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Vision: Every child in every district receives the instruction that they need and deserve...every day.

Session Overview

. . * This presentation will provide a clear vision of
SLD Toolbox: Takmg a kid from best practices related to an RTI-based SLD

finish! Identification.
start to finish. * We will travel with a student from consent being

obtained to the eligibility determination meeting

. looking at how we as educators are making
COSA SPED Conference decision about instruction and how to improve
Oct. 2017 outcomes.

* This presentation will also provide useful ready to
use tools that can support the identification
rocess and how to develop or refine your system
including for students identified as ELL.

Reach & Teach All Students

Case Stu_dy -

Dorothy is a 3 grade student who has only ever attended Kansas Elementary.
Dorothy was referred by the Effective Behavior and Instructional Supports (EBIS)
Team for an individual problem solving meeting. The EBIS team, along with
Dorothy's mother, Auntie Em, met on 3.1.15 and held an Individual Problem
Solving Meeting. A team consisting of Dorothy's classroom teacher, the

rincipal, title one teacher, school ﬁsychologist and Dorothy's mom reviewed

orothy's current academic data, the instructional, curricular and behavioral
supsorts Dorothy has been receiving and put together an intensified intervention
for Dorothy. At this meeting, the school psychologist interviewed Dorothy's

mom and together they filled out a developmental history to get to know v LIRS k4
Dorothy's early development a little better. The team agreed to meet in e -
approximately 6 weeks to review Dorothy’s progress after an intensified —
intervention has been put in place. B ity ——
ot [
Fast forward 6 weeks, the team reconvened and determined that a SPED - :‘—ﬂ—_-_r:f_:“_. o
evaluation was appropriate. Consent was obtained to complete a [ekon B [~ v
comprehensive evaluation. | et s s by o
|~ e
—
OAR Fiiilt Requirement: The chid does ot achiere adequately for the chid's ge or fo meet Oregon rade- - ' is im me?
level standards in one or move of the following areas (basic readling skifl, reading fluency skills, reading HOW does thls 1 .paCt €.
R . themalics probler solving, wil Gy | | /
o Oresnn radefevel shindards 15810159170 tiiait
Significantly Discrepant from Peers: Is the student's || Data Sources: Review, Interview, ) In the Land of Oz School District, all 1:t-5t
performance significantly below peers? Ohbserve, Test grade students receive 90 minutes of
arfer Balanced scoie 15 a1 4 Level 1 06 a2 [ Smarter Balanced Test Results reading instruction per day, using a core
[ Uni reening scores (or CBMs) are significantly || ] Universal Screening data (CBMs) reading program. Oz’s adopted reading
lew as compared te: (] District Wide Core Program Assessment curriculum is Reading Street, a
[ National percentile rank for proficiency of research- Data comprehensive research-based program
based benchmark [ Other standardized achievement tests which emphasizes phonemic awareness,
[ Typical periormance of school/district peers needed)

s phonics, fluency, vocabulary and
[] Core program assessment scores are significantly low as [ Group Intervention Data (CBMs,

- comprehension. While in the general
istricts B s Intervention Assessments etc.
compared I?u district/schocl peers (if 'fm.lilhkl. g C", e o Ak education classroom during core reading
O ﬁ"‘&z\“ﬁ":ﬂ;ﬁ{:ﬂ“ E y low as [] Other: instruction, Dorothy requires additional
TN BUN nes i .
P S ional = gz teacher guided support, frequent checks
O I(:::? icdts pei" in im[unm!:?ﬂif:mcf":k for understanding and a slower pace of
groupts) ¥ instruction.

[ Assessment data converge




How does this impact me? Dorothy has been intervened with in the area of
reading since the beginning of her 2" grade school
year. During her 3 grade school year, the

— intervention was intensified two different times,
once she was moved back for additional review and
the 2" time she was moved into a smaller group and
placed with a certified teacher. Student’s
performance was not at a rate comparable to her
peers, thus she was supported through various
methods of intensifying the instruction. In addition,
Dorothy started her 27 and 3 grade year in Reading
Mastery Classic lesson. Her performance supports a
picture of a skill deficit in reading that is resistant to

instruction.

Intervention Dates Group Size Duration Instructor
Name
Roadng Mastery | S5~ WA o wn, dally | 1A
Classic 525012
Roadng Mastery | 1071712 [:3 B0 in, daily .Y
Classic 2 1112312
Roading Mastory | 11/23/12 © 60 min_dally | 1A
Classic 2 (Moved
b

wadng Mastery | 271171 5-prasont | 4 O wn, dally | Certded
2 (moved o a Specialst
smallor group
with certified

Wechsler Individual Achievement
Test 111

3
Standard Con‘l:hn“ Percentile Quaitative
Composite Score Interval Rank Description
Jorai L ” 86 [} Below Average
I 6576 3 Below Average
7 ) 3 Below Average
"%
Standard Confidence
Subtest Scores Summary Score inteevat | Peccentis Rank
Listening 87 J15-99 19
" 82 6005 12
ot Problem Sotving 72 6183 3
[Sentence Composition 69 5879 2
Reaseg 81 7785 10
fissay Compositon 63 [TST) s
Prousoword Decodng 0 5664 04
Numerical Operations o1 82-100 27
Joral Exgeession 73 )
foral Reading Fuency 72 3
82 12
pa Frency—Assiton 76 s
o Frosncy—Scbtracton 78 7
Prath Fluency. (] 2

Case St

=

During the evaluation planning meeting, it was noted that Dorothy works at a slower rate
than her peers and ignores the work around her. She has a lower vocabulary than her peers
and struggles with multi-step directions (this was noted at home). It was also noted that she
has great social skills and has many friends; this can at times be a distraction to her.
Dorothy has low self confidence in herself; this was noted both at home and at school.

Dorothy demonstrates her strengths and weaknesses through a number of curriculum based
measures, SBAC scores, classroom performance, and the Wechsler Individual Achievement
Test. Dorothy’s strengths are in her math curriculum based measures. Even though her rate
of improvement fell below her peers, her scores fall in the low average range. In‘addition,
she scored in the average range on numerical operations on the WIAT. Dorothy’s strengths
also fall in her writing skills as noted through her quarterly writing samples as well as her
writing curriculum based measures.

Dorothy demonstrates her weaknesses through reading curriculum based measures, the
WIAT, gBAC, and in program assessments. Dorothy falls in the low range in her general
reading ability, vocabulary measures, and reading comprehension. In addition, her reading
W&Tma!h scores fall below the benchmark target as well as her total achievement on the

10/4/17

How does this impact me?
3" Grade
Fall[vile [Benchmark [Winter[sit [enchmark [spring e [Benchmark
Score Score Score
0RFWe | 46 | 14" |70 58 |13" [s6 NA - [NA J100
. ooreace | g | 8" os oo o [oese A na fors
) zetel 6" [16 5" [ N [na fa0
Towel ¥ Lol
FINF) 2387
2397
273 ATy Tess than 7410
Levels Levelz Tevel 1
2435 FEIT] Leus than 2381
65
T Tl en 41T
Fii)
Bencrmumt > Speng Sere | ko Borctman
AN below
™WwW 32 26, 16,20 | he 23"%ie. a7
A below
cws 23 13,4, 14 | 10 10" %o 28
A3 beiow
wsc 28 20,6, 18 | the 30"%de 33
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- Tt imfinn; |
- TT jnfun T
i Tl T [ |

Il infun 1
| infun |
=1 |
=TT : - I

ificant from Peers: Is the student’s
performance significantly below peers!

AR Hligibility Requirenent: The child does not achieve adequately for the child’s age or to meet Oregon grade-
level standards in ane or move of the fallowing areas (hasic reading skifls, reading fluency skills, reading
R . PR 7 ! s

problem solving,
listening comprehension) when provided with learning experiences and instruction appropriate for the child's age

Data Sources: Review, Interview,
Observe, Test

IS REAGE ST E T e
[ Universal screening scores (or CBMs are significantly
low as compared to:
[ National percentile rank for proficiency or research-
based benchmark
[ Typical periormance of school/district peers
[] Core program assessment scores are significantly low as

(] Smarter Balanced Test Results

[ Universal Screening data (CBMs)

(] District Wide Core Program Assessment
Data

[ Other standardized achievement tests
needed)

[ Group Intervention Data (CBMs,

[] Other Intervention/instructional data is significantly
low compared to peers in instructionalfintervention
groupis)

[ Assessment data converge

compared to district/school peers (if available) I"F"'"Li_a“ ':smm el
[] Other Achi Test results are significantly low as fo
determined by disict guidelines LJ Other
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How does this impact me? 2000 s Gt et

T Data Sources: Review, Interview,
making slower than expected progress when approgeiate Observe, Test

Slow Progress.... Cumulative Records
» Rate of progress during intervention ks significantly less  li] Repost Cards
than expected: [] Progress Graph

[0 Student Rate of Improvement (ROI) is less than [ Intervention Plan
Iypical student ROI [] Intervention Fidelity Data
[] Student Rate of Imprevement (ROI is bess than [ Problem AnalysisDiagnostic Data
needed to completely close the gap between student I[1 Instructional Program Data
e ainl typie & perfc [ ParentTeaches/Child Provides Intenview
fe.g. targeted ROH) Interview Interventionist o
[ Student Rate of lmprovement (RO} is less than that of Observation during intervention 3" Grade
listrict/school peers Oither: Fall Y%ile k |Winter | %ile |[Benchmark |Spring | %ile |Benchmark
[ Student Rate of lmprovement (RO} is less than that of Score Score Score
peers receiving similar intervention support SorRFwC | 46 | 14" 70 58 13" 86 NA NA [100
[t stuctent is an ELL student Rate of Impravement = =
{RON) i less than that of ELL's with shilar language JoRF Acc | 829% | 8" fo5% 85% |4" [96% NA NA 979
& acculturation Retell 8 6" |16 11 5" |26 NA NA |30
..Despite Research-Based Interventions Tn all areas, Student falls in the below average range or below the 207%ile. Average rate of
[ Tier 2/Tier 3 instruction meets requirements of time & improvement for a typical 3° grade student in oral reading fluency is 1.3 words per week or
intensity approximately 47 total word gain in one year's time. Student's average rate of improvement
[ Tier 2/Tier 3 instruction matched to student needs was .9 word per week or 32 total words per year. This leaves her falling further behind her fellow
[ Tier 2/Tier 3 instruction provided as designed (fidelity

students. Also, she is making below typical progress when compared to only other students who

[ Resources required to support sufficient growth difier started at her same reading level at the beginning of 3" grade.

from general education

How does this impact me? 000 e ot et

¢
) |

Comparison Group (wcfxleek) '

Targeted ROI (Needed to reach the benchmark) 1.77 ﬁ '
Peer ROI (Avg for kids receiving a similar intervention) 1.4 “
Peer ROI (All District) 1.3 -

Student ROI 0.9 E

* “Teaching a dyslexic child to read is based on
the same principles used to teach any child to
read. Since the neural systems responsible for
transforming print into language may not be as
responsive as in other children, however, the
instruction must be relentless and amplified in

every way possible so that it penetrates and
takes hold.”

(Shaywitz, Overcoming Dyslexia, 2003, p. 256)




ta
Observe. Test
Slow Progress. .. Cumulative Records
# Rate of progress during intervention ks significantly less  liC] Report Cards
than expected: [l Progress Graph
[ Student Rate of Improvement (ROI) is less than ] Intervention Plan

typical student RO [} Intervention Fidelity Data
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Instructional Need: Does the stu

[] Instructional neecs beyond core

instructional needs that require specially designed
instruction: content, methodolagy, and/or delivery?

Instructional Need

Eligibi + The child neads special education services as a result of tha aisebifty (5810152170
3

dent have

instruction are [ Review of curricula

ainid

[ Stdent Rate of Improvement (ROI s bess than
needed to conypletely close

[ Problem AnalysisDiagnostic Data
the gap between stident ] Instructional Program Data

ROH;

& accufluration

intensity

from general education

(g targeted ROV
Student Rate of lmprovement (ROH) is bess than that of
dlistrict/school

peers

[] Student Rate of lmproverent (RO} is bess than that of
peers receiving sinifar infervention support
I studlent is an FLL student Rate of Improvenent
(RO is bess than that of ELL's with shmilar

+.Despite Researcl-Based Interventions
[] Tier 2:Tier 3 instruction meets requirements of time &

[ Tier 2Tier 3 instruction matched to student needs
[ Tier 2:Tier 3 instruction provided as designed (fidelity)
[ Resources required to support sufficient growth difier

Parent/Teacher/Child Provider Interview
Interview Interventionist

Observation during intervention

Other:

|:| Curriculum content needs [cencepts & skills] are

|:| Environmental needs are identified (or are not

[] Leaming supports needed are identified (or are not

identified [ Problem Analysis/Diagnostic Data
+ More frequent repetition of corcepts & skills, [ Teacher/Child/Parent/rovider Interview
more explicit instruction, etc. [] Observation In Instuctional setting
[ Work samples

identified as below grade level [ other:

appl cable)
+ Reducec teacher/staff ratio, different setting, etc.

appl cable)
* Indvidualized reinforcement system

Step 2: Problem Analysis (Why is it happening?)

Domain Relevant Known Information
| Corg inyirution - 60 min whole group (charol flency reading, teocher modefing of comp &
Instruction 30 minute smaif partrer reading, group
fe.g. pocing, corrective feedback, expicitness, | respondingl; ot much corrective [<BO%), low target stodent engagement
apportunities toproctice, engogemen, etc) | Intervention - 45 min divct instruction 1 do, we do, yo do) erots covected t o igher rate
| (280%), moderate pacing [4to 5 respond per minute), engagement
0~ Treasures: whole group (vocab, smallgroug
| Gl , 0ral reading, phanics insruction focured on , prefves ond
2 suffines), teacher reported that scope and sequence is maving Quickly for target student, low level
| . sits taught, instroctianal materils, | 1 ent ocortmic sutces n curiculam (<206 scess rte dusing orland wrten responses]
| SOE, Intervention - et r focused on phorics (rcontroled vowel, vowel
previous loterventiony, et combinations, prefives; <cape and sequ her missing highey
| oeademic success (RO-B5K success rate doring oral on written respanses)
Environment Core instruction - 22 students, PBIS effectively used, clear expectations & rules posted and
| leg. room setup, et infloence, expectations | 124" gularly, Good pe 16 31 i bierved
| ond rules, behavior management system, etej | Iatervention - § students, geeat behavior management, o environmental challenges absermed
Learner DIBELS - see b, Qui i Reading = 11" percentil,
| feg.ocademic s, behavioro concerns, tc) | ptorn - 34 percentte; Core Assessments: Comprehension Avg = 5%, Vocat « 85K,
|

Based on the above (i

curriculm, , & learner) why do you think the current problem is

occurring and what s the predicted result of an appropriately matched intervention?

Problem Hypothesis: The problem is occurring because R locks decoding strategies for rcantralled vowels, and consonant digraphs &

How does

-
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and learning backin

educatjon teacher with
in the front of the class next to another student. The teacher was
standing in the front of the classroom giving directions to the entire
class. Dorothy did not respond to any of the coral response
opportunities that were provided. She often was playing with her
apers, talking with her peers, Iookin§ around her classroom,
ooking down, playinﬁ with her penci
er chai
zag” reading opportunities, but on 2 out of the
given to read aloud, the teacher needed to point out the spot to
start reading from. In a one minute time sample, she was off task 3
times while a peer was off task 0 times.

- Case St

Dorothy was observed on 5.16.14 by Shelby DiFonzo, District

Learning Specialist. Dorothy was observed from 9:25-9:45 am

while in’ Language GrOU{). he was being instructed by a general
8-2

2 other students. Dorothy was sitting

s, touching the peers face,
orothy did engage in the “zig/
opportunities

Use Existing Testing Data or Collect Additional
Testing Data to help determine instructional need

Instructional “Focus” Continuum

If no, teach

fluency/
automaticity

If yes, move
to application
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Reading Comprehension Fluency Ap

Foundational Skills

1 DIBELS* Nonsense Word Fluency
Grade 2/Benchmark 1

PNIN NN Rz el heN
4N NeX Ne\ I\ Nep

Fluency
Accuracy, Prosody & Rate

13/23 letter sounds

) < wu| ket vab lom hiv

@) g op dev wan s3ib  sus correct=56%
o [eV) ak vep rol bic suv

% Phonics and Word g bel 1] tus noj val

3 Recognition E— kes uv yac noz rin

o — kab roz wvul kik et

3 * <

g' yin eb tu] tat bos |[ =

S Phonemic Awareness o e coros o s €5 _13

Tokal whoke words sead (WWH)

- @e@ Ap Fluency Ap
] QIBELS" Nosense Word Fuency | QIBELS" Nomsense Word Fuency
as_wm
pdil ko) o3 ‘el huo A pdil ks
duj rek vol 1y dog ;;j duj e 0]
wul ket vab lom hiv |[a[ ]| [13/14 letter 51/51 letter sounds »u) ket [0]
op dev wan 3ib sus Ol sour;dscorrect: correct = 100% op dey [0
et vep rol Bic auv 93% et vep O]
bel zi] tus noj val bel zi| gl
tes uv yac noz rin kes wuv o
kab ro: vul kik et kab roz f
san bo| yuz lem Jik tan boj m
yin eb tu] tat bos yin eb
Total cormoct keter sounds 13
:‘lﬂ'wm Totat whoke werde sead VWY O :V"'Nv’ll'—v-

Fluency Ap Fluency Ap

4 QIBELS- Nonsense Word Fluency

Ginde 2Benchark | « Verify that the child has « Increased OTR’s « Intentional variation of task
prerequisite skills « Delayed corrective materials (e.g., slight
pdil * Use well-controlled feedback increases in difficulty,
duj instructional materials * Appropriate level of changes in problem format,
* Model-Lead-Test instructional materials use unpracticed materials)
51/51 letter sounds LAY « Frequent and more elaborate  for independent practice + Continued monitoring of
correct = 100% op corrective feedback + Goal setting and correct responses per
« Increased OTR’s w/ closer motivational strategies to  minute when variations
monitoring of response improve fluency made to materials
accuracy * Monitoring correct
+ Gradual increase in task responses per minute
difficulty based on improved
student performance
* Monitor accuracy of
responses

Adapted from Kovaleski et al, 2013




|

Fluency

Applicai

Reading Connected Text (ORF)

>93%
Accuracy

Other Academic Tasks

>90%
y Accuracy

Parker & Burns, 2014
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Instructional Need
OAR Eligibility Requirement: The chid nesds speclal education services as a resul of e aisebilty [s81.015-2:20
4)

Instructional Need: Does the student have
instructional needs that require specially designed
instruction: conten:, methodology, and/or delivery?

[ Review of curricula
[ Problem Analysis/Diagnostic Data

[ Teacher/Child/Parent/rovider Interview
[] Observation In Instuctional setting

[ Work samples

[ other:

[] Instructional neecs beyond core instruction are
identified
+ More frequent repetition of concepts & skills,
more exalict instruction, ete.
|:| Curriculum content needs [cencepts & skills] are
identified as below grade level
|:| Environmental needs are identified (or are not
appl cable)
+ Reducec teacher/staff ratio, different setting, etc.
[] Leaming supports needed are identified (or are not
appl cable)
* Indvidualized reinforcement system

Limited English proficiency [s81-3:5-2170 (5)al

Exclusionary Factors
OAR Eligibility Requirement: A defermination of whether the primary basis for the suspected disebity is () a
lack of appropriate Instruction in reading (including the essential components of reading) cr math; or (i)

Appropriate instruction: Hes student hac amgle
opportunity tc learn?

Data Sources: Review, Interview, Observe,
Test

7T Appropriate Instruction orovided In general educadion |
setting (core & Intervention instruction)

[] Concerns pervasive (exist across settings or providers,
etc.)

[] Consistert zttendance dur rg instruction

[] Primary cause is not limited English Proficiency

[] Primary cause is not visual, hearing, or moter
impairment, mental retardation, emotional
disturbance, zultural factors, or environmental or

[ Cumulaive Records

[ Attendance Records

[ Report Cards

[ Parent/Teacher/Child/Provider Inzerview

[ Obszrvation of general education instruction

[1] Progress mon toring data from conort students
Intervention cocumentation

[] other:

economic disadvantage,

 Dorothy has passed her most recent hearing and vision screenings.
Overall, she is very healthy and only goes to the doctor when needed.
She met most of her devel opmenta{milestones on time other than
talking, Auntie Em noted on the developmental history that she talked
late, and her first word was “Elmo”.

« Dorothy attended Head Start prior to coming to public school in
kindergarten. The time frame is unknown at this time for how long
and/or how often. In addition, the educational history of her parents
is unknown at this time. It should be noted that Dorothy lives with her
Aunt, Uncle and little dog Toto.

« Dorothy’s Aunt noted that both Spanish and English are spoken in the
home, but Dorothy is not an English Language Learner, nor has she
ever been one. In addition, she was born in the United States and has
always lived in the United States.

Limited English proficiency [s81-3:5-2170 (5)al

Exclusionary Factors
OAR Eligibility Requirement: A defermination of whether the primary basis for the suspected disebity is () a
lack of appropriate Instruction in reading (including the essential components of reading) cr math; or (i)

Appropriate instruction: Hes student hac amgle
opportunity tc learn?

Data Sources: Review, Interview, Observe,
Test

7T Appropriate Instruction orovided In general educadion |
setting (core & Intervention instruction)

[] Concerns pervasive (exist across settings or providers,
etc.)

[] Consistert zttendance dur rg instruction

[] Primary cause is not limited English Proficiency

[] Primary cause is not visual, hearing, or motcr
impairment, mental retardation, emotional
disturbance, zultural factors, or environmental or
economic disadvantage,

[ Cumulaive Records

[ Attencance Records

[ Report Cards

[ Parent/Taacher/Child/Provider Interview

[ Obszrvation of general education instruction

[1] Progress mon toring data from conort students
Intervention cocumentation

[] other:




Comprehensiv uation

Includes:
* Response to Instruction and Interventions

* Review of student work samples, grades, office
referrals, etc

* Interviews of teachers, parents, counselors, the
student and others

+ Observation of the student in relevant settings

» Testing: screeners, progress monitoring, classroom,
districtwide and state tests, etc

http://www.rtinetwork.org
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Planning for English Learners:
For English Language Leamers (ELLs) who meet the above criteria, eheck the progress of a English Learner

Comparisan Cohort group (at least 3 students with similar language levels, educational experiences, and
cultural backgrounds) after each 9-weak cycle to determine whether an individual student's progress is
significantly different from this group

Identify students language level and look at ELPA indicators in order to see f student performance is

consistent with indicators.

If student's progress s on trajectory with their language-lice peers, continue with current intervention.
If student's progress is not on trajectory with their language-like pears, see the Planning for English
Language Leamers guide in the ELL link.

Recent arrivers (students in the country for less than one year) will not be served in reading intervention for
the first three months after arrival. The EBISS team will monitor this aceulturation peried and administer a
DIBELS screener at the end of the tfree month, period to determine intervention placement.

Standard English Langeage Development Protocol

CCATORS WILL USE
| COREELDPROGRAM ____| __ELD INTERVENTIONS
CURRICULUM . ‘ﬂ\llb(-lol.r ﬂll'('l“‘lomm‘-‘
GRADE. TIME OPTIONS FLD LEVEL
30 mm dudly il duy)
x Leves 14
20 daly
et ap
—
Lot )
0 ety Xewcnmer)
e 1.
20 oy [
fGrnen 1.5 » Carvunt of Iom b
0 duty Lo ) ad »
+ YIS0 LLD Framemsrt | Smsiews | . Yugeod Sucesdct1D
Decision xies:
When wategic oo lntensive ranges om DIRELS Next:

* ELPA cr LAS Lisiks resuls indicate that the studers’s lurguage Jevel has ned incroascd since the peevious.
* The Do Quick Scroem and the Cormect Writing Soquence scroen (CWS) mdicate tha the studert -l.-uucomwmm-—.n
slower thas fhat of hin'her language leved poers

wing the

Intemsification Workshret

Progress monbor students and review bn 13 weeks:
+ Progress montor sing Coereet Wriing Sequesece (W) and DIBELS Next Duze beweekly ssd DUBELS Next ORY or IDEL weekly.
* TaIPAS, complete the lonerversion Profile Sheet and conce progres-mosdorieg sceecs.

Adopand S TTSD Stamdant LD P, 222724

T teacher w mwunmmmmmm The vam will eview e |
it crlern o g irtervestron. |
mpeoves. meblD h!!.!h L crrera o
inthe reading. whether (e roading islcrvestion
Pl be disccatioued e the next 12 weeks. The ELD teacher will work wih the clacsroces teacher 15
m@ﬂm&m&m-_.g___

Tproves ;'»-1 hs teacher wil costimes 10 s 1
L mpecve readmg

Dot U Plice the stadent in #m ELD letcrvention Sorm the sbove pectocol. The ELD loacher will week with the
fowors  Fopeeme  Homreom ke s keber e sad ity hebendimracion dovaghot o dey. T toun i

However, o the
Wnﬂmmﬁwmmmqkhmwﬁhuunm

Progress Monisor Ssudents and review in 13 weeks:
. W—muq:m‘nqmnnnmmn\mnmmnmynummn\amu or IDKL weekly
*+ InIPAS, update Profile nd emer peogress.

‘montoring soscs.
]md-pfnl’-nhhnﬂmm
= o ]
Levet: ST oy
Jogproves  fopeoves  [Thetces ELD cokaiaa |
L | Betermane whether the dudent Bould costne i the readieg stenenton |
Doct rm The s will consiene of inscenily (ie. sce page |1 EBES harfhook for approprise sevomemendatioas) B ‘
Trmgeave urvees FLD intervention. The tcam will review the cxit critera to determine whether the student shookd
poetmue = the reading meervestion.
fmproves T fThe toam will review bether o e LD
geove AND T e o the reading |
protocol. |
Docw't F@.x Coetine or ielcasify e corrers FLD istervertion. The ELD toacher wall work with the classeoom toacher % |
logeove  Rmpeove  Farter ecfioe and micnady resestating aedor
L Jencenifying the reading inncrvestion according % the reading prosocol

Alpted v TTID B F23 Pk 123714

Sheltered Instruction Intensification Worksbeet

Stadent: . _ Core teacher: _  Dms_
SHELTERED CURRENT PRACTICES INTENSIFIERS (EXAMPLES)
INSTRUCTION |

apdo ebtves a6

commcred 12 seaders T f b2y

ot e v
Sof rstmg om mewcmyg ctsTm
Bl Backgroend | | Ferirns rmt rcateiey
Al et Ao e sech e
o ot s ebene ot
e e i b e
by
[~ T T T T S i
oo it i g sk
ey
s comeas estins
e
Checks for waderstanding 1 :...........,...4.,
i s
W o st
Oty shekiered s wcinn T Add honir-on lnwmon 20 0ok werk

Atastnd Som TTS0 Stusdand KL0 Pl 2/22/24




Shelered lastruction Strategies foe Eaglih Langusge Learners
Saggevted

I Activities
Leswen Freparsses (L1 wiang Tatog et woey e

1. etk ot s ey b s R . LR e
$ 0 gt aes o b et Drrraree o o
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* The following questions can be used in
determining comparison data:

— Do student’s progress monitoring data reflect a
comparison to a true peer?

— Is there evidence that a student’s achievement
differ significantly to that of a true peer?

— Is the rate of progress different?

— Has the student failed to develop native language
and English skills at a rate comparable to their
peers who have had the same level of instruction

and intervention?
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Bringing it all together.....
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