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MISSISSIPPI VALLEY STATE UNIVERSITY
Department of Teacher Education

Holistic Transformer:
Transforming and developing scholars, reflective thinkers and facilitators, and responsible professionals who will change and transform the Delta and society beyond.

RD 411: Reading Assessments and Intervention

Instructor:		Class Meetings- Location/Time:	Office Location:

Office Phone:		E-mail Address:			Office Hours: Spring 2020 
[bookmark: _GoBack]
COURSE DESCRIPTION: Reading Assessments and Interventions (formerly Diagnostic and Remedial Reading) focuses on an introduction to assessing foundational reading skills to inform effective instruction and interventions  

CREDIT HOURS:  3

PRE-REQUISITES:  RD 214, RD 310, RD 315

COURSE CONTENT: 
Required Text(s):
Jennings, J. H., Caldwell, J. S., & Lerner, J. W. (2014). Reading problems:	Assessment
	and teaching strategies. Boston: Pearson. 

Supplemental Readings/Resources:
	MS College & Career Ready Standards
	https://districtaccess.mde.k12.ms.us/curriculumandInstruction/MississippiCurriculumFramewor	ks/ELA/2016-MS-CCRS-ELA.pdf
	
	Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (assessment materials)	https://dibels.uoregon.edu/assessment/index/materialdownload/?agree=true
	
	Basic and Advanced Decoding Surveys (ReallyGreatReading.org)
	https://www.reallygreatreading.com/diagnostic-decoding-surveys-beginning-and-advanced
Early Reading Assessment: A Practitioner’s Handbook (Rathvon, 2004) New York: Guilford Press
	Fundamentals of Literacy Instruction & Assessment: PreK-6 (Hougen & Smartt, 2012) 
Baltimore, MD: Brookes Publishing.
Reutzel, R., & Cooter, R. B. (2020). Strategies for Reading Assessment and Instruction: Helping Every Child. Boston: Pearson.
Gunning. TH. G. (2018). Assessing and Correcting Reading and Writing Difficulties. Boston: Pearson. 
PURPOSE/RATIONALE: This course is designed to provide the teacher candidate with specific knowledge about foundational reading skills and how to assess reading performance through formal and informal techniques and instruments.  Students will have a clear understanding of how to administer universal screeners and diagnostic instruments to assess oral language, fluency, decoding ability, vocabulary, and comprehension. Teacher candidates will be familiar with the national norms for early reading skills and how to use data to inform grade level instruction and interventions.  

GENERAL COURSE GOALS: RD 411 is an undergraduate course that is performance based. Students will learn various reading assessments both formative and summative, how to interpret test results, and how to use the results to teach reading. 

MATRIX: LINKAGE OF THE HTM AND THE RD 411 GENERAL COURSE GOALS

	COURSE GOALS
	HTM
Knowledge
	HTM
Skills
	HTM
Disposition
	IDA

	1. Understands and explain what comprise the foundational skills of early reading.   
	1.1, 1.2, 1.3, 1.4
	2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 2.4
	3.1, 3.2, 3.3, 3.4
	A.1, 5, C.1

	2. Understands and explain the stages of language development and the sequence of phonological and phonics skills.
	1.1, 1.2, 1.3, 1.4
	2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 2.4
	3.1, 3.2, 3.3, 3.4
	A.6, C-1.2, C-2.1; C-3.2.

	3. Learn how to administer, score, and interpret a variety of early reading assessments, including universal screeners and diagnostic instruments.
	1.1, 1.2, 1.3, 1.4
	2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 2.4
	3.1, 3.2, 3.3, 3.4
	D.1, D.4

	4. Identify specific competencies, strengths, and deficits in early reading through formal and informal assessments.    
	1.1, 1.2, 1.3, 1.4
	2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 2.4
	3.1, 3.2, 3.3, 3.4
	D.2

	5. Understands and apply national norms for grade level skills in early reading. 
	1.1, 1.2, 1.3, 1.4
	2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 2.4
	3.1, 3.2, 3.3, 3.4
	D.2

	6. Explain results of assessments to a variety of audiences, including parents.
	1.1, 1.2, 1.3, 1.4
	2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 2.4
	3.1, 3.2, 3.3, 3.4
	D.5, 6

	7. Plan and execute appropriate interventions to remediate specific early literacy deficits.     
	1.1, 1.2, 1.3, 1.4
	2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 2.4
	3.1, 3.2, 3.3, 3.4
	D.4, 5

	8. Understands how to progress monitor and adapt instruction and interventions as needed.      
	1.1, 1.2, 1.3, 1.4, 
	2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 2.4
	3.1, 3.2, 3.3, 3.4
	D.3



Outcome:  Content
Candidate Proficiencies (Knowledge)
	1.0  Scholar

1.1 The candidate synthesizes in-depth knowledge of content in specific disciplines with
research-based practices in the teaching and learning process.
1.2 The candidate plans instruction and integrates technology appropriately based on best practices.
1.3 The candidate selects reliable and valid assessments to measure student performance.
1.4 The candidate demonstrates theoretical, historical, and philosophical knowledge of diversity and equity. 
1.5 The candidate identifies appropriate technology that supports differentiated instruction.

     Outcome:  Processes, Skills
	Candidate Proficiencies (Skills)
	
2.0 Facilitator and Reflective Thinker

2.1	The candidate regularly reflects on the state, national, and professional curriculum
	standards as a basis for continuously improving teaching and learning.
2.2	The candidate designs and implements unit and daily lesson plans that incorporate 
	rigorous instructional strategies and infuses technology appropriately to enhance 
	student learning.
2.3	The candidate administers formative and summative assessments to measure student 
	learning outcomes and to facilitate data-based decisions about instruction.
2.4	The candidate develops adaptive instruction plans to meet the educational and social 
	needs of all students in collaboration with community and parental support.
2.5	The candidate infuses/integrates appropriate technology into lessons to enhance
	 student learning.
	      
          Outcome:  Dispositions
	Candidate Proficiencies (Dispositions)

	3.0 Responsible Professional

3.1 The candidate actively collaborates with relevant P-20 learning communities and professional education associations as evidence of a personal commitment to professional learning and development.
3.2	The candidate values, respects, and promotes learning for all students and incorporates instructional technology.
3.3	The candidate systematically analyzes individual student outcomes and makes appropriate decisions for student learning.
3.4	The candidate models professional, responsible, and ethical behaviors to support social justice and equity in a diverse society.
3.5	The candidate incorporates new technology based resources for instruction and 
	professional productivity

COURSE OBJECTIVES: At the end of the semester, the teacher candidate will be able to:
A: Objective – Knowledge: Teacher as Scholar
1. Understand and explain what comprise the foundational skills of early reading (HTM 1.1, 2.1, 3.1) (CAEP 1.1, 1.2, 1.3) (INTASC 4, 7, 10) (TIAI 1, 3, 14, 25) (CAEP K-6 1.a, 3.c, 4.c, 5.a) (TGR 1, 4, 9)
2. Understands and explain the stages of language development and the sequence of phonological and phonics skills (HTM 1.1, 2.1, 3.1) (CAEP 1.1, 1.2, 1.3) (INTASC 4, 7, 10) (TIAI 1, 3, 14, 25) (CAEP K-6 1.a, 3.c, 4.c, 5.a) (TGR 1, 4, 9)

B: Objective – Skills: Teacher as Facilitator and Reflective Thinker
3. Learn how to administer, score, and interpret a variety of early reading assessments, including universal screeners and diagnostic instruments (HTM 1.3, 2.3, 3.3) (CAEP 1.2, 1.3) (INTASC 6) (TIAI 5, 8) (CAEP K-6 3.a, 3.b) (TGR 3)
4. Identify specific competencies, strengths, and deficits in early reading through formal and informal assessments (HTM 1.3, 2.3, 3.3) (CAEP 1.2, 1.3) (INTASC 6) (TIAI 5, 8) (CAEP K-6 3.a, 3.b) (TGR 3)
5. Understand and apply national norms for grade level skills in early reading (HTM 1.2, 2.2, 3.2) (CAEP 1.1, 1.2, 1.3) (INTASC 4, 7, 10) (TIAI 1, 3, 14, 25) (CAEP K-6 1.a, 3.c, 4.c, 5.a) (ISTE 2.b, 4.c, 4.c, 5.c, 6.a, 6.d) (TGR 1, 4, 9)
6. Explain results of assessments to a variety of audiences including parents (HTM 1.3, 2.3, 3.3) (CAEP 1.2, 1.3) (INTASC 6) (TIAI 5, 8) (CAEP K-6 3.a, 3.b) (TGR 3)
7. Plan and execute appropriate interventions to remediate specific early literacy deficits (HTM 1.2, 2.2, 3.2) (CAEP 1.1, 1.2, 1.3) (INTASC 4, 7, 10) (TIAI 1, 3, 14, 25) (CAEP K-6 1.a, 3.c, 4.c, 5.a) (ISTE 2.b, 4.c, 4.c, 5.c, 6.a, 6.d) (TGR 1, 4, 9)

C: Objective – Disposition: Teacher as Responsible Professional
8. Hold responsibility for the student’s learning (HTM 1.4, 2.4, 3.4) (CAEP 1.1, 1.4) (INTASC 1, 2, 3, 8, 10) (TIAI 2, 16, 18, 19, 20, 22, 23) (CAEP K-6 1.b, 1.c, 3.d, 3.e, 3.f, 4.c, 5.a) (ISTE 1.a, 2.c, 3.a, 3.b, 4.d, 5.a, 6.b) (TGR 2, 5, 7, 9)
9. Demonstrate confidence, courage, and passion for teaching (HTM 1.4, 2.4, 3.4) (CAEP 1.1, 1.4) (INTASC 1, 2, 3, 8, 10) (TIAI 2, 16, 18, 19, 20, 22, 23) (CAEP K-6 1.b, 1.c, 3.d, 3.e, 3.f, 4.c, 5.a) (ISTE 1.a, 2.c, 3.a, 3.b, 4.d, 5.a, 6.b) (TGR 2, 5, 7, 9)
Note: HTM stands for the Holistic Transfer Model; CAEP standards for the Council for the Accreditation of Educator Preparation; INTASC stands for the Interstate New Teacher Assessment and Support Consortium; TIAI stands for the Teacher Intern Assessment Instrument; CAEP K-6 standards for the CAEP 2018 K-6 Elementary Teacher Preparation Standards; ISTE stands for the International Society for Technology in Education (ISTE) standards; and TGR stands for the Teacher Growth Rubric.

TECHNOLOGY INFUSION: Technology to be incorporated in this class: pen; paper, computer; internet; PowerPoint; overhead, projection; CD-ROM; VCR

FIELD EXPERIENCE AND CLINICAL PRACTICE: Field experience is not a component of this class.  However, teacher candidates will be required to demonstrate administration of assessments, execution of interventions, and critique video samples of assessments and instruction during class time. 

INSTRUCTIONAL STRATEGIES: The in-class teaching methods used to accomplish the goals and objectives of the course include lecture, paired learning, demonstration, presentation, handouts, scaffolding,  modeling of strategies with technology, simulations, whole group discussion and small heterogeneous cooperative group activities, and group and individual research. Presentation Methods: Demonstration, Discussion, Group Work, Lecture, Modeling, Role Play

STUDENT EVALUATION: The candidates will be evaluated based on class and group participation, quality of assignments, and attendance of class (Course Objective A-C).

A: Grading Criteria/Grading Procedures-performance based: 
Students are graded on the university grading system that ranges from 0 to 100. There is no curve or predetermined distribution of grades in this course. A student’s grade is based on the quality of work in completing course requirements. The classroom practitioner will be evaluated based on class and group participation, quality of   assignments, and attendance of class (Course Objectives A, B, and C).

B: Grading Scale: Grades are awarded for performances in accordance with Mississippi Valley
State University’s grading policy.
1. Outstanding effort and performance 		90-100=A
2. Satisfactory effort and performance 		80-89=B
3. Mediocre effort and performance		70-79=C
4. Minimal effort and performance		60-69=D
5. Failure to meet the intent of the assignment	 0-59=F

C: Grading procedures are performance based (Rubrics will be provided to you during the course of study):
1. Practice on running records and interpret the results (Objectives A, B)
2. Practice on observation checklist and interpret the results (Objectives A, B) 
3. Practice on assessment on the concepts about print (Objectives A, B) (the 10 point rubric)
4. Practice on interest and attitude inventory (Objectives A, B) (the 10 point rubric)
5. Practice on intrinsic and extrinsic motivation surveys (Objectives A, B)
6. Critique on peer-reviewed research studies in reading assessment published in recent 5 years (Objectives A, B) (the 10 point rubric)
7. Develop a lesson plan based on the test results (Objectives A, B) (the 10 point rubric)
8. Design an activity that explicitly teaches one of five components of reading and present in class (presentation the 5 point rubric, essay on what, how, and why you use the strategy and activities the 5 point rubric) .(Objectives B) (the 10 point rubric)
9. Mid-term exam—Analytical Reading Inventory (Objectives A, B) (the 20 point rubric)
10. Final project—Case Study (Objectives A, B, C) (the 20 point rubric)
11. Electronic Portfolio (Objectives A, B, C) (the 5 point rubric)
12. Positive attitude, participation in class discussion/activities, and emailing to the instructor about his/her contact information (Objectives C) (the 5 point rubric)

We reserve the right to curve letter grades, but will only curve them to your advantage. 

D: Attendance Policy: The student is expected to attend every class, arriving on time and leaving only after the class has dismissed. Unless appropriate documentation is provided, any student missing three (3) classes will automatically find that their final course grade will be lowered a letter. Excessive absences (beyond three) will necessitate a reduction in the student’s class participation points. Three (3) tardiness or three (3) leave early will result in one (1) absence. Please see MVSU undergraduate catalog on pp. 46-47 for university class attendance policy.

E: Make-up Policy: When possible, student with an excused absence be allowed to make-up work. Perspective candidates are responsible for all content, discussion, and materials covered during his/her absence.  Make provisions with a classmate to obtain notes, copies and other assignment information prior to returning to class so as to be prepared for full class participation. Late work will result in a loss of points.

F: Cell phone Policy: No cell phone should be used except you are expecting an emergency call.

ADA SYLLABUS STATEMENT: Mississippi Valley State University is committed to providing reasonable accommodations for students with a documented disability. If you feel you are eligible to receive accommodations for a covered disability (medical, physical, psychiatric, learning, vision, hearing, etc.) and would like to request it for this course, you must be registered with the Services for Students with Disabilities (SSD) program administered by University College. It is recommended that you visit the Disabilities Office located in the Social Science Building Office 105 to register for the program at the beginning of each semester. For more information or to schedule an appointment, please contact Mrs. Kathy Brownlow, via phone or email at 662-254-3443 or kbrownlow@mvsu.edu.

PLAGIARISM/ACADEMIC INTEGRITY: Plagiarism is the intentional or careless use of someone else’s language, ideas, information or original work without acknowledging the source and presenting it as one’s own. Please see the sanctions for the academic integrity violations, MVSU undergraduate catalog pp. 112-114. 

To address the situation of plagiarism, the University has implemented Turnitin to fight plagiarism and improve reading, writing, and research skills. Turnitin is a comprehensive plagiarism prevention system that lets faculty quickly and effectively check all students’ work. Results are based on exhaustive searches of billions of pages from both current and archived instances on the Internet. Plagiarism will result in at least a failing grade for the assignment(s) and/or course.

CALENDAR OF ACTIVITIES/COURSE TENTATIVE SCHEDULE
Wk	Dates	Topics
1	8/26	Review syllabus and Overview of Reading and Reading Problems
2	9/2	Factors Associated with Reading Problems
3	9/9	Gathering Data to Develop Students’ Literacy Profiles
4	9/16	Norm-Referenced and Criterion-Referenced Assessments
	5	9/23  	Administering an Informal Reading Inventory 
	6	9/30	Providing Instruction and Intervention
7	10/7     Mid-term exam
8	10/14	Early Literacy
	9	10/21	Improving Word Knowledge: Word Recognition
	10	10/28	Improving Word Knowledge: Fluency 
11	11/4	Vocabulary Development and Listening Comprehension
12	11/11	Comprehension of Narrative and Informational Text
13	11/18	Integrating Reading and Writing
14	11/25	Fall Break and Thanksgiving Holiday
15	12/2	Literacy Instruction for Diverse Learners and Students with Special Needs
		Senior Final
16	12/9 	Final Exam

REFERENCES:
	
Educational Journals:
The Literacy Teacher (International Literacy Association)
Literacy Research Quarterly (International Literacy Association)
English Journal (National Council of Teachers of English)
	Journals of Literacy Research (National Reading Conference)
	Reading Research and Instruction (College Reading Association)

Educational Websites: 
https://www.mdek12.org		Mississippi College- and Career-Readiness Standards for
English Language Arts
http://www.ccsso.org 	Interstate Teacher Assessment and Support Consortium (InTASC)
https://dyslexiaida.org 		International Dyslexia Association (IDA) Standards
http://www.literacyworldwide.org	International Literacy Association
http://www.caepnet.org		Council for the Accreditation of Educator
Preparation
https://www.iste.org/standards/computational-thinking	the International Society for Technology in Education (ISTE) standards
http://www.ed.gov			Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA)
United States Department of Education
	http://www.mde.k12.ms.us		Mississippi Department of Education
	http://www.mvsu.edu/library/online_resources.php
						EBSCO host, ID/pwd: magn1309
	www.mvsu.edu 			Mississippi Valley State University website
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