teachers, provided examples of information

they would like to share with the literacy specialist.



INNOVATIVE TEACHING PRACTICES 120

Table 12
Teacher Survey Question 1d Results. What type of
information would you like to share with the literacy
specialist that would positively impact the rate of the
student’s progress?

Types of Information Number of times theme
Teachers Want to Share with  appeared in comments

the Literacy Specialist

(Themes)

Describe the student from 3
their perspective

Progress (in the classroom) 3
Teacher Support 2
Core curriculum (strategies 1
and language from classroom

lessons)

Mrs. Smith viewed the push in time as a built-in opportunity to communicate and
collaborate. She expressed her appreciation of learning about the intervention the students
were receiving because it allowed her to incorporate some of the language and strategies
from the intervention program into core instruction (Study Teacher Interview, 2018).
The other second grade teachers expressed this same sentiment; that they liked having the
literacy specialist in their classroom because they could hear and see how the student and
specialist were interacting and could use the same language when they worked with the
students. They expressed an interest in learning more about the language the students
were hearing in intervention because “then it’s easier for them because we’re all
universally using the same language” (Research Notebook, 2019).
Transfer

The underlying concept guiding this study was transfer; students transferring what

they learned in intervention to the classroom. The hypothesis was if the language,



INNOVATIVE TEACHING PRACTICES 121

activities, and routines were bridged between reading intervention and core reading
instruction in the classroom, students would display aggressive growth. Question three
asked teachers if they noticed students receiving Tier 3 reading intervention transferring
what they were learning in intervention to the classroom. If a student was going to be
pulled out of their classroom for additional instruction, one would expect to see the
specialized instruction transferring to classroom work. More teachers were neutral or
disagreed (53%, 10 teachers) versus agree/strongly agree (47%, 9 teachers) an alarming
result (Table 13).

Table 13

Teacher Survey Question 3 Results. | see my students who

receive Tier 3 reading intervention transferring what they
are learning in intervention to the classroom.

Descriptor Percentage of # of Teachers
teachers
Strongly agree 5% 1 teacher
Agree 42% 8 teachers
Neutral 42% 8 teachers
Disagree 11% 2 teachers
Strongly disagree 0% 0 teachers

Nine teachers, 47%, gave suggestions for increasing transfer from intervention to
classroom work. There were four themes that emerged from the responses:
understanding intervention curriculum, communication, additional student support, and
collaboration (Table 14). Again, the need for communication and collaboration was

reinforced when discussing transfer. If there were more intentional opportunities to
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communicate and collaborate, teachers believed they would see students transferring
learning to the classroom setting.

Table 14

Teacher Survey Question 3a Results. Do you have any
suggestions for increasing transfer from intervention to
classroom performance?

Teacher Suggestions for Number of times theme
Increasing Transfer (themes) appeared in comments

Understanding Intervention 4
Curriculum

Communication 3
Student In-Class Support 2
Collaboration 1

A New Model of Intervention

Building a bridge between instructional settings. The goal of research question
3, How do teachers describe the effectiveness of the literacy specialist pushing into core
reading instruction? and question 2 of the Teacher Survey was to gain insight as to how
teachers perceived the effectiveness of a literacy specialist pushing into core reading
instruction. This had not been a practice at Littlefarm Elementary School therefore most
teachers’ responses were anticipatory.

Eighty-four percent, 16 teachers, reported never having a literacy specialist push
into their classroom and sixteen percent, 3 teachers, had a previous experience with this
practice. The intent of the question was to determine what benefits teachers perceived for
students and themselves as reading teachers. Sixty eight percent, 13 teachers, shared
perceived benefits to students. Benefits to students included struggling readers receiving

additional support, helping students transfer learning from intervention to the classroom
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setting, and support in accessing core curriculum (Table 15).

Table 15

Teacher Survey Question 2a Results. If no, what
possible benefits would you anticipate for the students
receiving Tier 3 intervention if that was part of reading
intervention?

Benefits to Students Number of times theme

(themes) appeared in comments
Additional student support 6
Bridging/Transfer 5
Accessing core curriculum 3
Teacher support 2

On several occasions during the interview and in conversations throughout the
study, Mrs. Smith mentioned the benefit of the literacy specialist observing the students
during core instruction. This allowed the specialist to determine if they were transferring
what they were learning in intervention to classroom work and intervene as necessary to
build a bridge between the two learning environments. The second-grade teachers
expressed the same concern for transfer when I began pushing into their independent
reading time. They observed their students working with me and noted that when | was
not in the classroom with the student, the tools (reading mat) and strategies taught were
not being used independently.

Forty seven percent, 9 teachers, shared perceived benefits to themselves as the
classroom teacher ( Table 16). Benefits to teachers included teacher learning, additional
student support, and literacy specialist learning. Teacher learning included gaining a
better understanding about how to support struggling readers and providing teachers with

strategies to use in the classroom that closely relate to the concepts students are learning
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in class. While the intent of the question was teacher (adult) learning, four teachers
thought a benefit to them was the literacy specialist providing additional support to the
struggling readers and the teacher being able to meet with more groups. Similarly, two
responses contained learning opportunities for the literacy specialist such as “seeing how
it works in a real classroom” (Teacher 5 Survey, 2018) and being able to see how a
particular intervention could be incorporated into the classroom (Teacher 17 Survey,
2018).

Among the benefits of having a literacy specialist in a literacy block was the
opportunity to engage in professional dialogue (Study Teacher Interview, 2018). Mrs.
Smith shared that she gained a greater understanding of phonics instruction when 1
explained why a lesson may have been written a particular way, shared research, and
shared strategies and routines from intervention. Both Mrs. Smith and the other second-
grade teachers felt that a benefit to them was the additional support the struggling readers
received. Knowing that the struggling readers had more support freed them up to meet

with other students.

Table 16

Teacher Survey Question 2b Results. If no, what
possible benefits would you anticipate for you, the
classroom teacher, if that was part of reading
intervention?

Benefits to Classroom Number of times theme
Teachers appeared in comments
(themes)
Teacher Learning 4
Student Support 4

Literacy Specialist Learning 2
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Teacher Knowledge

When considering the complex task of teaching children to read, it is important
for teachers to have a deep understanding of the reading process and the type of
instruction struggling readers need to close gaps that exist. The recent spotlight on
dyslexia has caused parents to become overly concerned with their child’s reading
progress and amplified the need for teachers to become informed of evidenced-based
practices in the field of reading so they can effectively work with struggling readers and
communicate with parents. | attended a workshop conducted by David Kilpatrick titled
How to Improve Word Level Reading in Students with Dyslexia on May 3, 2019 where
he expressed a concern for research informed practices not being used in classrooms and
reiterated that reading problems are very preventable (Kilpatrick, 2019).

Table 17 shows results for the remaining questions on the Teacher Survey;
teacher perception of their understanding of the reading process, the needs of struggling
readers, and the focus of the intervention programs. While the intent of the intervention
being studied was to impact student growth, another perceived benefit was adult learning.
Throughout the Teacher Survey, teachers expressed a desire to learn about topics such as
what students are learning in intervention, how to support students who require a Tier 2
or Tier 3 reading intervention in the classroom, effective strategies to teach students,
helping students transfer what they are learning in intervention to the classroom, and how
and when to incorporate intervention language and strategies into core instruction. One
teacher responded that she would like to learn “How to best support the student in the
classroom with Lucy Calkins and how to transfer what they are learning in group to the

general ed. setting” (Teacher 1 Survey, 2018). Another example of a teacher’s desire to
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learn more was “Differentiation in our curriculum or how conferring should look for
those students” (Teacher 12 Survey, 2018).

Table 17
Teacher Survey Questions 4-6 Results
Strongly ~ Agree Disagree  Strongly  Neutral I Don’t
agree disagree Know
What |
Don’t
Know

Q4

| understand

the focus,

research

&Jor theory 21% 11% 26% 5% 37% NA
of the or4 or2 or5 orl or7
intervention  teachers  teachers  teachers teacher teachers
program my

students

receive in

intervention.

Q5 53% or 32% 5% 5% NA 5%
| understand 10 or6 orl orl orl
the ‘reading  teachers  teachers  teacher teacher teacher
process’ and

how

children
learn to
read.

Q6 32% 47% 16% 32% NA 5% or 1
| understand or6 or9 or3 or6 teacher
the unique  teachers  teachers  teachers  teachers
needs of my
struggling

readers.

Conclusion
Chapter 4 provided a summary of what was learned from the data collected and

the themes that emerged. Each case study student showed growth on different reading
measures, and the results of the Teacher Survey shed light on the communication and
collaboration challenges between the instructional specialists and classroom teachers and

possible solutions. While | thought I understood the complexity and importance of my
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work as a reading specialist, this study has given me a laser-like focus on what impacts
and contributes to a student’s reading growth, or lack thereof. Chapter 5 looks at all the
data sources and weaves together a model that describes what | believe are the necessary
components to bridge the instructional gaps between reading intervention and core

reading instruction.
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Chapter 5: Discussion
Introduction

Teaching some children to read is a very complex task. While 80% of children
will learn to read rather seamlessly, approximately 20% will find this to be a daunting
task (Shaywitz, 2003). These are the students for whom this instructional intervention
practice was designed. While humans are innately able to speak by simply being exposed
to their mother tongue, reading was invented by humans more than 5,000 years ago
resulting in the need to teach children to read at the conscious level (Kearns, Hancock,
Hoeft, Pugh, & Frost, 2019).

The academic challenges are great in closing the gap between struggling readers
and their peers. Not only do some students require intense, explicit instruction, there are
many systemic challenges to overcome as well. The purpose of this study was to create
an instructional intervention practice that helped students transfer what they were
learning in intervention to the classroom. Oftentimes intervention curricula are skill
driven, helping kids overcome phonemic awareness, phonics, automaticity, and fluency
deficiencies and do not mirror the instruction they are receiving in the general education
classroom or are enacted differently. Robertson, Dougherty, Ford-Connors, and Paratore,
(2014) explained “ensuring that instruction provided to students throughout the day and
outside of the classroom (e.g., by a reading specialist) is congruent with their classroom
work helps to build motivation and transfer of skills”.

The goal of this study was to create and enact an instructional practice that would
increase students’ reading rate of improvement for students who receive Tier 3 reading

intervention. The practice involved the reading specialist pushing into a second-grade
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classroom to provide support to students during core reading instruction in conjunction
with pull-out, small group reading intervention. This practice provided an additional
layer of support for struggling readers as well as the classroom teacher with the goal of
bridging the instructional gap between the two settings. This chapter weaves the results of
the survey, interviews, and assessment data together in order to draw conclusions about
the potential effectiveness of the instructional intervention practice enacted in this study.
Chapter 5 concludes with a reflection on the project and recommendations for further
research.

The study school and the MTSS process. Littlefarm Elementary School is a K-
5 suburban elementary school in St. Louis County, Missouri, that follows a Multi-tiered
Systems of Support (MTSS) process. The school consists of approximately 520 students
with a teaching staff of 37 teachers including classroom teachers, special area teachers,
and teachers of children who receive special educations services through the special
school district of the corresponding county (SSD). Littlefarm used the RTI model to
identify students who were at “high risk” for reading difficulties. Once a student was
identified, instructional intervention supports were provided, reading progress was
monitored, implementation fidelity was collected, and data were evaluated. If the data
indicated that the student was not making adequate growth over time, a team meeting was
held to examine the intervention plan and decide if a formal evaluation in special
education was needed to determine if a reading disability was present.

Locally, most school districts used the discrepancy model versus an RT1 model to
identify a student with a reading disability. The discrepancy model compares a student’s

intellectual ability (1Q) to academic achievement as measured by standardized tests
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administered by a school psychologist to determine if a learning disability is present and
special education was required. If a school is in adherence with an RTI model,
approximately three to five percent of the student population would be receiving a Tier 3
intervention and approximately 10 — 15% would be receiving a Tier 2 intervention in
addition to receiving the core (Tier 1) reading program in the classroom. The remaining
80% of students would not require additional support beyond the core (Tier 1) reading
program. At Littlefarm, 13% (or 67 students) received a Tier 3 reading intervention and
8% (or 42 students) received a Tier 2 reading intervention in addition to the core reading
program.

The concept of RTI began with a concern of the over-identification of students to
receive special education services. Interestingly, although the study school used an RTI
process to determine eligibility for identifying a student with a reading disability, as the
data above displayed, it appears there might be an over-identification concern. A unique
feature of Littlefarm was the fact that it used an RTI process to determine eligibility for
special education and currently, as the data above displayed, there is an over-
identification concern. While RTI has an effect size of 1.07 (Fisher, Frey, & Hattie,
2016), the essence of the original research on RTI has been lost. As RTI was being
implemented, schools focused on certain components of RTI such as universal screening,
progress monitoring, and setting up an RTI structure and the focus on quality instruction
was lost (Kilpatrick, 2019). While the study school has a strong RTI/MTTSS process in
place, it too faced the (core) instruction challenge that Kilpatrick referred to in his

presentation (2019).
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The Instructional Intervention Practice

Instructional coaching, in-class, and pull-out intervention for struggling readers
are common practices that occur daily in schools across our country. For this study, the
ideas behind these practices were combined to create a hybrid model of instructional
intervention for bridging the instructional gaps that occur between reading intervention
and core reading instruction. The intervention design could be thought of as a three-
legged stool (Figure 6). The top, or seat, of the stool is the intervention. Each of the
three legs represents the instructional practice. One leg represents the reading specialist
pushing into the general education classroom for phonics and reading workshop. This
allowed the literacy specialist to observe instruction unfold, hear the language being used
by the classroom teacher, and share language and routines from intervention with the
teacher and students. | was also able to support the struggling readers during partner and
small group work as well as independent reading to help them transfer what they were
learning in intervention and make connections, or bridge, the two learning environments.
The second leg represents collaboration between the classroom teacher and the literacy
specialist. Being in the classroom during core instruction provided built-in opportunities
to collaborate and communicate. The third leg of the stool represents using the language
and routines from classroom core reading instruction in the pull-out intervention when

applicable.
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Figure 6. Diagram of Instructional Intervention Practice (Simmons, 2019).

Having time built into my schedule to join core instruction was invaluable. The
shared learning experiences with the students and their teacher deepened the collegial
teacher relationship as well as the student relationship. We were learning side by side
versus only separate setting experiences as before. At phonics workshop | was able to
share strategies from intervention with an entire classroom such as “tap the sounds” to
help students with decoding accuracy. | was able to observe and work with my students
during the whole group lesson and partner/small group work. This was a great
opportunity to observe how the students were accessing and participating in core
instruction and whether or not the students were using strategies from intervention and if
not, prompt them to do so. | used these classrooms observations to plan, tweak, and
revise intervention lessons so that they were more responsive to their needs. At times,
when students were working in small groups, Mrs. Smith and | could have a quick
conversation about how the lesson was going, how the students were engaged with the

content of the lesson, she could ask questions, I could share information about phonics or
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intervention instruction or share current student performance.

The teachers and | agreed that pushing into reading workshop was the most
valuable. At independent reading time | could observe the students getting themselves
set up for independent reading, monitor their book box and reading material choices,
observe reading behaviors, conduct conferences, and have on the spot collaborative
conversations with the classroom teacher. The reading conference always started with a
quick running record. | would ask the student to either pick a book from their book box
or sometimes | would ask them to read a text that | had sent back with them from an
intervention lesson if my goal was to check on accuracy, automaticity, or fluency. At the
end of oral reading I would tell the students what strategic actions | noticed them using in
order to celebrate and pick one thing | wanted to teach or reinforce (Figure 7).
Observations made during this time were also used to plan intervention lessons, and
similar to phonics workshop, independent reading time were also when on-the-spot

collaboration took place.

Figure 7. Reading folder each student had in their book box to support transfer between
settings.
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Intentional and timely use of strategies and routines from core instruction were
used in intervention whenever possible. Given the focus of their intervention was
phonics (accuracy and automaticity) and fluency, the strategies and routines bridged
related to those skills. A few examples of strategies and language bridged were “Look
through the whole word part by part” (Figure 9) to decode unknown words and “Scoop
up the words in phrases” for fluency. Examples of routines used in core instruction that
were brought into intervention lessons were “Make it a snap word” (Figure 8) when
learning new high frequency words and “Let’s study a word” for word study. Students
commented surprisingly the first time I introduced a chart in intervention, “Hey, we have
that chart in our room!” affirming the importance of bridging the environments for these

students who need as much repetition and consistency as possible.
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Figure 8. Chart from Lucy Calkins and Colleagues Units of Study in Phonics.
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Figure 9. Chart from Lucy Calkins and Colleagues Units of Study in Reading.

Bridging the two settings; a professional journey. The opportunity to conduct
action research to understand the identified problem of practice led me down a figurative
road (or path) full of twists, turns and roadblocks. | began the journey by immersing
myself in the literature, participating in professional development, and talking to experts
in the field of reading instruction. At the time of the study, Littlefarm Elementary School
was using the Lucy Calkins Reading, Writing, and Phonics Units of Study program to
support the English Language Arts (ELA) curriculum. Bridging the instructional gaps
between reading intervention and core reading instruction required the literacy specialist
to have a deep understanding of the curriculum and the programs being used in core
reading instruction in order to create an instructional model of intervention that would
increase transfer and accelerate student growth.

The study began September 12, 2018. Prior to the study, | attended a week-long
Primary Reading Units of Study (Homegrown) institute conducted by a staff developer
from the Teachers College Reading and Writing Project in the study school district. Then

on August 20-22, 2018, | traveled to New York City to attend the Teachers College
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Phonics Units of Study Institute at Columbia University. During my time at the
Homegrown Institute and at Columbia University, | had the opportunity to talk with two
of the staff developers. One of the staff developers was the co-author of the new Phonics
Units of Study. The staff developers listened, asked questions, and provided feedback to
regarding the instructional intervention practice that was designed for this study
(Research Notebook, 2019). Both staff developers emphasized the importance of students
hearing the same language for the same reading strategies in both settings (Personal
communication, September 23-24, 2018.)

Staff developer one stressed the importance of, “watching him across different
parts of the day to see how he operates and where he engages in all literacy components.”
She also believed in using areas where Kids are succeeding to help them learn in areas
where things are more challenging” (Personal Communication, September 23, 2018). She
suggested that intervention teachers should teach kids explicitly how intervention work
translates or can help them during class work (Personal communication, September 23,
2018). When asked how classroom teachers can reinforce what is being taught in
intervention, she suggested that teachers should ask interventionists what strategies they
are working on and which ones have helped the most (Personal communication,
September 23, 2018). When | asked what the biggest challenges are for struggling
readers the staff developer stated that “we need to make sure that their work in one area
(intervention) helps them do the work in their class” (Personal communication,
September 23, 2018).

| felt the time spent in conversation with the two staff developers validated my

belief that | was on the right road/path to developing an instructional model of
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intervention practice that could bridge the instructional gaps between reading intervention
and core reading instruction. However, there were still many hills, valleys, and setbacks
to overcome in which I had limited power to influence including school procedures,
assignments, and schedules that would require system changes at Littlefarm. The biggest
roadblock of all was time, as it emerged in every piece of data within the research study.

Time: to collaborate and communicate. A recurring theme documented in the
literature and noted in the surveys, Study Teacher Interview, and conversations was a
lack of communication and collaboration. The first comment staff developer two
provided after reading the description of this study was, “I do find in my work with
schools that sometimes there is a lack of communication between the intervention team
and classroom teachers. It would be extremely helpful if intervention teachers and
classroom teachers were working on the same strategies/goals with students” (Personal
Communication, September 24, 2018). Pull-out intervention alone, which was the
practice at Littlefarm, tends to lack integration with classroom instruction oftentimes
causing a break-down in communication between teachers and specialists (Bean, 2004).
Woodward & Talbert-Johnson (2009) conducted a survey regarding separated
(intervention) instruction and a classroom support model. Both classroom teachers and
literacy specialists noted separated instruction limited communication.

Fifty eight percent of the teacher respondents expressed a need for increased
communication and collaboration between the instructional specialists and classroom
teachers. This theme emerged in three different areas: 1) when asked how frequently
they communicate or collaborate with literacy specialists, 2) what would increase transfer

between the two instructional settings, and 3) what support they needed from the
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instructional specialist in order to meet the needs of struggling readers. Teachers desired
to learn more about the intervention program/curriculum (strategies, language used),
receive updates on student progress and suggestions from reading specialists for how to
support students requiring a Tier 2 reading intervention, and share student observations.
Teachers also indicated a need for more collaborative activities including planning
differentiated lessons within core curriculum together, modeling how particular strategies
and language could be used with students in both settings, and planning for reading
conferences with students (Teacher Survey, 2018).

Currently, there is not a formal structure in place nor time allotted for teachers
and specialists to collaborate. Although the instructional specialists invite teachers to
meet to discuss students, data, programming, and core curriculum, most often these types
of conversations happen only at data meetings and informally during hallway
conversations which are not optimal, but an overused and under-researched way that
knowledge gets transferred between teachers. Both second grade teachers mentioned in a
conversation that having a structure in place to collaborate would be helpful. They
recalled wishing they had reached out in the fall to collaborate and plan for students
needing a Tier 2 intervention. They were not sure where to start and what programming
should look like (Research Notebook, 2019). One second grade teacher commented, “I
want to know more of the language you are using so that when we are reading together |
can say, ‘remember, she (the reading specialist) said to do this’. A key finding is that
teachers want more support, communication, and collaboration, yet in practice they do
not make time for it. Unfortunately, at Littlefarm, professional development, team

meetings, and faculty meetings do not include time for literacy specialists and teachers to
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collaborate.

Evidence of the benefit of communication between the teacher and literacy
specialist during push-in time was found in the Study Teacher Interview. Mrs. Smith
remarked that she liked being able to talk about what went well and what changes could
be made before, during, and after the lessons (Study Teacher Interview, 2019). She also
noted the benefit of the literacy specialist sharing strategies and language used in
intervention. When the second-grade teachers were asked about the literacy specialist
pushing into independent reading time, one second grade teacher commented, “I liked
seeing the reading mat you made. That helped me a lot when | was working the kids. It
was super helpful” (Research Notebook, 2019).

When asked what changes or additions she made to her instruction from having
the literacy specialist in the classroom she shared that she liked bouncing ideas off the
specialist and reflecting on what the kids were doing (Study Teacher Interview, 2019).
She stated that the push-in time was a built-in opportunity to communicate and
collaborate on the immediate needs of the classroom. This gave her the opportunity to
make changes on the spot.

During the fall semester of 2018, of the 47 students receiving a Tier 3 reading
intervention who had data recorded in EduClimber, two of which were the case student
students, only 13% showed aggressive growth. Four of those students were in first grade
and two were in third grade. The third-grade students had received Tier 3 reading
intervention for multiple years, one beginning in kindergarten and one since second
grade, and were dropped from Tier 3. The two students then began receiving a Tier 2

reading intervention delivered by a classroom teacher in the spring semester of 2019.
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The need for the literacy specialists and classroom teachers to work together more
intentionally for these underperforming students became more evident. As discussed in
chapter 4, there was overwhelming consensus that time for communication and
collaboration between the classroom teachers and the literacy specialist was a challenge.
The two students in this case student represent a larger problem that exists for
underperforming students. This challenge, if overcome, could have a tremendous impact
on struggling readers if communication and collaboration between teachers and
specialists was increased.

Time: additional time working with the literacy specialist. The concern that
students needed more time, or direct instruction from the literacy specialist, came up in
the Teacher Survey, Study Teacher Interview, and teacher conversations. Teachers
anticipated students would be more likely to transfer what they were learning in
intervention to class work if the literacy specialist was part of core instruction to support
them accessing the lessons, scaffolding lessons and work, and explicitly showing them
where, when, and how to use what they were learning in intervention to the classroom.

Struggling readers have unique needs and oftentimes multiple challenges that
need to be addressed. This was articulated in the Study Teacher Interview. Mrs. Smith
stated that, “struggling readers need lots of repetition, repeated practice, more time, and
additional feedback because it takes longer to see their improvement” (Study Teacher
Interview, February 1, 2019). When Mrs. Smith was asked what changes could be made
in order to see aggressive growth on the benchmarking measures, she suggested
providing students additional time working with the literacy specialist in the pull-out

intervention program as well as pushing into reading workshop to provide more
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opportunities for feedback to the struggling readers through conferring (Study Teacher
Interview, 2018). It is standard practice to allot a 30-minute intervention block. What |
have discovered in practice is that the “30-minute block™ is not enough due to factors
such as transitioning between groups, high needs of students, and lessons requiring more
than 30 minutes to implement in full. Lessons generally take one and half to two days
extending the length of time that intervention is required. The grade level teachers not in
the study also felt the additional time the students had with the literacy specialist during
independent reading time was beneficial (Research Notebook, 2019).

Time: changes to schedules. When conducting a study such as this, it is
important to dig deeper and deeper to understand the problem, causation, and possible
solutions. Because neither of the two case study students showed aggressive growth on
the universal screening measures, | did just that. After reviewing the research notebook, |
discovered that | was in the study classroom for 39 Phonics Workshops and 34 Readers
Workshops during the duration of the study. This was surprising given there were 62.5
days available for reading workshop and 52 days available for phonics workshop. The
primary reasons | did not attend workshop were due to scheduling changes made by both
Mrs. Smith and me. | further examined this to determine the number of days the
instructional specialists missed seeing their intervention groups. EduClimber has a
Fidelity Report which shows how many days and minutes an intervention was scheduled
to occur and how many days and minutes the intervention actually occurred. On May 11,
2019, a Fidelity Report was reviewed for the two case study students. On this day, there
had been 149 entered days. Student number one received intervention instruction 66.4%

of the recorded instructional days and student number two received instruction 65.1% of
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the days. Thirty sessions did not occur due to other responsibilities of the instructional
specialist, which is equivalent to more than a month of school. This concern was also
noted in the Teacher Survey. Question nine gave teachers the opportunity to share
additional information. One teacher wrote, “I also feel that the literacy specialists are
gone significantly whether it be meetings or MAP testing, which causes a huge gap for
students who should be receiving intervention during that time” (Teacher 2 Survey,
2018). Table 18 shows the breakdown of session attendance. A finding from this study
was that students were accurately identified and placed in appropriate interventions, but
the fidelity of the intervention occurring, the number of intervention lessons that actually

took place, may have impacted the growth of the students.
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Table 18
Fidelity Report, Intervention Sessions

Attendance detail Student1 Student 2

Present 99 times/ 97 times/
66.4% 65.1%

Student Absent 1 time/ 9 times/
0.7% 6 %

Staff absent 5 times/ 5 times/
3.4% 3.4%

School event (i.e. 6 times 1time
assemblies, special 4% 0.7%

events, working with
another teacher)

School canceled (i.e. 7 times 7 times

snow days, half days) 4.7% 4.7%
Team meeting (i.e. 6 times/ 5 times/
IEPs, parent meetings, 4% 3.4%

Assist meetings,
Instructional Specialist
meetings)

Benchmarking/data 21 times/ 21 times/
Meeting 14.1% 14.1%

Professional Learning/ 4 times/ 4 times/
conference 2.7% 2.7%

Another factor to consider when looking at a struggling readers’ growth is the
classroom schedule. This is especially important when considering intervention

attendance and their intense need for consistent instruction. A second finding of this
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study was the amount of time instruction does not occur in varying content areas due to

school-wide special events (e.g. assemblies, emergency drills, book fairs, and buddy

classroom activities) and choices made by the classroom teacher (e.g. weekly scheduled
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library times, field trips, mindfulness, absenteeism. and class meetings). Phonics
workshop and reading workshop were canceled several times during this study. Phonics
workshop was canceled 13% of the study days and reading workshop was canceled 18%
of the days. This was an important finding for me as it reinforced the need for
implementation fidelity.
Teacher Knowledge and Professional Development

“There is no substitute for well-informed educational professionals” (Kilpatrick,
slide 48, 2019). The analogy he used to make his point was that of a carpenter. He stated
that you can be a skilled carpenter, but if you do not have the right carpentry tools, you
cannot do the job well. Two colleagues, both administrators, served in the role as peer
debriefer and analyzed the Teacher Survey in order to ensure the validity of the
researcher’s analysis. One debriefer was the former principal of the school, the other the
current principal of the school. Both found a discrepancy between the teacher responses
on question 5, understanding the reading process and how children learn to read, question
6, understanding the needs of struggling readers, and question 7 feeling equipped to meet
the needs of struggling readers based on data, conversations, and classroom observations.
They both believed that the teachers rated themselves stronger than what they had heard
and observed at meetings, in conversations, and in practice. Their hypothesis was based
on screening data, classroom observations, and conversations, especially in the primary
grades; kindergarten, first grade, and second grade.

Prior to the 2016 — 2017 school year the district used Aimsweb for its universal
benchmark screening and progress monitoring assessments. When examining benchmark

screening data over time, formerly Aimsweb and currently FastBridge, the peer
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debriefers and I noticed data from the early literacy screening measures had consistently
been a concern. Most students entering kindergarten at Littlefarm Elementary School
were coming with requisite early literacy skills; however, data has shown that they leave

kindergarten without the requisite skills for first grade (Table 19).

Table 19
Kindergarten and first grade benchmark data from fall to spring
Fall Spring Fall Spring Fall Spring
0-10" o0-10" | 11"- 11" | 26" 26" -
Nat’l  Nat’l | 25" 25 39 39
%ile %ile Nat’l Nat’l Nat’l Nat’l
%ile %ile %ile %ile
KDG 2.6 1795 | 1039 2179 | 2338 12.82
1%grade  16.09 11.24 | 13.79 23.6 6.9 7.87

An illustrative example of this concern is shown in Table 19. In the fall, 36.4% of
the kindergarten students showed some level of risk increasing in the spring to 52.6 % of
the kindergarten students displaying some level of risk. While there was disagreement
among the teachers regarding the predictability of these screeners at kindergarten, more
students leaving kindergarten showing signs of risk is concerning. This trend has
impacted first grade. While 45.98% of the first graders showed aggressive growth on the
early reading screeners in the spring, 42.7% of the first graders still continued to be at
some level of risk. In an RTI model, approximately 80% of students should score above
the 25" percentile. At Littlefarm Elementary School only 47.43 % of the kindergarten
students and 57.29 % of first grade students scored above the 40" percentile or above at

the spring benchmark.
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Teachers, like any profession, have personal philosophies, beliefs, and theories
about topics such as how children learn and the relevance of multiple and varied data.
The challenge in schools is how to honor teachers’ professional beliefs, while providing
relevant, job-embedded professional development so they continue to learn and improve
their practice.

When examining the results of the Teacher Survey, one hundred percent of the
teachers who identified themselves as primary teachers and 80% of the intermediate
teachers reported they agreed or strongly agreed they understood the reading process.
Seventy nine percent said they understood the unique needs of struggling readers. These
data seem to conflict with teachers’ response to the question of feeling equipped to meet
the needs of struggling readers. Only 58% of teachers indicated feeling equipped to meet
the needs of struggling readers. As a reflective practitioner, one can understand the
reading process, understand the reader’s struggle and still not know how to connect the
process knowledge to the targeted problem of the reader. For example, many study site
teachers can now identify a student’s area of need i.e. phonics/decoding, fluency,
comprehension, vocabulary, but struggle to design an impactful classroom-level
intervention. This discrepancy may indicate a need for additional resources for
classroom teachers and/or a need for professional learning to improve their reading
instruction.

Key Components to Bridging Core Reading Instruction and Intervention

| went into this study knowing that Tier 3 reading intervention needed to be

closely examined because students at the study site were spending years in intervention

and most often, being referred for special education. Analysis of the data collected
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through surveys, teacher conversations, and assessments as well as talking with and
reading literature by experts in the field has led the researcher to conclude that a change
was needed at the study site to address the needs of struggling readers and to bridge the
instructional gap between core reading instruction and intervention. | recommend
creating a schedule that provides time for teachers and literacy specialists to collaborate
through regular meetings and professional learning be implemented.

Push-in support — supporting students. | found the opportunity to be part of
core instruction to be an invaluable experience and a necessary component to fully
exploring the problem. When you consider the classroom teacher’s knowledge,
understanding and experiences with reading instruction combined with my experiences as
a reading specialist/coach, it was apparent that working together would be a benefit to
students. Both roles provide unique perspectives, and when combined, can be very
powerful. Participating in core reading instruction allowed me to observe how reading
instruction was presented and observe how the students who were receiving Tier 3
reading intervention responded to and accessed instruction. It became very clear during
my push-in time that the students receiving Tier 3 reading intervention required a great
deal more support than one classroom teacher could provide. Oftentimes the students
were off task during instruction, partner work, and independent reading. This concern
was noted in the Study Teacher Interview and in conversations with the second-grade
teachers.

By having the literacy specialist push into classroom reading instruction, students
were not only provided additional support, they could be held accountable for partner

work during lessons and increasing stamina and task-focus during lessons and
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independent reading. In addition, the added opportunity for the literacy specialist to
confer with students in books of their choice was powerful. The content of the
conferences reinforced the days’ lesson and explicitly showed students where, when, and
how to transfer what they were learning in intervention to classroom instruction. It also
allowed the specialist to conduct a quick running record to gather information to be used
during intervention time to support transfer between the two settings.

To make this push in instructional practice work, it would be ideal if the literacy
specialist could participate in the entire reading workshop. However, given the
challenges of time and schedules, participating in independent reading time would be the
most likely recommendation. Another key component would be for the specialist to
understand each days’ lesson in order to effectively confer with students and to bring the
language and strategies from core instruction into intervention instruction. If a schedule
such as this is to be put in place, literacy specialists and classroom teachers would need to
discuss this time as being ‘uninterrupted instructional time”, not changing the schedule
for special activities or canceling workshop, in order to be effective.

Push-in support — supporting teachers. Since elementary teachers tend to be
‘generalists’, needing to know and plan for multiple content areas (i.e. reading, writing,
mathematics, science, and social studies) as well as balance the many student-based
meetings (i.e. IEPs, parent-teacher conferences) and team-based meetings (i.e. data
meetings) required of them, the time and energy they can give to each component creates
a challenge they must address on a daily basis. Engaging in the instructional practice of
the literacy specialist pushing into the classroom to provide support to the classroom

teacher can alleviate some of the pressure classroom teachers feel. When the two teachers
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become instructional ‘teammates’ working side-by-side to teach effective lessons, adjust
when necessary and share language and strategies from intervention, both students and
classroom teachers will reap the benefits.

Collaboration. The data would suggest that a more formal, intentional, and
purposeful means for collaboration between the literacy specialist and classroom teacher
would be impactful to students and teachers. While the push-in time provided valuable
opportunities to communicate and collaborate, its greater effect was nurturing a collegial
relationship between the classroom teacher and specialist. Once a trusting relationship
had been built, the two teachers used their collaboration time to discuss students,
including current student performance (strengths and weaknesses) and strategies and
concepts addressed in upcoming core and intervention lessons. In addition, the teacher
and specialist could plan for students receiving Tier 2 interventions and discuss how
language and strategies from core and intervention could be implemented in each setting.
The Bridge

This study showed that classroom teachers need to have a solid understanding of
core reading instruction and know what to do for students who struggle and need
additional instruction beyond the core. It also reinforced the role that literacy specialists
play in supporting struggling readers and teachers. As Woodward and Talbert-Johnson
(2009) shared, “it is vital that a combination of effective separated and supportive
instructional strategies be employed to address the unique learning needs of all students”

(p.199).
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Based on the findings of this study, the researcher recommends the following:

1) Classroom teachers and literacy specialists must work together to co-construct
a ‘bridge’ so students can easily walk between the classroom and intervention
settings armed with the tools needed to perform on both sides.

2) This ‘bridge’ should consist of two ‘structures’ put in place to ensure its
stability and effectiveness:

a. Regularly scheduled, dedicated meeting time for the classroom teacher
and literacy specialist to collaborate and plan for reading instruction,
including how to provide support for students receiving Tier 3 reading
intervention.

b. The instructional intervention practice of allowing the literacy
specialist to push into the classroom during the core reading block
each day.

3) Building leaders, instructional specialists, and classroom teachers should
revisit reading instruction to ensure a shared understanding between all staff
and determine future building-level professional development needs.

4) Implementation fidelity data must be collected and monitored to ensure that
students are receiving the required minutes of the core reading program on a
daily basis.

5) Implementation fidelity data for students who receive Tier 3 reading
intervention must be collected and monitored to ensure that supplemental
interventions (Tier 2) occur as recommended and scheduled.

6) Regular review of Tier 3 reading intervention implementation fidelity data
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should be incorporated into data meetings.
7) The study school leaders (along with the instructional specialists and
classroom teachers) need to examine current structures (i.e. teaching
schedules) and instructional practices (i.e. supplemental intervention) in the
area of reading and implement changes to benefit both students and teachers.
Conclusion
Recently, the term ‘dyslexia’ has received a lot of attention at the state and national levels
causing parents to question if their child may have dyslexia if they were not meeting grade level
standards for reading and writing. Given this attention, the Missouri Department of Elementary
and Secondary Education’s (DESE) has initiated a task force investigation into this well-
documented challenge that many children and adults face.
What started out as a national grass-roots effort to raise awareness and advocacy
of dyslexia has now become a law in Missouri. On June 22, 2016 then governor Jay
Nixon signed House Bill 2379 and Senate Bill 638 (Crouch, 2016). This bill required the
Missouri Department of Secondary and Elementary Education (DESE) to create a
legislative Task Force on Dyslexia. The task force identified six areas of study and in
October 2017 released guidelines which included conducting dyslexia screenings,
identified classroom supports and accommodations for students displaying dyslexia
tendencies, and mandated that all teachers, K-12, attend a two-hour in-service training
(DESE, 2017). The new legislation is an attempt to ensure every student receives the
literacy instruction they need and deserve by clarifying for parents and educators the
signs that a student may be at-risk for dyslexia and guarantees appropriate classroom

supports to meet their unique needs.
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In my experience, struggling readers are impacted greatly by good and poor
instruction. Good or great instruction can close gaps and poor instruction, or instruction
that is not intentional and thoughtful to their specific needs, can perpetuate the struggle
which can impact their appreciation of school, affection towards reading, and thoughts of
themselves as a learner. This study was designed with these vulnerable, underperforming
students in mind. An action research model collecting both qualitative and quantitative
data was used to determine if bridging the instructional gaps between intervention and
core reading instruction increased students’ rate of growth. This instructional
intervention increased collaboration between the classroom teacher and literacy specialist
due to the addition of the practice of the literacy specialist pushing into core instruction.
This joint instructional time gave both teachers first-hand experience with, and access to,
one another’s curriculum.

Although I had been in the field of education my entire career and worked in
different roles, | entered into this study with naivety. With the support of my principal
during the duration of the study I believed that if | focused all my energy on this small set
of diverse learners, | could change their learning trajectory. While I still believe I can, |
did not anticipate the impact of school and system structures on their growth. This study
has affirmed the importance of communication and collaboration between the classroom
teacher and the literacy specialist in promoting student transfer. Communication,
however, cannot be a one-way street. It has to be a partnership between the classroom
teacher and literacy specialist sharing and learning from one another.

Evidence of the success of this study exists. The Teacher Survey provided hard

evidence that a communication problem existed and that both teachers and instructional
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specialists were wanting time to collaborate, and it began defining what the specific
needs were. Next school year grade level teams and the three instructional specialists
will have time built into the building calendar to meet. They will meet approximately
once per month during each grade level’s plan time. Feedback from the Teacher Survey
will be used to plan for the initial meetings. | predict this addition will foster transfer
between the two settings.

| believe learning can be accelerated with the use of innovative teaching practices
such as the one studied, persistence, and always taking an inquiry stance when reflecting
on her instruction. What | learned was to not narrowly focus on one aspect such as data
or programming, but in addition, look at the rich context that surrounds and supports the
students and staff working in a school setting. Using a process such as the McRel
Success in Sight School Improvement Process (Figure 10), which Littlefarm Elementary
School had formally used in the past, may be used to identify problems of practice and
create innovative solutions. This means | will need to continue to ask questions and
advocate for structures and processes that fully support the underperforming students

with whom | work.
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Figure 10. McRel Success in Sight School Improvement Process.

This study was designed to have the literacy specialist be a part of core instruction
and | strongly believe that is a vital component given the impact quality core instruction
has on student learning. The time to observe and work with students in the classroom
environment gives a more complete picture of the child as a learner and unique ways to
support the transfer of learning between the two settings. Going forward, the same
scheduling issues will exist, but this new insight will allow me to look at the building
schedule differently and ask questions | may not have asked prior to this study. While |
may not be able to design the perfect schedule, | feel confident that I will be able to make
small changes that could potentially have great impact given a new collaboration
structure will be in place.

Literacy specialists not only provide intervention to students, they oftentimes fill
other roles. At the study site, the instructional specialists are part of the leadership team
and MTSS process, organize the universal screening process and test students K-5 three

times per year, organize and maintain all tiered intervention, and attend a variety of
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meetings and professional development. While I do not have a solution nor the authority
to make major changes to the responsibilities, knowing the impact missed sessions has on
student learning has caused me to make different decisions. These decisions include
things such as tightening up the benchmarking/data meeting schedule and being much
more judicious about attending meetings during intervention time.

The goal for all teachers is to see kids transfer and apply what they are learning to
new situations and settings. That was the cornerstone of this study, to implement an
intervention that would support students in building a bridge between two learning
environments, the general education classroom and reading intervention. Research shows
that all students can learn to read, a gap exists between research and practice, and reading
problems are preventable (Kilpatrick, slide 69, 2019). Perhaps the new Dyselxia
legislation will begin to close the gaps that exist between core reading instruction and
intervention by bringing evidence-based practices into the classroom and creating
environments that support skill transfer between the two worlds. It is vitally important,
especially given the statistics on reading achievement in the United States, to teach them
well!

Recommendations for Future Study

Opportunities for future research exist. This study was conducted at only one of
five elementary schools in a school district with two case study students. Broadening the
scope to include more schools and students to study the impact of the instructional
intervention practice could lead to stronger evidence of its effectiveness. Another
opportunity for future research exists to study the impact of lost instructional time on

underperforming students. This study showed that a significant amount of classroom
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instruction and intervention instruction are lost due to special events and changes to
classroom schedules and the additional duties of the literacy specialists that take them

away from intervention instruction.
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Data source

Universal screening
measure — aReading
(adaptive)

(*FAST)

Universal screening
measure —
ReadingCBM
(*FAST)

ReadingCBM progress

monitoring

Fountas & Pinnell
Benchmark
Assessment System —

Instructional reading level,
accuracy, fluency and miscue
analysis

Teacher Survey

Research Notebook

Study Teacher
Interview

Appendix A

Data Table

Participants

2" grade case
study students

2" grade case
study students

2" grade case
study students

2" grade case
study students

All K-5 classroom
teachers in the
study school

Researcher
observations of
students’ access to
core instruction
and language,
strategies, and
routines used by
teacher,
conversations

Study Teacher

Time

August 2018
October 2018
December, 2018

August 2018
December, 2018

Weekly
throughout the
study

August-September
2018
December, 2018

October 2018

August 2018 —
May 2019

December 2018
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Research question

What is the impact on students’ rate of
improvement using a growth norm
comparison when core reading and
intervention language, practices, and
routines are bridged on students
receiving Tier 3 reading intervention?

What is the impact on students’ rate of
improvement using a growth norm
comparison when core reading and
intervention language, practices, and
routines are bridged on students
receiving Tier 3 reading intervention?

What is the impact on students’ rate of
improvement using a growth norm
comparison when core reading and
intervention language, practices, and
routines are bridged on students
receiving Tier 3 reading intervention?

How do struggling readers respond to
instruction when the language,
practices, and routines from reading
intervention and core reading
instruction are bridged?

How equipped and supported do
teachers feel in meeting the needs of
struggling readers?

How do teachers describe the
effectiveness of the literacy specialist
pushing into core reading instruction?

What are the key components to
bridging core reading instruction and
intervention?

How do struggling readers respond to
instruction when the language,
practices, and routines from reading
intervention and core reading
instruction are bridged?

How do teachers describe the
effectiveness of the literacy specialist
pushing into core reading instruction?

What are the key components to
bridging core reading instruction and
intervention?



INNOVATIVE TEACHING PRACTICES 165

Appendix B

Teacher Survey
https://goo.gl/forms/2Y46iW4RY 1L 1qjfgl

| am a(n) — this is NOT a required question
Primary teacher (kindergarten — 2" grade)
Intermediate teacher (3" — 5" grade)

*1. How frequently do you communicate or collaborate with the literacy specialist about
your students” who are receiving Tier 3 reading intervention?
Daily Weekly Bi-weekly Monthly Rarely/Never

la. Do you feel like that amount of time is sufficient? YES or NO

1b. If not, please share how often would be sufficient and for what length of time

1c. What type of information would be helpful to receive from the literacy specialist to
support the work you do in your classroom with the student(s) receiving Tier 3 reading
intervention?

1d. What type of information would you like to share with the literacy specialist that
would positively impact the rate of the student’s progress?

*2. Has the literacy specialist ever participated in your literacy block (phonemic
awareness, phonics, or reading?  YES or NO

2a. If no, what possible benefits would you anticipate for the students receiving Tier 3
intervention if that was part of reading intervention?

2b. If no, what possible benefits would you anticipate for you, the classroom teacher, if
that was part of reading intervention?

2c. If yes, how did the students benefit from having the literacy specialist in the literacy
block? Please list.

2d. If yes, what were the benefits to you, the classroom teacher? Please list.

*3. | see my students who receive Tier 3 reading intervention transferring what they are
learning in intervention to the classroom.
Strongly disagree - Disagree —Neutral- Agree - Strongly agree


https://goo.gl/forms/2Y46iW4RY1L1gjfg1
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3a. Do you have any suggestions for increasing transfer from intervention to classroom
performance?

*4. | understand the focus and research &/or theory of the intervention program my
students are receiving in the intervention setting.
Strongly disagree - Disagree - Neutral - Agree - Strongly agree

*5. Tunderstand the ‘reading process’ and how children learn to read.
Strongly disagree - Disagree - Neutral- Agree - Strongly agree

*6. | understand the unique needs of struggling readers.
Strongly disagree - Disagree - Neutral - Agree - Strongly agree

*7. | feel equipped to meet the literacy needs of the struggling readers in my class
Strongly disagree - Disagree - Neutral - Agree - Strongly agree

*8. | feel supported in meeting the literacy needs of the struggling readers in my class.
Strongly disagree - Disagree - Neutral - Agree - Strongly agree

*8a. If not, in what ways can the literacy specialist support you in meeting the needs of
the struggling readers in your class?

9. Please share any additional information you would like the literacy specialist to know
about the reading intervention program &/or process.
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Appendix C

Bell Curve - Percentile, Growth, Colors Explained

Bell Curve Graph

Within
Average Range

Below the
Average Rang

Above the
Average Range

i i

Significantly

below the
Average

Range

Significantly
above the
Average
Range

2 16 50 24 98 >999

Percentile: This score ranks individuals within a group on a scale of 1-99, with 50 being
average. A percentile rank of 75 means the student scored better than 75 percent of the
other students in his or her norm group, and 25 percent scored as well or better than your
student.

EduClimber Colors: The colors in EduClimber are based on the student’s percentile
rank for that particular assessment (e.g., Spring benchmark period- aReading). For
instance, in aReading, the 50" percentile for a 3« grade student in Spring is a score of 507.
If a student earns 507 points, this would be color-coded as Green, because It falls at the
50 percentile and Green represents the 40 to 75 percentiles.

Understanding Growth Percentiles: Growth percentiles represent a student’s
performance relative to other students in terms of the amount of growth they have made.
Instead of the focus on a student’s score on any particular assessment, the growth
percentile is derived from the difference between two scores. Research has found that
Aggressive Growth is what it takes to close gaps.

Definitions of Growth
e Aggressive Growth - growing at a rate greater than 75% of same-grade peers
e Typical Growth - growing at a rate greater than 40% - 75% of same-grade peers
e Modest growth - growing at a rate greater than 15% to 39% of same-grade peers

e Flat Growth - growing at a rate < 15% of same-grade peers
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Fall Score | Percentile | Spring Percentile Difference | National
of Fall Score of Spring in Fall to Growth
Score Score Spring Percentile
(what is (what is Fall -
color color Spring
coded) coded)
Student A | 488 18 510 36" (Lime) | +22 points [ 79»
(Yellow) in raw percentile
score
Student B 503 460 511 38" (Lime) | +8 points 33
(Green) in raw percentile
score
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Both students ended the year with “Lime Green” scores, with Student B scoring slightly

higher than Student A. However, Student A made more progress on the assessment

between Fall to Spring. Specifically, the student grew more than 79 percent of students in
that grade level nationally. Though Student B had a similar Spring score and also made
progress, they grew as much as only 33 percent of students in that grade level.

Kirkwood School District, 2018
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Appendix D

Study Teacher Interview

Mid-study Interview

©)

Given that the focus of the intervention is phonemic awareness/phonics/decoding,
what components of the core curriculum do you think could be bridged in order to
increase students’ rate of improvement (strategies, language, routines, activities,
etc.)?

Are there components from the intervention that the students are receiving that
could be bridged from intervention to classroom instruction in order to increase
students’ rate of improvement?

| was mainly observing in order to understand how the two instructional settings
(core and reading intervention) could be bridged if the literacy specialist was able
to push into a classroom to support teachers and students receiving Tier 3
intervention as part of Tier 3 reading intervention programing. How would you,
the classroom teacher, describe what that should look like? What would you see?
What would you hear? What would the teacher be doing? What would the
literacy specialist be doing?

Post-study Interview

(@]

o

What benefits to struggling readers did you see having the literacy specialist in
the classroom during phonics and reading workshop?

What changes, shifts, or additions did you make to your instruction from having
the literacy specialist in your classroom?

What changes, shifts, or modifications could the literacy specialist make to
increase student’s receiving Tier 3 reading intervention rate of growth?

The standardized data did not show aggressive growth. Look at the snapshot of
student one and student two’s data. What conclusions could you draw,
qualitatively and quantitatively, regarding their performance first semester?
After analyzing the benchmarking results and reading grades, do you believe the
intervention of bridging the two instruction settings’ language and activities was
effective? Not effective?

What do you hypothesize could have possibly changed the students’ rate of
growth?
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Appendix E

Fountas and Pinnell Assessment Summary Form

Summary Form
Student Grade hmark Independent Level*
Teacher Date Benchmark Instructional Level**
school Rec ded Pl Level
Assessment Summary Form  wist the titles read by the student from lowest to highest level.
=
~ 5|« |2 £ HES
i . : 5.2 § HEE
= |8 g B|Rn|g|iz| 3 |zl 1|EE
— < 2 : > .
Title AEIEE HEHE R HEEH
2| EE ,
I == = E EE| & |25 | -
*Independent Level
Levels A-K: Highest level read with 95-100% accuracy and excellent or satisfactory comprehension.
Levels L-I: Highest level read with 98-100% accuracy and excellent or satisfactory comprehension.
**Instructional Level Comprehension
Levels A-K: Highest level read with 90-94% accuracy and excellent or satisfactory comprehension or 95-1000 .
accuracy and limited comprehension. Levels A-K u“kE:&:II
nt
Levels L-I: Highest level read with 95-97% accuracy and excellent or satisfactory comprehension or 98-100% &7 Emclellent 10 . ¢
accuracy and limited comprehension. 5 Satisfactory 7-8 Satisfactory
4  Limited 5-6 Limited
***Hard Level 0-3 Unsatisfactary -4 Unsatisfactory

Levels A-K: Highest level read at which accuracy is below oo% with any level of comprehension.

Levels L-I: Highest level read at which accuracy is below 959 with any level of comprehension.

Behaviors and Understandings to Notice, Teach, and Support (See The Continuum of Literacy Learming)

Fountas & Pinnell Benchmark Assessment System 2

© 311, 208 by lnere €. Fountas and Gay Su Finnell, Pattam cuth, NH: Heinemann This page may be photocopied.
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Co-Authored Conclusion

The current academic trends in the United States, according to the National
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) and the Pew Research Center (Fact Tank,
February 2017) show that U.S. students are outperformed on international measures in
the areas of math, science, and reading. This national concern, coupled with witnessing
the underperformance of their students, gave them pause to question what they could do
to change the course for their students. The joint effort of the researchers was to create
and implement innovative instructional practices that would accelerate student
learning. The potential impact of their efforts, with persistence, could influence
education at the highest level, nationally.

This research has had a positive impact on the authors’ respective schools and
districts. Bouchard has shared his results with the district science coordinator in hopes
of planning professional development around the use of crosscutting concepts in the
science setting. In addition, he will be meeting with leadership to plan future science
professional development and share his Critical Thinking First results with his staff.

Simmons has shared her findings with building and district level administration in
hopes of initiating conversations to problem solve around the roles and responsibilities of
literacy specialists. It is her hope that districts begin looking deeper into the challenges
that underperforming students face and the impact that the system in which teachers and
students work plays in their achievement. While there are many factors outside of a
school or teacher’s control, there are many factors that are not. Simmons’ study
reinforces the importance of the classroom teacher, quality core instruction, and

collaboration between teachers. Simmons hypothesizes that learning can be accelerated
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when literacy specialists and classroom teachers have the opportunity to work together in
the general education classroom in addition to pull-out intervention and have periodic
structured times to meet. Simmons plans to continue implementing this instructional
intervention if, and whenever possible, as well as sharing its potential to accelerate
struggling students’ learning. Her building principal has built in time for teachers and
instructional specialists to meet periodically next school year. She looks forward to
watching the impact this has on struggling readers’ rate of growth when the two have
time to intentionally and purposefully collaborate around the needs of struggling readers
in order to bridge the instructional gaps between the two environments. There are far-
reaching negative outcomes when students leave the school system with limited reading
abilities. She acknowledges that there is a small percentage of students who have
significant cognitive impairments which prevent them from reading at the same level as
their peers, however, it is her dream to eliminate, or significantly decrease this
debilitating effect.

Bouchard and Simmons believe their endeavor had value both in the present and
in the future for their students given the positive results of their studies. Bouchard found
that students increased their ability to critically think and were far more able to problems
solve with CTF program. His students were able to apply these skills outside of the
classroom and make better connections to the world around them. In addition, students
were more equipped to solve problems across content areas.

While the two students in Simmons’ case study did not show aggressive growth
on reading rate as anticipated, she uncovered potential reasons for their

underperformance and a strong desire of teachers and literacy specialists to collaborate in
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order to support transfer between the two instructional settings. The results from
Simmons’ study displayed potential for very positive effects for students, and teachers.
Creating consistency between the two instructional settings impacts a student’s ability to
transfer learning from one setting to another. The instructional intervention practice
studied would not only positively affect a student’s academic growth, but her experience
pushing into core instruction leads her to believe that there is a positive effect on how
students view themselves as learners. The addition of shared classroom experiences
between the student, classroom teacher, and literacy specialist would deepen the teacher
(literacy specialist)/student relationship. Strong, positive student/teacher relationships
not only impact a student’s overall academic performance, but their view of themselves
as a learner.

Our studies showed that when innovative teaching practices are implemented with
the goal of accelerating students learning, students are better able to transfer knowledge
across content areas and into real life. The ability to transfer knowledge from one setting
to another, think critically, and problem solve allows students to more easily acquire new
skills making them far more marketable in the job force. Bouchard and Simmons’ use of
innovative teaching practices gives them hope that when teachers are given the
professional freedom to create research informed practices, all students will reach their

full potential.



