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This is a chapter excerpt from Guilford Publications. 
Academic Skills Problems: Direct Assessment and Intervention, Fourth Edition,  

by Edward S. Shapiro. Copyright © 2011. 

C h  a p t e r  4  

Step 2: Assessing 

Instructional Placement
 

after the teacher intervieW, rating scales, direct observation, student 
interview, and examination of permanent products have been completed, 
the evaluator is now ready to conduct the evaluation of student academic 
skills. This is done by administering a series of probes taken directly from 
curriculum materials. Materials for this part of the evaluation can be 
selected on the basis of the information gathered during the teacher inter
view and the review of permanent products. For example, examination 
of the most recent student mastery test in math (chapter test, unit test, 
end-of-book test) may provide indications of which types of computational 
probes need to be given. Likewise, teacher-reported information, such as 
the student’s current placement in the reading series, helps to establish 
which level of reading probes to give. Data obtained about the expected 
and actual levels of performance will further guide the construction of test 
probes. 

Assessment in some academic areas will be very similar across chil
dren; however, different types of probes may be used in different cases. For 
example, in reading, some cases may only involve administration of pas
sages; other cases may require word lists and/or probes assessing phonemic 
awareness skills, such as phoneme segmentation, in addition to passages. 
It is important to recognize that although the specific data collected on 
academic performance may vary according to the needs of an individual 
case, the procedures employed for the data collection process should be 
the same. Step-by-step instructions for assessing individual academic skills 
using CBA are described in the next section of this chapter. 
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134 A C A D E M I C  S K I L L S  P R O B L E M S  

reading 

Conducting an evaluation of reading has two major objectives: 

1.	 To determine if the student is appropriately placed in the curricu
lum materials. Known as a survey level assessment, the objective is 
to find a student’s instructional level. Many times, students fail to 
master material but are passed on through the reading series with
out any remedial efforts. 

2.	 To establish baseline reading levels that can serve as comparison 
points for monitoring progress through the reading curriculum. 

The assessment of reading skills involves the administration of short, 
grade-based oral reading passages. Difficulty levels of passages are care
fully controlled, so that reading assessments can determine how a student’s 
performance compares against the expected performance of typical stu
dents at each grade level. 

Using the Curriculum of Instruction versus Generic Passages 

Most schools use a balanced approach to teaching reading that incorpo
rates a literature-based reading series, which is an anthology of literature. 
Materials used in the series are selected for their interest and motivation in 
relation to a student’s grade level. Passages are not designed to be carefully 
controlled for vocabulary or skill development. As a result, a book used in 
the third grade of a series may vary widely in its readability. Instructional 
methods using these materials often involve combining the teaching of 
reading within the context of teaching language, which includes writing, 
skills development, and understanding. The emphasis in reading instruc
tion is on helping students obtain meaning from reading. 

Although passages can be taken from the reading series in which the 
student is being instructed, the difficulty level of the passages must be 
determined if they are to be used for a CBA. Given that literature-based 
reading series use anthologies, the difficulty levels of passages can vary 
greatly both across and within a reading series. As a result, it is recom
mended that generic passages already carefully controlled for difficulty 
level be used rather than developing passages from the reading series 
being used for instruction. Such passages are available commercially from 
several sources, such as AIMSweb (aimsweb.com), DIBELS (dibels.uoregon. 
edu; sopriswest.com), Scholastic Fluency (teacher.scholastic.com/products/ 
sri), Edcheckup (www.edcheckup.com), easyCBM (easycbm.com), STEEP 
(www.joewitt.org/reading), STAR Reading (www.renlearn.com), and Read Nat
urally (readnaturally.com). Additional commercial sources containing read

http:readnaturally.com
http:www.renlearn.com
www.joewitt.org/reading
http:easycbm.com
http:www.edcheckup.com
http:sopriswest.com
http:aimsweb.com
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135 Step 2: Assessing Instructional Placement 

ing passages can be found on the Screening Tools Chart of the National 
Response to Intervention website (www.rti4success.org/chart/screeningTools/ 
screeningtoolschart.html). The chart provides measures that have been sub
mitted voluntarily by vendors and evaluated by an expert panel against 
specific standards for reliability, validity, and efficiency. A rating of each of 
the products is provided, with more information on the availability of the 
measures. 

If one does not want to use generically developed passages but instead 
to create a set of passages from curricular material, it is important that the 
passages be controlled for readability level, regardless of which reading 
series is used for instruction. It is often difficult to find passages from the 
curriculum of instruction that are always within the grade level that one 
is assessing. As such, passages are viewed as acceptable if they are no more 
than ±1 grade level from the level that the evaluator is assessing. In other 
words, if the evaluator is assessing grade 2, the passage should range in 
readability from grades 1 to 3. 

Determining the readability of passages can be done with the use 
of current computer technology. Most word-processing programs (e.g., 
Microsoft Word) offer a built-in readability formula that can be accessed 
easily. However, users need to understand that the only readability pro
grams available through Microsoft Word are the Flesch Reading Ease 
and Flesch–Kincaid formula, both of which have limitations in use with 
children. Programs are available commercially that offer calculations of 
readability across many different formulas (www.readability-software.com; 
OKAPI reading probe generator on www.interventioncentral.org). The prod
uct offered by Readability-software.com provides formulas that include the 
Dale–Chall, Spache, Fry, Flesch Grade Level, Flesch Reading Ease, SMOG, 
FORCAST, and Powers–Somner–Kearl. Each formula uses a somewhat dif
ferent basis on which readability is determined. For example, the Spache 
formula is vocabulary-based and useful for elementary-level materials from 
primary through fourth grade. Similarly, the Dale–Chall and Flesch Grade 
Level formulas are vocabulary-based measures that are useful for assessing 
readabilities for upper-elementary and secondary-level materials. Similarly, 
other formulas, such as the FOG and the Flesch Reading Ease, examine 
the number of syllables within words and are used to rate materials used in 
business and industry, and other adult materials. The Fry index cuts across 
a wide range of materials from elementary through college levels. Typi
cally, the Spache, Dale–Chall, and Fry formulas are the most commonly 
used in determining readability for material that would typically be used 
in developing a CBA. 

Although readability formulas can be useful in providing general indi
cators of the difficulty levels of materials, they usually are based on only 
one aspect of the reading process, such as vocabulary or syllables in words. 

http:Readability-software.com
http:www.interventioncentral.org
http:www.readability-software.com
www.rti4success.org/chart/screeningTools
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136 A C A D E M I C  S K I L L S  P R O B L E M S  

Another measure that simultaneously examines both vocabulary and sen
tence length in determining readability is the Lexile® framework for read
ing (www.lexile.com). The application of this framework can provide a more 
precise metric for determining reading material difficulty. Lexile mea
sures are available for a wide range of commercially published literature 
typically used in schools. In addition, passages available from AIMSweb 
and Scholastic Fluency have been graded using the Lexile framework. 

In general, the purpose of this step in the assessment process is to 
determine a student’s instructional reading level within curricular materi
als. Because most reading instruction uses literature-based reading series, 
in which material is not well controlled for difficulty, the assessment process 
requires the use of material that is outside the curriculum of instruction, 
such as well-controlled generically developed reading passages. Given that 
the objective is to find out where, in a graded set of materials, a student’s 
reading skills fall, this approach is perfectly acceptable. Evaluators should 
not be concerned about the apparent lack of a link to the curriculum of 
instruction, given that the reading material used for assessment is likely to 
be comparable to the instructional material. However, for an assessor who 
wants to create his or her own passages from material in which the student 
is being instructed, the next section describes the procedure. 

Constructing Oral Reading Probes 

1. For each book in a reading series, the evaluator should select three 
150- to 200-word passages (for first through third grades, 50- to 100-word 
passages): one from the beginning, one from the middle, and one from 
the end of the book. This selection provides a total of three passages for 
each book in the reading series and reflects a reasonable range of the 
material covered in that grade level of the series. Readability of each of 
these passages is checked against a common formula (Spache for materi
als up to fourth grade, Dale–Chall for those above). Passages that do not 
fall within one (0.5 is better) grade level of the identified material are dis
carded. To facilitate the scoring process, the evaluator copies the passage 
on a separate sheet with corresponding running word counts placed in the 
right-hand margin. 

For preprimers and primers, shorter passages may be used. In addi
tion, the differentiations between preprimers may not be salient enough 
to warrant separate probes for each individual book. In these cases, it is 
recommended that only the last of the preprimer books be used for pur
poses of assessment. 

Another issue that sometimes emerges is that a reading series may 
have more than one level assigned to a single book. Although it is only 
necessary to assess by book, and not level within books, some examiners 

http:www.lexile.com
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137 Step 2: Assessing Instructional Placement 

may wish to create a series of probes for each level within the book. This is 
a perfectly acceptable practice, but it may lengthen the assessment period 
considerably. 

Selected passages should not have a lot of dialogue, should be text 
(i.e., not poetry or plays), and should not have many unusual or foreign 
words. It is not necessary to select passages only from the beginning of 
stories within the text. 

2. The evaluator should make two copies of each passage selected. 
One copy will be for the child to read and the other copy will be used to 
score the child’s oral reading. The evaluator may consider covering his or 
her copy with a transparency or laminating the probe, so that it can be 
reused. 

3. For each probe, the evaluator should develop a set of five to eight 
comprehension questions. These questions should require both literal 
and inferential comprehension answers. Literal comprehension is demon
strated by answering questions that ask “who,” “what,” “where,” or “why.” 
For example, after reading The Three Little Pigs, questions such as “What 
was the house of the second pig made of?” or “What did the Big Bad Wolf 
threaten to do to the pigs’ house?” would be literal comprehension ques
tions. Inferential questions would require a response that goes beyond 
the information contained in the passage. In The Three Little Pigs story, 
a question such as “Why would a house made of bricks be stronger than 
one made of straw?” would be an example of an inferential comprehen
sion question. Although comprehension questions are developed for each 
probe, only one passage from each level of the series is used in the assess
ment. Idol et al. (1996), Howell and Nolet (1999), and Blachowicz and 
Ogle (2001) offer excellent suggestions for developing comprehension 
questions. 

The issue of whether to administer comprehension questions in a 
CBA is rather controversial. Results of a number of validation studies have 
consistently suggested that oral reading rate is a strong predictor of com
prehension skills, especially up through grade 3 (e.g., Deno, Mirkin, & 
Chiang, 1982; Hamilton & Shinn, 2003; Hintze, Callahan, Matthews, Wil
liams, & Tobin, 2002; Keller-Margulis, Shapiro, & Hintze, 2009; Shapiro, 
Edwards, Lutz, & Keller, 2004). Correlations between measures of compre
hension and oral reading rate are consistently higher than .60 in most stud
ies. Many practitioners, however, are very uncomfortable with not assessing 
comprehension skills directly. Anyone working with students referred for 
academic problems has come across occasional students known as “word 
callers.” These pupils have superb decoding skills and may read very flu
ently, yet have significant deficiencies in reading comprehension. Although 
the presence of word callers among students is often overestimated by 
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138 A C A D E M I C  S K I L L S  P R O B L E M S  

teachers, there is evidence that the number of these students increases 
above grade 3 (Hamilton & Shinn, 2003; Meisinger et al., 2009). Failure to 
assess comprehension skills for such a student could lead one to erroneous 
conclusions about his or her reading level. Many practitioners accurately 
point out that the process of reading itself is a matter of comprehension 
and not fluent oral reading. Essentially, these individuals are questioning 
the content validity of this measurement procedure. 

Given the amount of time the assessment of comprehension adds to 
the evaluation process, this is not a small matter to resolve. A significant 
portion of the literature would permit one to ignore the assessment of 
comprehension altogether. However, all of this literature is correlational 
in nature and is difficult to apply to individual cases. Clearly, one will miss 
the mark for some students if comprehension is not assessed. 

The numbers of students who fall into the word caller category are 
quite small and do not justify the time it takes to add a full assessment 
of comprehension in every case. Typically, students who have poor oral 
reading skills have comprehension levels that are equal to, or lower than 
their reading fluency levels. Thus, for those students who are referred for 
reading problems and found to have oral reading rates substantially below 
expectations, an assessment of comprehension is unnecessary and not rec
ommended. 

A few commercial products have included a direct measure of reading 
comprehension within a CBA. For example, DIBELS has a measure known 
as Retell Fluency in which the student is asked to retell in his or her own 
words the passage just read. The number of words in the retell is used as 
a broad index related to comprehension. Unfortunately, research support 
for the validity of this measure is limited and not highly encouraging (Mar
cotte & Hintze, 2009; Riedel, 2007; Shapiro, Fritschman, Thomas, Hughes, 
& McDougal, 2010a, 2010b). EasyCBM (www.easycbm.com) offers a measure 
where students read longer passages and answer up to 20 multiple-choice 
questions. A number of technical reports has presented the psychometric 
characteristics of this measure (www.brtprojects.org/tech_reports.php). Also, 
STAR Early Literacy and STAR Reading, commercial products available 
from Renaissance Learning (www.renlearn.com) provide a measure of read
ing comprehension. 

Despite the evidence that oral reading rate typically reflects the level of 
reading comprehension, making an assessment of comprehension unnec
essary, it is recommended that a screen for comprehension problems be part 
of the CBA. This is done by randomly selecting one of the three passages at 
each level of the series and administering a comprehension check only for 
that passage. In this way, the evaluator can feel more comfortable with the 
relationship between oral reading rate and comprehension. The compre
hension screen will also provide the evaluator with additional information 
on the depth of a student’s reading difficulties. 

http:www.renlearn.com
www.brtprojects.org/tech_reports.php
http:www.easycbm.com
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139 Step 2: Assessing Instructional Placement 

The comprehension screen is not designed to take the place of a 
needed full evaluation of a student’s reading comprehension skills. The key 
indicator for when comprehension should be assessed is most likely found 
in comparing teacher interview data and the reason for referral against 
the observed oral reading rate. Should a student be referred for a reading 
problem and be found to have oral reading rates consistent with grade-
level expectations, a full assessment of comprehension skills is necessary 
to confirm the suspected reading problem. Assuming that the reason for 
referral is valid, an assessment of comprehension skills should reveal a sig
nificant reading deficiency. If this is not found, then one needs to question 
the validity of the reason for referral. Using this as a guideline, one should 
find the need to assess comprehension to be infrequent. 

Administration and Scoring of the Survey-Level Assessment 
for Reading 

1. The evaluator should begin with the book in which the child is cur
rently placed. (This should have been indicated during the teacher inter
view.) 

2. For each book of the reading series, the evaluator administers first 
the probe from the beginning, then the one from the middle, and finally 
the one from the end. 

Before beginning the assessment, the evaluator should tell the child 
that he or she is going to be asked to read and should do his or her best. If 
the evaluator is going to ask comprehension questions for that particular 
passage, the child should be told before beginning that he or she will be 
asked a few questions after the passage is read. The evaluator should then 
give a copy of the first probe to the child, make sure the stopwatch is ready, 
instruct the child to read aloud, and start the watch. 

As the child reads, the evaluator should mark the following errors on 
the sheet: 

a. Omitted words. An error of omission should be marked if the 
student leaves out an entire word. For example, if the line is “The cat 
drinks milk,” and the student reads, “The drinks milk,” the evaluator 
should mark an error. If the student omits the entire line, the evalu
ator should redirect the student to the line as soon as possible and 
mark one error. If the evaluator cannot redirect the student, the omis
sion should be counted as one error and not as an error for each word 
missed. 

b. Substitution. An error of substitution should be marked if the 
student says the wrong word. If the student deletes suffixes such as -ed 
or -s in speech patterns, the deletion should be noted and counted as 
an error. 
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140 A C A D E M I C  S K I L L S  P R O B L E M S  

c. Mispronunciation. If a student mispronounces a word, the eval
uator should give the child the correct word and instruct him or her 
to go to the next word if he or she hesitates. 

d. Insertions. If a student adds a word that is not in the passage, 
this is noted but not scored as an error. For example, if the passage 
reads “He ate at his grandmother’s house,” and the student reads, “He 
ate at his other grandmother’s house,” the insertion of the word other 
is noted but not scored as an error. 

e. Repetition. Repetition of words should not be marked as 
errors. 

f. Self-corrections. Self-correction should not be marked as an 
error. 

g. Pause. After a pause of 3 seconds, the evaluator should supply 
the word and count the pause as an error. 

Note. If comprehension questions are administered, the evalu
ator should proceed to paragraph 3a. 

3. At the end of a minute, the evaluator should stop the child. If the 
child is in the middle of a sentence, he or she should be allowed to finish, 
but in either case, the evaluator should mark where the child is at the end 
of a minute on the probe. 

4. The evaluator should count the number of words that the child gets 
correct in a minute, as well as the number of words incorrect. If the child 
reads for a minute, then the number of words (correct or incorrect) is the 
rate per minute. If the child finishes the passage or reads for more than a 
minute, the rate should be computed as follows: 

Number of words (correct or incorrect) 
× 60 = Words per minute 

Number of seconds read 

The evaluator should now proceed to paragraph 5. 

3a.The evaluator should allow the child to finish reading the entire 
probe, marking where the child is at the end of each minute. The evalu
ator should allow the child to look at the probe while the comprehen
sion questions are asked. It is important to make a note of whether the 
child rereads or scans the probe when answering the questions. This 
information may be useful in determining if the child has effective 
strategies for retrieving information recently read. The percentage 
of questions answered correctly is the comprehension score for that 
probe. 

4a.The evaluator should count the total number of words read 
correctly and incorrectly in the passage. These numbers are divided 
by the total time the child takes to read the entire passage, using the 
following formula: 
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141 Step 2: Assessing Instructional Placement 

Number of words (correct or incorrect) 
× 60 = Words per minute 

Number of seconds read 

5. Following the scoring procedures outlined, the evaluator should 
score each probe. The median correct, median incorrect, and the compre
hension score are the child’s scores on that book. The median score is the 
middle of the three scores on the probes. 

The reason the median score is used, rather than the mean, is to con
trol for any potential effects of difficulty of passages within a book that were 
not taken into account by the readability formula. Although there should 
not be significant changes across the three probes from a single book, one 
may have selected a passage that is either too easy or too hard in compari
son to the overall level of the particular book. Using the median score helps 
to control for any variance that may be due to such an extreme score. 

6. Using the criteria for placement, the evaluator should move either 
up or down the series and give the next set of three probes. A student 
may be instructional in words correct but frustrational in comprehension 
and/or words incorrect. The evaluator needs to look at all three measures 
and decide if the student’s scores are within the instructional level. For 
example, if a student’s median words correct and incorrect are well within 
the instructional level, but comprehension is below instructional level, the 
evaluator may decide that the student’s oral reading fluency is instructional 
but that a more in-depth evaluation of comprehension skills is needed. 
Likewise, if the student’s median words correct are in the instructional 
range and the error rate substantially exceeds instructional level, the eval
uator may view the student’s performance as frustrational, especially if the 
comprehension level is less than expected. When the evaluator finds that 
the child is within the criteria for instructional level, the evaluator moves 
up the series; if not, the evaluator moves down. 

There are several ways in which one can determine criteria for instruc
tional level. One method is to collect local norms within a particular district 
or school. The process for collecting these norms is complex, and interested 
readers should consult an excellent description of the procedure by Shinn 
(1988, 1989b). Examples of norms obtained from various settings are pro
vided in Chapter 7 (see Tables 7.2 and 7.3). Setting instructional levels from 
local norms is usually done by using performance at the 25th percentile at 
either winter or spring assessments. Scores above the 75th percentile are 
considered to be at the mastery level. A particular concern about using local 
norms is that differences across districts can be substantial, especially if the 
districts draw from a different socioeconomic base. For example, Table 4.1 
illustrates normative data in oral reading fluency collected in three school 
districts using the percentage of students in the district on free and reduced 
lunch as a measure of the overall socioeconomic level. The first is a subur
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142 A C A D E M I C  S K I L L S  P R O B L E M S  

taBle 4.1. Words Correct per minute scores for grades 1 through 5  
at the 25th percentile across three school districts from high, moderate, 
and low socioeconomic Bases 

Fall Winter Spring 

Grade 1 
High 4 29 59 
Moderate 4 15 26 
Low 1 2 6 

Grade 2 
High 31 69 79 
Moderate 31 55 67 
Low 11 21 31 

Grade 3 
High 68 86 102 
Moderate 62 77 89 
Low 36 38 44 

Grade 4 
High 80 98 114 
Moderate 83 96 104 
Low 53 59 75 

Grade 5 
High 103 113 121 
Moderate 90 101 115 
Low 77 83 88 

ban district with a high socioeconomic base, the second, a mixed urban– 
suburban district with a moderate-level socioeconomic base, and the third, 
a small urban district with a low socioeconomic base. 

Using these data, one would set the instructional level for reading in a 
district with a moderate socioeconomic base by using the winter (midyear) 
data collection as the base marker for students starting in second grade. 
Given that first-grade students are still acquiring basic reading skills, the 
spring (May) assessment, which is taken at the end of the first-grade period, 
would be a better indicator for those students. The data would suggest 
that scores of 55 words correct per minute would represent instructional 
level for second grade, 77 for third grade, and around 100 for fourth and 
fifth grades. By contrast, if the district were in a low socioeconomic level, 
oral reading fluency levels at the 25th percentile would be far less. In all 
districts, words incorrect would need to be at 4 or less (the accepted stan
dard), with comprehension at approximately 80%. Mastery levels would be 
set in the same way using the 75th percentile. The norms in these tables 
are given for illustrative purposes only and should not be equally applied 
to all other settings. 
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143 Step 2: Assessing Instructional Placement 

An alternative to local norms is to use national normative data. Many 
commercial products have produced large, national normative data sets 
that provide the distribution of outcomes on oral reading of passages. For 
example, AIMSweb provides the aggregated scores of all schools nation
ally that have used their R-CBM measure. DIBELS, in a technical report, 
provides the normative distribution that was used in the development 
of the Oral Reading Fluency (ORF) measure (Good, Wallin, Simmons, 
Kame’enui, & Kaminski, 2002). Likewise, Hasbrouck and Tindal (2006) 
have compiled normative data from multiple districts, which are available 
on the Internet (www.readnaturally.com/pdf/oralreadingfluency.pdf). 

A third method for selecting instructional level is to use a “best guess” 
approach based on past experience with effective instructional levels. Table 
4.2 provides historical recommended reading levels for mastery, instruc
tional, and frustrational levels offered by L. S. Fuchs and Deno (1982). 
An important distinction between the collection of local norms and the 
instructional levels recommended by L. S. Fuchs and Deno (1982) is that 
the norming of CBA in a district alone may not be able to suggest the best 
place in which a child should be instructed. A student should be expected 
to begin instruction at a point at which material has not yet been com
pletely mastered (mastery level), but also is not too difficult (frustration). 
Thus, although a student may be found to be in the 25th percentile in read
ing according to local norms, the decision as to where instruction should 
begin is made by seeing where the student’s oral reading rates fall in com
parison to students in other grades. For example, if a fourth-grade stu
dent’s reading places him at the 10th percentile compared to other fourth 
graders, but at the 38th percentile compared to third graders and at the 
75th percentile compared to second graders, it seems that placement at the 
third-grade level would be meaningful. If local norms are not available, 
however, decisions based on the Fuchs and Deno criteria for instructional 
level are acceptable. 

taBle 4.2. historical revised placement Criteria for direct reading assessment 

Grade level 
of materials Level 

Words correct 
per minute Errors per minute 

1–2 Frustrational 
Instructional 
Mastery 

< 40 
40–60 
> 60 

> 4 
≤ 4 
≤ 4 

3–6 Frustrational 
Instructional 
Mastery 

< 70 
70–100 
> 100 

> 6 
≤ 6 
≤ 6 

Note. From L. S. Fuchs and Deno (1982). Reprinted by permission of the authors. 

www.readnaturally.com/pdf/oralreadingfluency.pdf
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144 A C A D E M I C  S K I L L S  P R O B L E M S  

One of the problems in deciding whether a student’s reading level is 
instructional when using the Fuchs and Deno (1982) criteria arises when 
a student is moved from the second- to third-grade-level materials. As seen 
in Table 4.2, a student reading in third-grade material at 70 words correct 
per minute (WCPM) is considered to be at the instructional level. In sec
ond-grade material, 40 WCPM is instructional. Thus, for example, a third-
grade student who is found to read at 60 WCPM in third-grade materials 
is at a frustrational level. The same student, when tested in second-grade 
material, may be found to read at 70 WCPM, which is mastery. The prob
lem is that the student appears not to have an instructional level. In this 
case, one would interpret these findings in light of the change in difficulty 
of material that occurs between second and third grade, along with the 
ensuing increase in expected performance. This student would be viewed 
as having an instructional level somewhere between second- and third-
grade material. 

7. The evaluator should continue to give probes until the median 
scores are instructional, and the one above them is frustrational. 

The optimal pattern would be something like this: 

•• Level 7: Frustrational
 
•• Level 6: Instructional
 
•• Level 5: Instructional
 
•• Level 4: Mastery
 

Often, this exact pattern will not be obtained. Some children never 
reach a mastery level and will have a long series of instructional levels. 
Some may have only one instructional level, and others may have a series of 
frustrational levels, never reaching instructional level even when assessed 
at first grade. When students do not reach instructional levels in first-grade 
materials, assessment of prereading skills is necessary (see discussion below 
on the assessment of early literacy). If one finds two consecutive instruc
tional levels, it is unnecessary to continue further. The child’s placement is 
at the highest instructional level. The evaluator also may have to use his or 
her judgment about instructional, frustrational, and mastery levels. The 
criteria provided are not specific cutoffs, but should be viewed as gradual 
changes. For example, a child scoring at 48 WCPM (where 50 is mastery) 
on one level and 51 on the next is probably close to mastery on both lev
els. 

Interpreting the Survey Level Assessment in Reading 

The results of the reading assessment should provide an indication of the 
grade level in which instruction would be most profitable. Defined as the 
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145 Step 2: Assessing Instructional Placement 

“instructional level,” this is the place in the curriculum series where a stu
dent is likely to be challenged but make progress if he or she is taught 
at that level. In contrast, placement in curriculum materials that are at a 
higher level would be frustrational and too difficult for students to learn 
effectively. Placement in curriculum materials at a lower level would be 
at mastery and not present sufficient challenge to the student. This is an 
important issue, because many times children are asked to read at levels 
and in materials that have high probabilities of failure. It is recognized 
that one cannot always expect a teacher to move a student down to a read
ing level far below the lowest student in the class. This presents significant 
practical problems that cannot be addressed easily. Often, consultants 
need to be creative about this problem and offer suggestions that may be 
more acceptable within the present classroom structure. For example, if 
it is found that a fourth-grade student should be in a second-grade book, 
according to the instructional criteria, then one may suggest to the teacher 
the possibility of moving only to the third-grade book, but providing some 
type of additional individual instructional time with the student. The use 
of peer tutoring can often significantly assist the teacher when this type of 
problem arises. For example, a peer who is reading at a higher level may 
provide sight-word drill for the targeted student. This additional effort can 
be provided while the student remains in his or her current reading group. 
Recommendations such as this are discussed in more detail in Chapter 5. 
Regardless of the recommendations made based on the identification of 
the student’s instructional level in reading, these data provide diagnostic 
information to the evaluator about why a student may be having difficulty 
in grade-level assigned reading material. 

A second important finding based on the reading assessment is the 
identification of potential goals for reading achievement during the ensu
ing instructional period. On the basis of current oral reading rates, the 
teacher can set weekly, biweekly, monthly, and yearly goals for both oral 
reading rates and numbers of pages covered. When reading probes taken 
from the year-end goal are readministered, progress on the student’s 
performance across time can be monitored. Again, more detail on this 
use of CBA data in general, and reading in particular, is included in Chap
ter 6. 

Performance in Reading Below First-Grade Level: 
Assessing Early Literacy 

When a student’s performance on a measure of oral reading fluency falls 
below instructional level at the first grade, it is necessary to assess the stu
dent’s prereading skills. In the same way that the oral reading fluency met
ric is a key index that reflects a student’s overall performance in reading, 
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a set of skills has also been found to be a strong predictor of early literacy 
development. Skills that need to be assessed include the areas of phonemic 
awareness, phonics, and understanding of the alphabetic principle. 

Many measures have been developed that are designed to assess these 
types of skills. For example, Good and his colleagues (Good & Kaminski, 
1996, 2002; Kaminski & Good, 1996) developed measures to be in line 
with recommendations made by the National Reading Panel (2000) and 
the National Research Council (1998) for assessing early literacy. Specifi
cally, the measures entitled Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills 
(DIBELS) assess skills in the areas of phonemic awareness, phonics, flu
ency, vocabulary, and comprehension. The measures are designed to be 
used primarily for students in grades K–3, and only certain skills areas are 
assessed at each grade level. The measures blend into a measure of oral 
reading fluency that continues through the sixth-grade level. An updated 
version of their measure is available on the website of the Dynamic Mea
surement Group (DMG) (www.dibel.org/next.html). 

Figure 4.1 shows each of the skills domains assessed in grades K–6, the 
measure used to assess that domain, and the grade at which each is admin
istered. All measures assess the student’s performance within a specified 
period of time, resulting in a score depicting the number of items correct 
per minute. For example, whereas Word Use Fluency (WUF) is assessed 
across grades K–3, Initial Sound Fluency (ISF) (replaced with First Sound 
Fluency in the later version of the DIBELS) designed to assess early sound– 
letter recognition, is assessed only during kindergarten, since students by 
midkindergarten should have mastered this skill. Likewise, Phoneme Seg-

Beg Mid End 

Kindergarten 

Beg Mid End 

Fifth Grade 

Beg Mid End 

Fourt Grade 

Beg Mid End 

Third Grade 

Beg Mid End 

Second Grade 

Beg Mid End 

First Grade 

Beg Mid End 

Sixth Grade 

Initial 
Sound 

Fluency 

Letter Naming Fluency 

Word Use Fluency 

Phonetic 
Segmentation Fluency 

Nonsense Word Fluency 

Retell Fluency 

Oral Reading Fluency 

figure 4.1. Sequence of skills areas assessed in the DIBELS. Adapted from Good 
and Kaminski (2002). Copyright 2002 by Dynamic Measurement Group, Inc. 
Adapted by permission. 

www.dibel.org/next.html
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147 Step 2: Assessing Instructional Placement 

mentation Fluency (PSF) begins with assessment at midkindergarten and 
continues through the fall and winter of first grade. Empirically derived 
benchmarks for student performance at each assessment session identify 
students who have deficient, emerging, and established levels of those skills. 
The DIBELS measures are available currently in three formats. A version 
(6th edition and the 6th edition revised; Good & Kaminski, 2002, 2007) is 
available for free download through the DIBELS official home page (dibels. 
uoregon.edu). A print version of DIBELS Next is also available on the DMG 
website, www.dibels.org/next. Commercial versions of the measures (6th and 
subsequent editions) are also available for purchase through Sopris West 
(www.sopriswest.com). The DIBELS are also available for administration 
and scoring using PDA technology at wireless generation.com (www.wire
lessgeneration.com). 

Another set of early literacy measures designed to be used at kinder
garten and first-grade levels is offered for purchase by AIMSweb through 
a subscription service (www.aimsweb.com). Specifically, measures of PSF, 
Nonsense Word Fluency, Letter Naming Fluency, and Letter–Sound Flu
ency are included. 

Although the full description of the assessment measures is beyond 
the scope of this text, an example of one of the skills assessed from those 
available from AIMSweb, Nonsense Word Fluency, is provided in Figure 
4.2. In the example, students are shown a set of nonsense words consisting 
of one syllable and asked to pronounce each of these. Students are given 
1 minute to complete the task, and the number of syllables correct in 1 
minute represents the score on the task. 

Other similar commercial products assessing early literacy are also 
available, such as STAR Early Literacy (www.renlearn.com/sel), PALS (pals. 
virginia.edu), and easyCBM (easycbm.com). Additional commercial sources 
for assessing early literacy can be found on the Screening Tools Chart of 
the National Response to Intervention website (www.rti4success.org/chart/ 
screeningTools/screeningtoolschart.html). All of these products contain mea
sures designed to assess those key early literacy skills known to be closely 
linked to the development of reading in young children. 

Outcomes from the assessment of these early literacy measures indi
cate to evaluators the nature of the deficiencies in student reading skills 
that may need to be the focus of remediation. Each of the products used for 
assessment of early literacy development has provided national normative 
data. Likewise, Good and Kaminski (2002) have developed benchmarks for 
each measure to provide users with indicators of level of risk for academic 
failure in reading. Figure 4.3 shows the established DIBELS benchmarks 
for kindergarten. Knowledge of student performance on these measures, 
along with expected benchmarks for success, allows evaluators to set goals 
for expected future performance as well. 

www.rti4success.org/chart
http:easycbm.com
http:virginia.edu
www.renlearn.com/sel
http:www.aimsweb.com
http:lessgeneration.com
www.wire
http:generation.com
http:www.sopriswest.com
www.dibels.org/next
http:uoregon.edu
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hak hez mus mol jas 

sem mep mez sif lat 

non kos mib tud hap 

tig zam luj kaf wef 

sel tuj tic lul woz 

fuv sim hib rab jut 

en fav vuf pic saf 

yud jej nof raj num 

lod tol oc tup yif 

iz hil hip vuv wob 

sij tut kaj dov zeb 

kef yej bim jit fub 

joc rij dif nes zos 

dep kul pel lob joj 

tem zod bep az lop 

figure 4.2. AIMSweb® Nonsense Word Fluency Progress Monitoring Assess
ment. Copyright 2003 by Edformation, Inc. Reprinted by permission. 

mathematiCs 

Assessing mathematics begins by obtaining the sequence of instruction 
for computational skills for your school district. If this is not available, the 
evaluator may use the list of objectives given in Chapter 3 (see Appendix 
3B). There is not much deviation from district to district in the order in 
which these skills are taught. 

At the same time that skills in computation are being developed, skills 
development in mathematics requires that students can accurately apply 
computation to mathematical skills such as time, geometry, money, mea
surement, and other applications of concepts in mathematics. Addition
ally, students need to be able to effectively solve word problems and use 
graphic displays. The assessment of skills in concepts and applications of 
mathematics is a needed addition to the assessment of computation. 

The instruction of mathematics currently involves the teaching of 
problem-solving skills, while deemphasizing the teaching of computational 
competencies. Although obtaining data on a student’s skills in problem 
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Kindergarten: Three Assessment Periods Per Year 

DIBELS 
Measure 

Beginning of Year 
Months 1–3 

Middle of Year 
Months 4–6 

End of Year 
Months 7–10 

Scores Status Scores Status Scores Status 

ISF 0–3 
4–7 

8 and 
above 

At Risk 
Some Risk 
Low Risk 

0–9 
10–24 
25 and 
above 

Deficit 
Emerging 

Established 

Not administered during 
this assessment period. 

LNF 0–1 
2–7 

8 and 
above 

At Risk 
Some Risk 
Low Risk 

0–14 
15–26 
27 and 
above 

At Risk 
Some Risk 
Low Risk 

0–28 
29–39 
40 and 
above 

At Risk 
Some Risk 
Low Risk 

PSF Not administered during 
this assessment period. 

0–6 
7–17 

18 and 
above 

At Risk 
Some Risk 
Low Risk 

0–9 
10–34 
35 and 
above 

Deficit 
Emerging 

Established 

NWF 
(NWF-CLS 

Score) 

Not administered during 
this assessment period. 

0–4 
5–12 

13 and 
above 

At Risk 
Some Risk 
Low Risk 

0–14 
15–24 
25 and 
above 

At Risk 
Some Risk 
Low Risk 

figure 4.3. DIBELS benchmark goals for kindergarten. Adapted from Good and 
Kaminski (2002). Copyright 2002–2003 by Dynamic Measurement Group, Inc. Adapted 
by permission. ISF, Initial Sound Fluency; LNF, Letter Naming Fluency; PSF, Phoneme 
Sound Fluency; NWF, Nonsense Word Fluency; NWF-CLS, Nonsense Word Fluency– 
Correct Letter Sounds. 

solving and other noncomputational aspects of mathematics (e.g., estima
tion) is a critical component of assessing mathematics, CBA still empha
sizes computational objectives as the foundation upon which success in 
other aspects of mathematics is built. Even the solution of mathematics 
problems in time or money will require underlying competency in com
putation. 

Math probes can be made for the assessment of either a single skill 
(e.g., two-digit addition with regrouping in the 10’s column only or inter
preting data from graphs), or multiple skills (e.g., all addition and sub
traction facts with results less than 10, or skills in graphic interpretation, 
estimation, numeration, and measurement). Single-skill probe sheets are 
very useful for providing very specific recommendations regarding defi
cient and mastered math skills, and are typically used in the assessment 
of instructional placement phase of the academic skills evaluation. These 
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sheets can also be valuable in monitoring the acquisition of newly taught 
skills during the instructional modification phase of the assessment. 
Multiple-skills sheets offer the advantage of assessing a broader range of 
skills at the same time. These sheets are typically used when conducting 
progress monitoring of student performance (the final phase of the CBA). 
These are also excellent for determining where additional assessment may 
be necessary. 

Single-Skill Probes 

The evaluator should define the specific types of math problems that are 
of interest. This can be determined by examining a recent end-of-book 
(or end-of-level) test (if available), by administering a multiple-skills probe 
that cuts across the entire set of objectives expected for the grade, or 
through the teacher interview. During the teacher interview, it is recom
mended that the teacher mark where the student has attained mastery on 
the list of computational skills, where the student is being instructed, and 
where the student is having significant difficulties. By looking at the range 
of items between the teacher’s rated mastery and frustrational levels of 
the student’s computation skills, the evaluator can select the possible types 
of computational skills to be assessed. It is not necessary to assess every 
single computational objective between the mastery and frustrational lev
els. Instead, three or four objectives should be selected that will allow the 
evaluator to assess the range of items between these two points. In select
ing these objectives, the evaluator should try to choose those that require 
different operations (e.g., addition and subtraction), if both types of objec
tives are listed between mastery and frustrational points. 

The evaluator should compose several sheets of problems of the same 
type, leaving enough room for computation, if necessary (e.g., in the case 
of long division). For simpler problems, 30–35 problems to a sheet would 
be good (e.g., single-digit fact families). Several sheets of the same compu
tational type may be needed, with the same format but different numbers. 
The evaluator should be sure to provide a good sample of all numbers 
within the parameters that are set. 

There are several excellent computer programs available that will 
automatically generate specific math probes. Mathematics Worksheet Fac
tory, available from Schoolhouse Technologies (www.schoolhousetech. com), 
offers a very flexible program that includes both single- and multiple-skill 
problems across both computation and concepts–applications. Both a free 
version (Math Resource Studio 4 Lite) and a version for purchase contain
ing more advanced features (Math Resource Studio) are available. Another 
program that is free is Aplus math (www.aplusmath.com). This program 
also offers worksheets for both single- and multiple-skills problems, but 

http:www.aplusmath.com
www.schoolhousetech
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151 Step 2: Assessing Instructional Placement 

also contains worksheets for many skills beyond basic operations, includ
ing fractions, money, basic algebra, and use of decimals. A free program 
that will generate both single- and multiple-skill computational problems 
can be found on the Intervention Central website (www.interventioncentral. 
org). The math worksheet generator here is divided by specific computa
tion objectives, similar to those found in Appendix 3B. The worksheets 
are in the basic math operations of addition, subtraction, multiplication, 
and division, and can be customized to develop worksheets that are both 
specific to addition, subtraction, multiplication, and division, and combine 
problems across these operations. 

Multiple-Skills Probes 

Three types of multiple-skills probes can be developed. When using 
multiple-skills probes at the instructional placement phase of the evalua
tion to identify specific strengths and deficiencies in computational skills, 
the evaluator should define the upper skill of interest and determine how 
many skills will be assessed at once. A number of problems of each type 
should be devised, as noted earlier. The evaluator should select two or 
three of each computational skill and place them onto a probe sheet. An 
example of a multiple-skills probe, adding and subtracting two- and three-
digit numbers without regrouping, is given in Figure 4.4. 

Assessments of student concepts–applications of mathematics prin
ciples for purposes of instructional placement require that evaluators have 
some knowledge of both skills with which students struggle and those with 
which they are successful. During the teacher interview, questions are 
asked about these skills areas. From these questions, single-skill probes of 
these areas could certainly be generated. However, given the wide range 
of concepts–applications that are often covered across a mathematics cur
riculum, it is usually better to administer a multiple-skills probe of grade

27 45 520 462 
+ 70 – 34 + 277 – 252 

20 78 703 748 
+ 22 – 11 + 274 – 626 

44 566 51 520 
– 32 – 263 + 27 + 453 

figure 4.4. Multiple skills math probe for addition and subtraction of two- and 
three-digit numbers without regrouping. 

www.interventioncentral
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based skills that cut across the concepts–applications likely to be embed
ded in the instruction. Several excellent commercial resources for such 
worksheets are available, including PRO-ED (L. S. Fuchs, Hamlett, & D. 
Fuchs, 1998) as well as AIMSweb (www.aimsweb.com) and easyCBM (www. 
easycbm.com). An example of these worksheets is provided in Figure 4.5. 
Based on performance on these worksheets, more single-skill probe work
sheets in that area can be developed. 

When the objective of assessment is to monitor progress, as in the 
final phase of the CBA, the third type of multiple-skills probe is developed. 
These probes reflect all the curriculum objectives that are identified for 
that grade. In other words, if the evaluator is monitoring progress across 
curriculum objectives for a third-grade student, the multiple-skills probe 
needs to contain problems that sample all the skills to be taught across the 
third-grade curriculum. Monitoring Basic Skills Progress (2nd edition; L. S. 
Fuchs, Hamlett, & D. Fuchs, 1999a) is an excellent and well-researched set 
of black-line masters that offer 30 probes per grade level for both computa
tion and concepts–applications. In addition, the software programs men
tioned previously, such as those available on Intervention Central, Aplus
math, or through commercial products such as the Mathematics Worksheet 
Factory, have the capacity to allow evaluators to develop their own multiple-
skills worksheets. AIMSweb, easyCBM (www.easycbm.com), and STAR Math 
(www.renlearn.com) have already developed worksheets that are available in 
their systems to assess both computation and concepts. 

Administration and Scoring of Math Computational Probes 

1. Generally, no more than two different probe sheets for each skill 
or cluster of skills are administered. The evaluator should give the probe 
to the child and tell him or her to work each problem, going from left to 
right without skipping. If the child does not know how to do a problem, 
he or she should go on to the next one. In general, for probes in addition 
or subtraction, the student is stopped after 2 minutes. For probes involv
ing multiplication and/or division, the student is stopped after 5 minutes. 
Evaluators should check the recommendations of the publisher for each 
product for amount of time given for each type of probe, since each of the 
products noted above may specify slightly different total amounts of time 
for each grade and probe type. 

2. If the child’s score on the probe sheet is significantly below instruc
tional level, the evaluator should move downward in the curriculum to a 
less challenging probe. If the evaluator feels the student’s performance on 
the probe was not indicative of his or her best efforts, a second probe of the 
same skills can certainly be administered. Likewise, if the evaluator finds 
that the student is highly frustrated by the skill being assessed, he or she 

http:www.renlearn.com
http:www.easycbm.com
http:easycbm.com
http:www.aimsweb.com
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figure 4.5. Example of problems from a concepts–application probe. From L. S. 
Fuchs, Hamlett, and D. Fuchs (1999c). Copyright 1999 by PRO-ED. Reprinted by 
permission. 
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can stop the student short of the time permitted for the probe, and does 
not need to administer a second probe at the same level. It is important, 
however, to note the exact time the student worked on the math probe. If 
the child scores close to, or within, the instructional or mastery level, the 
evaluator should administer one additional probe of those same skills. 

3. Math probes can be scored by examining the process of how the 
student reached the answer or just by the answer. For purposes of scoring 
to determine instructional level, one uses the scoring for process rather 
than answers alone. 

When scoring for process, each of the probes is scored by counting the 
separate digits in an answer. For all skills except long division, only digits 
below the answer line are counted. For example, in a two-digit addition prob
lem with regrouping, digits written above the 10’s column are not counted. 

The evaluator should count the number of digits correct and incorrect 
for each probe. If the child completes the worksheet before time is up, the 
evaluator should divide the number of digits by the total number of sec
onds and multiply by 60. This equals the digits correct (or incorrect) per 
minute. The mean score for all probes of the same skills serves as the score 
for that skill or cluster. 

A problem encountered in scoring the math probes may occur when 
students are doing double-digit multiplication. An error in multiplication 
will result in incorrect scores when the student adds the columns. Even 
though all operations are correct, a single mistake in multiplication can 
result in all digits being incorrect. When a student makes an error in mul
tiplication, digits should be scored as correct or incorrect if the addition 
operations are performed correctly. For example, the problem 

45 
× 28 

360 
90 

1260 

has 10 digits correct (9 digits plus the place holder under the 0). Suppose 
the problem has been completed as follows: 

45 
× 28 

360 
80 

1150 
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  155 Step 2: Assessing Instructional Placement 

The problem is scored as having 8 digits correct (7 digits plus the place 
holder under the 0), because the student multiplied incorrectly but added 
correctly. 

In addition to scoring the math problems for digits correct and incor
rect, it may also be helpful to score the probes for the percentage of prob
lems completed correctly. This is a more commonly used metric in class
rooms and may be helpful in communicating with the teacher. 

When scoring concepts and applications, many problems have mul
tiple-part answers (see Figure 4.5). Scoring of these worksheets involves 
counting each of the blanks to be answered by students as a point. The 
final score used can be the number of total points for the worksheet or the 
percentage of possible points (by dividing the number of correct answers 
by the total possible answers). 

Criteria for Instructional Level 

Setting criteria for frustrational, instructional, and mastery levels in math 
is less clear than in reading. Table 4.3 offers a historical set of guidelines 
for determining instructional level for computation. These data come 
from early work of Deno and Mirkin (1977) and were used for establish
ing levels for students when using single-skill probes and when scoring of 
computation, described previously, for digits below the answer line. How
ever, methods of teaching computation, especially multiplication, have 
changed significantly since these data were developed. For example, many 
students are taught to multiply using the lattice method, a procedure that 
breaks multiplication into a combination of simple two-digit multiplication 
facts and additive components. As a result, students do not always conduct 
double-digit multiplication using the typical algorithm that was prescribed 
previously. Counting digits below the answer line for students using the lat
tice method would result in fewer digits counted compared to students who 
use the more typical multiply–carry–add algorithm. In addition, instruc
tional programs often deemphasize computation and replace the actual 
computational skill by having students use calculators rather than do the 
computation by hand. 

As a function of the change in instruction, another way of calculating 
instructional level is to use digits in the answer only, rather than all digits 
below the answer line. In this method of scoring, only the final set of digits 
representing the answer would be scored correct or incorrect, and all other 
digits ignored. 

When using digits in the answer only, the guidelines for determin
ing instructional level need to be different from those shown in Table 4.3. 
As with reading, local or national normative data for computation using 
the answer-only approach to scoring can be used. Table 4.4 reports one 
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taBle 4.3. historical placement Criteria for direct assessment of math Computation 

Criterion 

Median digits correct Median digits incorrect 
Grade Level per minute per minute 

1–3	 Frustrational 0–9 8+ 
Instructional 10–19 3–7 
Mastery 20+ ≤ 2 

4+	 Frustrational 0–19 8+ 
Instructional 20–39 3–7 
Mastery 40+ ≤ 2 

Note. The data are from Deno and Mirkin (1977). The table is from Shapiro and Lentz. Copyright 
1986 by Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. Reprinted by permission. 

such local norming effort from two school districts, one a suburban, high
socioeconomic-level population, and the other a mixed urban–suburban 
moderate-socioeconomic-level population. Table 4.4 provides data that 
use the 25th percentile at each grade during the spring assessment on 
multiple-skills probes one grade level below the student’s actual grade (i.e., 
third graders were given second-grade material; fourth graders were given 
third-grade material). Given the spiraling nature of mathematics curri
cula, where skills introduced at one grade are not typically fully acquired 
until subsequent grades, assessing math skills one grade level below the 
student’s assigned grades is logical. National normative data are available 
from commercially available products such as AIMSweb, STAR Math, or 

taBle 4.4. instructional level for math Computation across two 
school districts from high and moderate socioeconomic Bases and 
Concepts–applications in the moderate-socioeconomic-Base district 

Grade High Moderate 

Computationa 

2–3 10 DCPM 10 DCPM 
4 17 DCPM 13 DCPM 
5 21 DCPM 13 DCPM 

Concepts/applicationsb 

2–3 25% 
4–5 28% 

aDigits correct per minute (DCPM). 
bPercentage of possible points. 
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157 Step 2: Assessing Instructional Placement 

easyCBM. Specific recommendations for establishing instructional lev
els for concepts–applications are just developing. Some normative data 
have been reported in one mixed urban–suburban district, and these are 
offered as guidelines in Table 4.4. In addition, L. S. Fuchs and D. Fuchs 
(2009a) offer guidelines based on their use of the measures from their 
research, where they recommend that a score of 15 or better would repre
sent instructional level performance. 

There are clear discrepancies between these sets of data for instruc
tional level. Based on research and clinical experience, it is recommended 
that the set of data for either the high or moderate district be used when 
normative data for districts are not available. As was the case with reading, 
the data recommended here may be valuable as best guesses. 

Interpreting Data from Math Probes 

Mathematics typically is taught at a single grade level across students within 
a classroom. Although students may be divided into math groups, the dif
ferences between groups may be reflected more in depth of content than in 
actual curricular material covered. As such, deciding instructional place
ment of a student into a particular level of the curriculum is not of inter
est. 

Much more important here are decisions regarding the particular 
computational and concepts–application skills present or absent in the 
student’s repertoire. A fourth-grader who is asked to do division and mul
tiplication, but who does not have mastery of basic addition and subtrac
tion facts, clearly needs to have additional and substantial instruction on 
those basic facts before he or she can be expected to learn the material 
being instructed in the classroom. A second grader who does not under
stand principles of estimation may have difficulty with more complex word 
problems. By contrast, a student who attains high levels of accuracy on 
expected levels of performance, but at rates that are below expectations, 
needs improvement in his or her fluency with the material; however, the 
basic concepts have been learned. For example, a student may know the 
concept of regrouping (borrowing), but cannot perform the computations 
fast enough to be at a mastery level. A student who understands the strate
gies to interpret graphs, but is very slow in applying these strategies, will 
not reach desired instructional levels. The key outcomes of assessing for 
instructional level are to facilitate descriptions of acquired knowledge and 
to make specific recommendations for future interventions. On the basis 
of these data, it should be possible to tell a teacher the specific skills on 
which instruction should be focused. 

As with reading data, the results of the assessment of instructional 
placement in math can serve as a mechanism for setting short- and long
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term goals. The repeated administration of these measures over time per
mits progress toward these goals to be evaluated. Again, more details on 
this use of the data are discussed in Chapters 7. 

Performance in Math below First-Grade Levels 

Similar to reading, increasing interest has emerged in the assessment of 
math skills that are precursors to the development of skills typically seen in 
the early elementary grades. When a student’s instructional level is found to 
be below that expected of a student in first grade, the CBA process requires 
that these precursor skills be assessed. Although the research supporting 
these measures is not as advanced as for other math skills, several metrics 
have begun to show some support for the importance of these skills in 
establishing later math skill development. 

Several commercial products provide measures of various early math 
skills. AIMSweb provides the Test of Early Numeracy, which offers mea
sures Oral Counting, Missing Number, Number Identification, and Quan
tity Discrimination. The measures are based on the work of Clarke and 
Shinn (2004) and are designed to be given to students in kindergarten and 
first grade. Easycbm (www.easycbm.com) also provides measures for students 
at kindergarten and grade 1 that would be similar to these type of early 
numeracy skills. Lembke and Foegen (2009) reported promising results of 
a very similar set of measures in two studies. 

VanDerHeyeden has also reported the development of a number of 
early numeracy measures available through the Steep (System to Enhance 
Educational Performance; www.isteep.com) system of assessment. Specifi
cally, measures involving counting and number identification are used as 
indicators of early math development. Research validation for these mea
sures has been provided by VanDerHeyden and her colleagues (VanDer-
Heyeden, Witt, Naquin, & Noell, 2001) and includes the development of 
math measures at the preschool level as well (VanDerHeyden et al., 2004; 
VanDerHeyden, Broussard, & Cooley, 2006). 

As with reading, additional commercial sources for assessing math 
and early math skills can be found on the Screening Tools Chart of the 
National Response to Intervention website (www.rti4success.org/chart/screen
ingTools/screeningtoolschart.html). 

Written expression 

The purpose of assessing written expression is to determine the level and 
type of skills that students have attained. In contrast to reading and math, 
it is unlikely that there are any particular curricular objectives to which 

www.rti4success.org/chart/screen
http:www.isteep.com
http:www.easycbm.com
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159 Step 2: Assessing Instructional Placement 

the written expression assessment can be linked. Instead, the procedure 
employed is a more general technique that is used across grades. 

Construction, Administration, and Scoring of Probes 

1. A series of “story starters” should be constructed that can be used 
to give the initial idea for students to write about. In developing story start
ers, consideration is given to the type of discourse that is being assessed. 
Expressive or narrative starters relate to creative writing of fictional stories 
(e.g., “I’ll never forget the night I heard that strange sound outside my 
window”). Explanatory or expository discourse are subject oriented and 
ask the student to write about an area of fact (e.g., “When the air pressure 
is rising, the forecast is usually for better weather”). Persuasive discourse 
is audience related and asks for the writer to provide a specific, convincing 
argument, such as in an advertisement (e.g., “The data are convincing that 
increased exercise lowers blood pressure”). Although any of these types 
of starters can be used, the most typical assessment of written language 
uses narrative story starters. These starters should contain items that most 
children would find of sufficient interest to generate a written story. Table 
4.5 offers an extensive list of possible story starters. During the assessment, 
the evaluator may choose to give two or three story starters, again using 
the median scores. 

2. The evaluator should give the child a copy of the story starter and 
read the starter to him or her. The evaluator then tells the student that he 
or she will be asked to write a story using the starter as the first sentence. 
The student should be given a minute to think about a story before he or 
she will be asked to begin writing. 

3. After 1 minute, the evaluator should tell the child to begin writ
ing, start the stopwatch, and time for 3 minutes. If the child stops writing 
before the 3 minutes are up, he or she should be encouraged to keep writ
ing until time is up. 

4. The evaluator should count the number of words that are cor
rectly written. “Correct” means that a word can be recognized (even if 
misspelled). Capitalization and punctuation are ignored. The title is also 
counted if the student writes one. The rates of correct and incorrect words 
per 3 minutes are calculated. If the child stops writing before the 3 min
utes are up, the number of words correct should be divided by the amount 
of actual time (in seconds) spent in writing, and this should be multiplied 
by 180 for the number of words correct per 3 minutes. 

5. Table 4.6 provides normative data for written performance per 3 
minutes from the same high-socioeconomic-level school district reported 
previously in discussions about reading and math computation. Table 4.7 
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taBle 4.5. list of possible narrative story starters 

I just saw a monster. The monster was so big it . . .
 
I made the biggest sandwich in the world.
 
Bill and Sue were lost in the jungle.
 
One day Mary brought her pet skunk to school.
 
One day it rained candy.
 
Tom woke up in the middle of the night. He heard a loud crash.
 
Jill got a surprise package in the mail.
 
One time I got very mad.
 
The best birthday I ever had . . .
 
I’ll never forget the night I had to stay in a cave.
 
The most exciting thing about my jungle safari was . . .
 
When my video game started predicting the future, I knew I had to . . .
 
I never dreamed that the secret door in my basement would lead to . . .
 
The day my headphone radio started sending me signals from outer space, I . . .
 
The worst part about having a talking dog is . . .
 
When I moved to the desert, I was amazed to find out that cactuses . . .
 
When I looked out my window this morning, none of the scenery looked familiar.
 
I’ve always wanted a time machine that would take me to that wonderful time 

when . . .
 
I would love to change places with my younger/older brother/sister, because . . .
 
The best thing about having the robot I got for my birthday is . . .
 
I always thought my tropical fish were very boring until I found out the secret of their 

language . . .
 
I thought it was the end of the world when I lost my magic baseball bat, until I found 

an enchanted . . .
 
The best trick I ever played on Halloween was . . .
 
I was most proud of my work as a private detective when I helped solve the case of 

the . . .
 
If I could create the ideal person, I would make sure that he or she had . . .
 
You’ll never believe how I was able to escape from the pirates who kept me prisoner 

on their ship . . . 


provides the norms reported by Shinn (1989b) from large urban (District 
A) and rural (District B) Midwestern school districts, representing data 
on approximately 1,000 students from grades 1 to 5 across 15 different 
elementary schools. 

AIMSweb does offer a set of story starters as well as aggregated nor
mative data from users who have subscribed to their data base. Table 4.8 
provides these data as reported for grades K–4 as of the end of the 2009 
school year. 
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taBle 4.6. normative data for Words Written per 3 minutes from a suburban, 
high-socioeconomic-Base school district 

Grade Ranks Fall Winter Spring 

1 75 
50 
25 

7 
4 
3 

17 
13 
8 

20 
16 
12 

2 75 
50 
25 

27 
21 
14 

33 
25 
18 

38 
28 
22 

3 75 
50 
25 

41 
33 
27 

48 
41 
34 

50 
42 
33 

4 75 
50 
25 

53 
45 
36 

57 
48 
40 

60 
57 
39 

5 75 
50 
25 

60 
51 
43 

65 
55 
45 

69 
57 
45 

taBle 4.7. means and standard deviations for grade-level local norms 
for total Words Written for two midwestern districts 

Grade District Fall Winter Spring 

2 A 

B 

11.7 
(7.3) 

— 

16.7 
(10.0) 

— 

24.7 
(11.5) 

— 

3 A 

B 

22.9 
(10.3) 

— 

27.8 
(11.9) 

— 

33.8 
(12.4) 

— 

4 A 

B 

32.7 
(12.9) 
26.1 

(12.1) 

36.4 
(12.4) 
36.9 

(12.2) 

41.4 
(12.9) 
41.6 

(12.5) 

5 A 

B 

40.3 
(14.5) 
36.8 

(11.7) 

44.6 
(13.7) 
38.8 

(14.7) 

46.4 
(13.6) 
41.5 

(12.5) 

6 A 

B 

47.4 
(13.8) 

— 

47.5 
(14.3) 

— 

53.3 
(15.4) 

— 

Note. From Shinn (1989b, p. 112). Copyright 1989 by The Guilford Press. Reprinted 
by permission. 
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taBle 4.8. aggregated national normative data on 3-minute Writing samples 
for grades k–4 

AIMSweb® Growth Table
 
Written Expression—Total Words Written
 

Multi-Year Aggregate
 
2008–2009 School Year
 

Fall Winter Spring 
Grade %ile Num TWW Num TWW Num TWW ROI 

90 5 20 22 0.5 
75 3 10 16 0.4 
50 1 6 11 0.3 
25 0 3 6 0.2 
10 0 1 4 0.1 

Mean 2 8 12 

K 

StdDev 

205 

3 

254 

8 

393 

8 

90 15 25 33 0.5 
75 10 18 25 0.4 
50 6 12 18 0.3 
25 3 8 12 0.3 
10 1 4 8 0.2 

Mean 7 13 19 

1 

StdDev 

8361 

6 

10937 

9 

11321 

11 

90 31 39 46 0.4 
75 23 30 37 0.4 
50 16 22 28 0.3 
25 10 15 20 0.3 
10 6 9 14 0.2 

Mean 18 23 29 

2 

StdDev 

15064 

10 

16552 

12 

15096 

13 

90 44 52 58 0.4 
75 35 42 47 0.3 
50 26 32 37 0.3 
25 17 23 27 0.3 
10 11 15 19 0.2 

Mean 27 33 38 

3 

StdDev 

18382 

13 

19980 

15 

17801 

16 

90 54 60 68 0.4 
75 44 50 56 0.3 
50 34 39 44 0.3 
25 24 29 33 0.3 
10 16 20 24 0.2 

Mean 34 40 45 

4 

StdDev 

17503 

15 

19506 

16 

17666 

18 

Note. From AIMSweb®. Copyright 2009 by Edformation, Inc. Reprinted by permission. 
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The criteria for instructional level may also be determined by taking 
a local sample. For example, 5–10 other children in the same grade, who 
are considered not to have any difficulty, could be administered the same 
story starters as the target students, and the data from those 5–10 children 
aggregated to form a classwide norm. Alternatively, a teacher may admin
ister the story starters to an entire class to determine a local norm. Written 
expression probes can also be scored and examined for spelling, punctua
tion, capitalization, and grammatical usage. 

Interpreting Written Expression Probes 

Different types of data are obtained from the assessment of written expres
sion. Other than determining where the student’s written expression 
falls relative to that of his or her peers, the probe also offers opportuni
ties to explore related problems, such as spelling, grammatical usage, and 
mechanics of writing. Furthermore, the assessment allows one to examine 
the creativity a student can generate. Although there are limited norms 
for such a subjective area, stories that reflect imagination and insight can 
suggest certain capabilities of students. In addition, one can examine the 
stories for structure (beginning, plot, end) and make specific suggestions 
to teachers for written expression goals. Similar to other parts of the CBA, 
written expression can offer indications of ongoing progress in meeting 
goals across the school year. 

Although total words written can be used as a reflection of overall per
formance in writing, the metric does not account for meaningful connec
tions in the writing process. Espin and colleagues (1999, 2000) have used 
the method of scoring “Correct Word Sequences” within story starters. The 
measure counts the number of meaningful links between words. Credit 
is given for word sequences that consider correct spelling, punctuation, 
grammar, and syntax. Figure 4.6 shows an example of a sentence scored 
using correct word sequences. A complete scoring manual for scoring word 
sequences is provided on the website of the Research Institute for Progress 
Monitoring (www.progressmonitoring.org/RIPMProducts2.html#scoring). Sub
stantial progress in the development of these measures has been evident 
in the work of McMaster and her colleagues (e.g., McMaster & Campbell, 
2008; McMaster, Du, & Pétursdóttir, 2009; McMaster & Espin, 2007). 

The advantage of correct word sequences over words written is that the 
scoring accounts for the important elements that embody effective writing 
while maintaining the efficiency of a fluency metric. The metric also per
mits an analysis of the strengths and weaknesses in the writing process. In 
addition, the metric has been applied with success to assessing writing in 
middle school students, offering a promising measure for extending CBA 
upward from the elementary grades (Espin et al., 2000). Several distinct 
disadvantages must also be considered. First, no normative data have been 

www.progressmonitoring.org/RIPMProducts2.html#scoring
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^I woud drink ^ water ^ from ^ the ^ ocean 5 

^ and ^ I woud eat ^ the ^ fruit ^ off ^ of 6 

^ the ^ trees ^.^ Then ^ I woud bilit a 5 

^house ^ out ^ of ^ trees, ^ and ^ I woud 6 

gather ^ firewood ^ to ^ stay ^ warm^.^ I 6 

woud try ^ and ^ fix ^ my ^ boat ^ in ^ my 6 

^ spare ^ time^. 3 

Correct Word Sequences 37 

figure 4.6. Scoring of a story starter using correct word sequences. Carrot sym
bols indicate correct links between words and/or punctuation. 

reported in the literature, so the expected outcomes for students across 
grades is not known. Likewise, how the metric will perform over time and 
its sensitivity to outcomes of writing interventions are also unknown. Espin 
et al. (1999) did offer some data support for the use of the measure in dis
criminating good from poor writers among 10th-grade students. However, 
the applicability of the metric to younger students is still unknown. Finally, 
the metric takes much longer to score, compared to words written. Esti
mates from the personal experience of the author have found the metric 
to take 3–4 minutes per writing probe, as compared to less than 15 seconds 
for counting words written. 

spelling 

The assessment of spelling is often taken directly from the instructional 
curriculum. It is important to note, however, that often there is not substan
tial overlap between the reading and spelling series (Serenty & Kundert, 
1987). Examination of the teacher interview data should show whether 
spelling is being taught from a separate series, from the reading series, or 
by using teacher-generated word lists. Although probes can be constructed 
from the same curricular material in which the student is being instructed, 
the nature of spelling instruction in schools does not allow for careful 
control of material across grades. Most schools today do not teach spell
ing apart from reading and other language arts activities. As such, words 
being taught and assessed in weekly spelling lessons may not be linked to 
any specific grade-based spelling curriculum. Given that the objective of 
this part of the assessment process is to determine a student’s instructional 
placement and find specific skills areas where the student may be deficient, 
it is recommended that the spelling CBA use a more standard set of spell
ing words that is more carefully controlled for word difficulty across the 
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165 Step 2: Assessing Instructional Placement 

grades, such as the Harris–Jacobson word list (Harris & Jacobson, 1972). 
In addition, AIMSweb (www.aimsweb.com) also offers such materials. 

Constructing, Administering, and Scoring Spelling Probes 

1. The evaluator should select three sets of 20 words taken from the 
text or material used to assess spelling for the purpose of instructional 
placement. 

2. Words should be dictated to the student at the rate of one word 
every 10 seconds for first or second graders (12 words), and one word every 
7 seconds for third graders and up (20 words). 

3. The evaluator should dictate from successive grade-level probes 
until the following criteria are met: 

•• Grades 1–2: 20–39 letter sequences correct per 2 minutes 
•• Grades 3–6: 40–59 letter sequences correct per 2 minutes, 20 

seconds 

4. The evaluator should count the correct letter sequences. Spelling 
is scored in terms of correct letter sequences. The procedure for scoring is 
as follows: 

a.	 A “phantom” character is placed before and after each word. 
For example, the word 

_ B U T T E R _
 

has seven possible letter sequences.
 
b.	 If the word BUTTER is spelled as 

_ B U T E R _ has five letter sequences correct. 

_ B U T T A R _ has five letter sequences correct. 

_ B A T T A R _ has three letter sequences correct. 

Interpreting Spelling Probe Data 

In spelling, most instruction is done with an entire group. Thus, recom
mendations regarding instructional level in spelling may not be that mean
ingful. Results of the CBA in spelling will be helpful in recommending 
when students need to have additional drill and practice on words previ
ously instructed but not mastered. In addition, the data may show the types 
of errors typically made by the student (e.g., consistently missing middle 
vowels, but getting beginning and ending consonants correct; correctly 
identifying all components of words except ending sounds; spelling all 
words phonetically). These types of error analyses will allow for specific 
instructional recommendations. 

http:www.aimsweb.com
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A complete manual (L. S. Fuchs & D. Fuchs, 2009b) for scoring 
both written language and spelling can be found on the website of the 
National Center on Response to Intervention (www.rti4success.org) under 
the “Resources/Training Modules” tab. 

summarizing the data-ColleCtion proCess 

CBA, as described here, incorporates the first two phases of the assessment 
process: collection of data about the instructional environment, and the 
student’s instructional placement within the curriculum. Information is 
obtained through the teacher interview, rating scales, direct observation, 
examination of permanent products, student interview, and administra
tion of skill probes. Decisions that can be made from these data include 
those pertaining to instructional level and correct placement in the cur
riculum, potential variables affecting academic performance within the 
teaching and learning process, recommendations for interventions, rela
tive standing compared to peers on academic skills, setting long- and 
short-term goals, assessment of progress on goals, and evaluation of the 
effectiveness of designed interventions. In addition, the data can be, and 
have been, used in making eligibility decisions (Germann & Tindal, 1985; 
VanDerHeyden et al., 2007) as well as in program evaluation (Deno, 1985; 
Shapiro & Clemens, 2009; Shinn, 1998). 

To facilitate the process of integrating the data from their various 
sources, a form is available that provides places to report all the data from 
each part of the evaluation. A copy of this form is given in Appendix 4A, 
with an expanded version available in the Academic Skills Problems Fourth 
Edition Workbook. Places are available for recording results of skills probes, 
teacher interview data, student interview data, direct observation data, and 
any relevant comments about the examination of permanent products. The 
form has been used across hundreds of cases and has been reported as very 
useful in integrating the information from the assessment. Evaluators are 
encouraged to copy and employ this form as they conduct CBA. 

The final two steps in the academic assessment process involve the 
development and implementation of instructional modifications based 
on the data collected through the assessment of the academic environ
ment and evaluation of instructional placement, and the monitoring of 
the student’s progress using these modifications over time. Chapters 5 and 
6 discuss possible interventions that may be applicable to alter academic 
performance. The final step in the assessment process, progress monitor
ing, is then described. 

http:www.rti4success.org


Cop
yri

gh
t ©

 20
11

 The
 G

uil
for

d P
res

s

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

a ppe n di x 4 a 

DATA SUMMARY FORM FOR ACADEMIC ASSESSMENT 
Child’s name: 

Teacher: 

Grade: 

School: 

School district: 

Date: 

READING—SKILLS 

Primary type of reading series used Secondary type of reading materials used 
Basal reader �: Basal reader �:

Literature-based �: Literature-based �:

Trade books �: Trade books �:

None �:

Title of curriculum series: 

Level/book—target student: 

Level/book—average student: 

Results of passages administered: 

Grade level/ 
book 

Location 
in book 

WC/ 
min 

Words 
incorrect/ 

min 
% 

correct 

Median scores 
for level 

WC ER %C 
Learning level 

(M, I, F) 

Beginning 

Middle 

End 

Beginning 

Middle 

End 

Beginning 

Middle 

End 

Beginning 

Middle 

End 
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READING—ENVIRONMENT 

Instructional Procedures: 

Primary type of reading instruction: 

 Basal readers  Whole-language 

 Other (describe) 

Number of reading groups: 

Student’s reading group (if applicable): 

Allotted time/day for reading: 

Contingencies: 

Teaching procedures: 

Observations: None completed for this area 

System used: 

 BOSS 

 Other 

Setting of observations: 

 ISW:TPsnt  SmGp:Tled  Coop 

 ISW:TSmGp  LgGp:Tled  Other 

BOSS results: 

Target Peer Target Peer 

AET% AET% OFT-M% OFT-M% 

PET% PET% OFT-V% OFT-V% 

OFT-P%  OFT-P% 

TDI% 

Intervention Strategies Attempted: 

Simple 

Moderate 

Intensive 

RESPONSE TO INTERVENTION—SPECIAL SECTION: READING 

Does the school have a currently operating RTI model for reading? 

 Yes  No 

Is this student assigned to tiered instruction beyond tier 1 for reading? 

 Yes  No 

For how many years has the model been in place? 

 Less than 1 year  1 year  2 years  3+ years 
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To which tier is the student currently assigned? 

 Tier 1  Tier 2  Tier 3  Other 

Describe the specific interventions that have been used at each tier. 

Tier 1 

Tier 2 

Tier 3 

What are the benchmark scores (and measures) for the student p, the current year? 

Fall 

Winter 

Spring 

What are the expected benchmark scores (and measures) for the student for the current 
year? 

Fall 

Winter 

Spring 

What is the student’s rate of improvement (ROI) for progress monitoring? 

Expected ROI 

Targeted ROI 

Attained ROI 

TEACHER-REPORTED STUDENT BEHAVIOR 

Rate the following areas from 1 to 5 (1 = very unsatisfactory, 3 = satisfactory, 5 = superior) 

Reading Group 

a. Oral reading ability (as evidenced in reading group) 

b. Volunteers answers 

c. When called upon, gives correct answer 

d. Attends to other students when they read aloud 

e. Knows the appropriate place in book 

Independent Seatwork 

a. Stays on task 

b. Completes assigned work in required time 

c. Work is accurate 

d. Works quietly 

e. Remains in seat when required 
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Homework (if any) 

a. Handed in on time 

b. Is complete 

c. Is accurate 

STUDENT-REPORTED BEHAVIOR None completed for this area 

Understands expectations of teacher Yes �: No�: Not sure �:

Understands assignments Yes �: No�: Not sure �:

Feels he/she can do the assignments Yes �: No�: Not sure �:

Likes the subject Yes �: No�: Not sure �:

Feels he/she is given enough time to Yes �: No�: Not sure �:
complete assignments 

Feels like he/she is called upon to  Yes �: No�: Not sure �:
participate in discussions 

MATH—SKILLS 

Curriculum series used: 

Specific problems in math: 

Mastery skill of target student: 

Mastery skill of average student: 

Instructional skill of target student: 

Instructional skill of average student: 

Problems in math applications: 

Results of math probes: 

Probe type No. 
Digits 

correct/min 
Digits 

incorrect/min 
% problems 

correct 
Learning level 

(M, I, F) 
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Number of Percentage of 
Concepts–Applications correct responses problems correct 

RESPONSE TO INTERVENTION—SPECIAL SECTION: MATH 

Does the school have a currently operating RTI model for math? 

 Yes  No 

Is this student assigned to tiered instruction beyond Tier 1 for math? 

 Yes  No 

For how many years has the model been in place? 

 Less than 1 year  1 year  2 years  3+ years 

To which tier is the student currently assigned? 

 Tier 1  Tier 2  Tier 3  Other 

Describe the specific interventions that have been used at each tier. 

Tier 1 

Tier 2 

Tier 3 

What are the benchmark scores (and measures) for the student in the current year? 

Fall 

Winter 

Spring 

What are the expected benchmark scores (and measures) for the student in the current 
year? 

Fall 

Winter 

Spring 

What is the student’s rate of improvement (ROI) for progress monitoring? 

Expected ROI 

Targeted ROI 

Attained ROI 
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MATH—ENVIRONMENT
 

Instructional Procedures:
 

Number of math groups: 

Student’s group (high, middle, low): 

Allotted time/day: 

Teaching procedures: 

Contingencies: 

OBSERVATIONS: NONE COMPLETED FOR THIS AREA 

System used: 

 BOSS 

 Other 

Setting of observations: 

 ISW:TPsnt  SmGp:Tled  Coop 

 ISW:TSmGp  LgGp:Tled  Other 

BOSS results: 

Target Peer Target Peer 

A% AET% OFT-M% OFT-M% 

PET% PET% OFT-V% OFT-V% 

OFT-P%  OFT-P% 

TDI% 

Intervention Strategies Attempted: 

Simple 

Moderate 

Intensive 

TEACHER-REPORTED STUDENT BEHAVIOR 

Rate the following areas from 1 to 5 (1 = very unsatisfactory, 3 = satisfactory, 5 = superior) 

Math group (large) 

a. Volunteers answers 

b. When called upon, gives correct answer 

c. Attends to other students when they give answers 

d. Knows the appropriate place in math book 
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Math Group (small) 

a. Volunteers answers 

b. When called upon, gives correct answer 

c. Attends to other students when they give answers 

d. Knows the appropriate place in math book 

Math Group (cooperative) 

a. Volunteers answers 

b. Contributes to group objectives 

c. Attends to other students when they give answers 

d. Facilitates others in group to participate 

e. Shows appropriate social skills in group 

Independent Seatwork 

a. Stays on task 

b. Completes assigned work in required time 

c. Work is accurate 

d. Works from initial directions 

e. Works quietly 

f. Remains in seat when required 

Homework (if any) 

a. Handed in on time 

b. Is complete 

c. Is accurate 

STUDENT-REPORTED BEHAVIOR None completed for this area 

Understands expectations of teacher �:Yes �:No �:Not sure 

Understands assignments �:Yes �:No �:Not sure 

Feels he/she can do the assignments �:Yes �:No �:Not sure 

Likes the subject �:Yes �:No �:Not sure 

Feels he/she is given enough time to �:Yes �:No �:Not sure 
complete assignments 

Feels like he/she is called upon to  �:Yes �:No �:Not sure 
participate in discussions 
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SPELLING—SKILLS 

Type of material used for spelling instruction: 

 Published spelling series
 

Title of series
 

 Basal reading series
 

Title of series
 

 Teacher-made materials 

 Other 

Curriculum series (if applicable): 

Results of spelling probes: 

Grade level of 
probe 

Probe 
no. LSC 

% words 
correct 

Median LSC 
for grade level Level (M, I, F) 

1 

2 

3 

1 

2 

3 

1 

2 

3 

1 

2 

3 

SPELLING—ENVIRONMENT 

Instructional Procedures: 

Allotted time/day: 

Teaching procedures: 

Contingencies: 
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Observations: None completed for this area 

System used: 

 BOSS 

 Other 

Setting of observations: 

 ISW:TPsnt 

 ISW:TSmGp 

 SmGp:Tled 

 LgGp:Tled 

 Coop 

 Other 

BOSS results: 

Target 

AET% 

Peer 

AET% 

Target 

OFT-M% 

Peer 

OFT-M% 

PET% PET% OFT-V% OFT-V% 

OFT-P%  OFT-P% 

TDI% 

Intervention Strategies Attempted: 

Simple 

Moderate 

Intensive 

STUDENT-REPORTED BEHAVIOR None completed for this area 

Understands expectations of teacher Yes �: No�: Not sure �:

Understands assignments Yes �: No�: Not sure �:

Feels he/she can do the assignments Yes �: No�: Not sure �:

Likes the subject Yes �: No�: Not sure �:

Feels he/she is given enough time to Yes �: No�: Not sure �:
complete assignments 

Feels like he/she is called upon to  Yes �: No�: Not sure �:
participate in discussions 

WRITING—SKILLS 

Types of writing assignments: 
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Areas of difficulty: 

Content: Mechanics: 

Expressing thoughts �: Capitalization �:

Story length �: Punctuation �:

Story depth �: Grammar �:

Creativity �: Handwriting �:

Spelling �:

Results of written expression probes: 

Story starter Words written 
Instructional 

level? Comments 

WRITING—ENVIRONMENT 

Instructional Procedures: 

Allotted time/day: 

Teaching procedures: 

Observations: None completed for this area 

System used: 

 BOSS 

 Other 

Setting of observations: 

 ISW:TPsnt  SmGp:Tled  Coop 

 ISW:TSmGp  LgGp:Tled  Other 

BOSS results: 

Target Peer Target Peer 

A% AET% OFT-M% OFT-M% 

PET% PET% OFT-V% OFT-V% 

OFT-P%  OFT-P% 

TDI% 
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STUDENT-REPORTED BEHAVIOR None completed for this area 

Understands expectations of teacher Yes �: No�: Not sure �:

Understands assignments Yes �: No�: Not sure �:

Feels he/she can do the assignments Yes �: No�: Not sure �:

Likes the subject Yes �: No�: Not sure �:

Feels he/she is given enough time to Yes �: No�: Not sure �:
complete assignments 

Feels like he/she is called upon to  Yes �: No�: Not sure �:
participate in discussions 

Cop
yri

gh
t ©

 20
11

 The
 G

uil
for

d P
res

s

Copyright © 2011 The Guilford Press. All rights reserved under International Copyright Convention. No part 
of this text may be reproduced, transmitted, downloaded, or stored in or introduced into any information 

storage or retrieval system, in any form or by any means, whether electronic or mechanical, now known or 
hereinafter invented, without the written permission of The Guilford Press. 

Guilford Publications, 72 Spring Street, New York, NY 10012, 212-431-9800. www.guilford.com/p/shapiro5 

177 




