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Land Acknowledgement

On this land and in this place
we strive to learn together,
walk together, and grow
together “in a good way.”

We are all on land that has been inhabited by indigenous
people for thousands of years. Today, our virtual meeting has
people in attendance from lands which are still the home to
many Indigenous people from across Turtle Island and we are
grateful to have the opportunity to work, live and play on this
land.

The tfraditional territories of the peoples of Treaty 7, which
include the Blackfoot Confederacy, the Tsuut'ina First Nation,
and the Stoney Nakoda, and the Métis Nation of Alberta
Region 3.

The University of Calgary is situated on land Northwest of where
the Bow River meets the Elbow River, a site traditionally known
as Moh’kins’tsis to the Blackfoot, Wichispa to the Stoney
Nakoda, and Guts'ists’i to the Tsuut'ina.




Chiliwack, BC is on the tfraditional, ancesfral and
unceded territory of the Sto:10 Coast Salish peoples,
including Sto:10 Nation, Ts'elxweyeqw Tribe, Skwah First
Nation.

The Kapuskasing community in Ontario, which is
located on/in in Treaty 9 territory and the land is the
fraditional territory of Cree, Moose Cree.

Land Acknowledgement

On this land and in this place
we strive to learn together,
walk together, and grow

fogether “in a good way.”

(OHRC, 2022)
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Background:
SLD-R in Word Reading Accuracy




Background:
DSM-5 & SLD-R, Word Reading Accuracy

Word
Nelelellgle Severity

AcCcuracy

Age of onset == Exclusionary

Criteria

(APA, 2013)



Background:
Neurobiology of SLD-R, Word Reading Accuracy

Brain Language Processing :

e Atypical e Brain development
connection/connectivity  Neuronal migration
patterns e Synaptic plasticity

e Reduced activation

* Phonological processing
& orthographic
processing

(Eckert, 2003; Eklund et al., 2013; Gabrieli, 2009; Galaburda et al., 2006; McCrory et al., 2004; Norton & Wolf, 2012; Ramus & Ahissar, 2012; Shaywifz &
Shaywitz, 2005)



Background:
Reading and Word Reading Accuracy

Scarborough’s Reading Rope First step in fluent reading

Language Comprehension @

Word reading accuracy foundational skills

son. i 12 INCREASINGLY STRATEGIC *Phoneme Processing/Phonics

Background Knowledge
facts, concepts, efc.

breadth, precision, links, efc.
B e manice. e, «Teaching relationship between letters, letter

syntax, semantics, etc.
_ Verbal Reasoning y Skilled combinations, and individual sounds
inference, metaphor, etc. / Reading @ °MOppiﬂg sounds onto SymbOIS

_I.'i’ferqcytl(nowled e " ‘ :
P coneep, genes, €1 ’q(q. eInterchangeable terms include sound-symbol
) association, phoneme-grapheme correspondence, the

Word Recognition o /2 2 '
g alphabetic principle

Phonological Awareness
syllables, phonemes, efc.
*Phonemic Awareness
* Ability to hear and manipulate individual phonemes

*The last of the phonological awareness skills to develop
s Awareness of sounds only, no letters are infroduced

@ X o — @ Fluent word recognition and comprehension.
*Decoding

This interpretation of the Reading Rope incorporates Gough & Tunmer's (1986) Simple View of Reading.

Decoding
alphabetic principle,
lettersound correspondences

Sight Recognition

of familiar words INCREASINGLY AUTOMATIC

Retrieved from:
https://www.reallygreatreading.com/content/scarborou

ghs-reading-rope

(Burns, 2021; Pennington et al., 2019)



Review:

Formal Diagnosis of SLD-R, Word Reading
ACcuracy

— |nitial Screening Nl Referral for on Comprehensive <t Data Analysis L Documentation
Assessment Assessment and Diagnosis and Reporting

(APA, 2013; CPA, 2021; CPA, n.d.; LDAC, 2021)



Background:
Evidence Based Interventions




Background: Evidence-Based Interventions

-
> Every Child Succeeds

ACT (ESSA), USA : :
i | ) “Strateqgies, practices,

e EBIs are mandated in schools £ .
and programs with
Z Moore V. BC available research
Right fo Read documenting their
School Psychologists effectiveness and data

and EBIs suggesting that they are

. : enhancing student
* Evidence-based strategies outcomes”

at classroom and building

levels (Burns et al., 2017, p. 4)
e Evidence based Intervention

Planning Practices '

(Burns et al., 2017; OHRC, 2022 )



Review:
EBls & Evidence Based Frameworks

(Burns, 2021; Burns et al.,2010; Parker & Burns, 2014)



Intervention
Planning




Key Areas for Intervention Planning

Problem Analysis

Problem
|dentification

Godal
|dentification

Goal Formulation

Intervention
Targefts

Intervention Selection

Multi-tiered
differences

Instructional
hierarchy

EBI

Evaluate Effectiveness

(Burns et al., 2017; Moore et al., 2017; Pennington et al., 2019)

Evidence-based
screening and
progress
monitoring

Modify as Needed

Make changes to
the problem,
infervention
target, and
infervention as
needed.




Problem Identification:
How do we know Student needs this Intfervention?e

Curriculum
Based
Assessment
Instructional
Design
(CBA-ID)

Screening
olgle
Assessment
Data

Response to
Tier
Intervention

Pre-Intervention
Data

(Burns et al., 2017)



Problem

ldentification:
Data Collection

(Burns et al., 2010, Burns et al., 2017; Parker & Burns, 2014)

DIBELS
(Dynamic
Indicators of
Basic Early
Literacy Skills)

PALS

(Phonological
Awareness
Literacy
Screening)

TPRI (Texas
Primary
Reading

Inventory)




Problem Identification:

Data Collection

Response to Intervention (RTI)

Universal
Screening (Tier

1)

Identify students

who may be at

risk for reading
difficulties,

including word

(Yelellgle]

accuracy
problems.

Screeners, such
as DIBELS, TPRI,
or AIMSweb,

(Burns et al., 2010; Burns et al., 2017; Parker & Burns, 2014)

Progress
Monitoring (Tier
2 and Tier 3)

Screeners like
DIBELS or
EasyCBM can
be used
periodically to

To frack growth
and intervention

effectiveness of
interventions.

fluency and
accuracy in
word reading.

assess students'

Decision-Making for Interventions
(Tier 2 and Tier 3)

The data from
screeners and
progress
monitoring

decision-making
for interventions.

Indicate who
requires
targeted
interventions at
Tier 2.

Those who
require more
intensive support
may be referred
to Tier 3.




Goals can be identified analysing various
data sources:

Universal Screening; Response to Intervention (RT);

Skill by Treatment (STI) Interaction; Curriculum
GOCI' _ Based Assessment for Instructional Design (CBA-ID)

ldentification:

How Does that
GUide Use How does that guide us?

« Competency enhancing

» Intervention targets based on preintervention
data

e Environmental variables
e Instructional level

(Burns et al., 2017; Burns et al., 2022)



“Is there a Classwide need?¢”

e Tier 1

e Are difficulties result of systemic issues that respond to
instruction changes?

“What is the category of the probleme”
Goql e Tier 2 -

I d e n'I'ifiC q'l'io n : * Broad oreo'of deficit individual students
 Word Reading accuracy?
RGSDOHSG TO e Students grouped together for inferventions based on

|ﬂTeI’V€ﬂTIOﬂ their individual data
“*What is the causal/functional variableg¢”

e Tier 3

e Examine variables such as using more errorless and
salient stimuli to support initial acquisition, increased
repetition to support retention, and others, and they are

* May be identified through brief experimental analysis
(BEA) of student behavior

(Burns et al., 2017)



Goal Identification:
Learning Hierarchy & Instructional Level

ACQUISITION FLUENCY GENERALIZATION ADAPTATION
BUILDING
°
AC q U IS I TI O n P h O Se Low accuracy (e.g., Accurate (e.g.,»>90%  Accurate (e.g.,>90%  Can generalize
0, 0, 0, i
® I_OW AC cura Cy <90% for most facts for most fact.s or>93% for most fact.s or>93% the skill (e.g.,
Student or<93% for text for text reading) but for text reading) and reads previously

@ ﬂd SIOW Performance reading) and slow (e.g., slow (e.g., below fast (e.g., above taught sounds or
. below published CBM  published CBM published CBM words correctly in

¢ TO rg eT . benchmark criterion) benchmark criterion)  benchmark criterion)  connected text)

e 90% vs 93% Build Problem

Build Application: )
I :
0%0 ving

. Build Accuracy: Build Speed: . : -
° E n h O n Ce O C C U rO CY' « Modeling Guided application + Applying skills in

« Practice

- /\/\Odehﬂ Inétrl_lctional o ' B sklls different situations
g Priority » Explicit instruction » Increased repetition Opportunities to use ‘ -
o ¢ 0 o « Applying skKills in
° EXpl|C|'|' |nS'|'rUC'|'|On « Immediate feedback « Delayed feedback skills in different simulations to
° | mme d |O -I-e contexts solve problems
Feed bCI C k Phases of the learning hierarchy and instructional priority. Retrieved from

https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Matthew-Burns -10/publication/356811279_Intensifying_Reading_Interventions_Through_a_Skill-By-
_Treatment_Interaction_What_to_Do_When_Nothing_Else_Worked_Learning_Hierarchy/links/61ae26e8ca2d401f27cdbac4/Intensifying-
Reading-Interventions-Through-a-Skill-By-Treatment-Interaction-What-to-Do-When-Nothing-Else-Worked-Learning-Hierarchy.pdf

(Burns et al., 2017; Burns, 2021; Burns et al., 2022)



Goal Identification: STl & Instructional Level

m | VS. Benchmarks

e T < 93% Accuracy
T <5050 CLSM

37 CLSM
on NWF

(Burns et al., 2017; Burns, 2021; Burns et al., 2022)

m Acquisition Phase

* Modelling
e Corrective Feedback




Can Student
Complete the

1

Goal l —
|dentification: '_
Instructional —
Level & —
Hypothesis l _ i l
Development m——

(Burns, 2021)



Documented

Evidence of
Effectiveness

Consistent with
ecological
Perspective

Can be evaluated
by reliable, valid and
practical methoda

What makes

Intervention

Planning:  Canbe a good piormert i
| N '|'e r'ven '|'| @)@l icol clossroom Interventione Ao e
Selection

Easily Taught through

Consultation Method Proactive Approach

Can be

implemented
Classwide

(Burns et al., 2017)



Evidence Based
Instruction &
Intervention




Brief Literature Review
Exploring the Evidence: Early Literacy Research

Promoting Early

Literacy Skills

Effective Instruction in
Decoding and Phonics

Building Word Reading
AcCcuracy

* Early, consistent exposure
to books impacts positively

e Intentional classroom
activities boost oral
language growth

* Increased print awareness

aids early literacy
development

(Hume et al., 2016; Pullen & Justice, 2003)

* Explicit, systematic
instruction crucial for at-risk
students

e Regular phonics instruction
from kindergarten or first
grade

 Effective phonics instruction
must include phoneme-
grapheme connections
and application to reading
and spelling tasks

(Buckingham et al., 2019; Al Otaiba et al., 2012;

Ehri et al., 2001; Hall et al., 2022; Torgesen and
Hudson, 2006)

e Screening tools identify
student strengths, areas for
support

e Systematic phonics
instruction, integration into
meaningful reading, spelling
tasks is vital

e Early phonemic awareness
training enhances reading,
spelling skills

(Al Otaiba et al., 2012; Ehri et al., 2001;

Hosp et al., 2016; Hudson et al., 2005;
Melby-Lervag et al., 2012; NRP, 2000;
Torgesen, 1999; Torgesen and Hudson, 2006)



Enhancing Word Reading Accuracy

Enhancing Vocabulary.

and Printt Awareness

e Breadth of vocabulary
linked to pseudoword
decoding

(Gleason & Ratner, 2013, p.90)

* Depth of vocabulary
connected fo reading

comprehension
(Nation & Cocksey, 2009)

e Print awareness: from left to
right, fop to bottom
storytelling

(Justice & Ezell, 2001)

» Shared reading conftributes
to vocabulary and print

awareness i
(Pullen & Justice, 2003)

iInsights from evidence

The Role of Practice
and Differentfiation

 Students learn literacy skills
at different paces;
differentiation is key

* Decoding skills require
practice for long-term
memory retention

(Anderson, 1983; Roediger & Butler, 2011)

e Differentiated instruction
can be 10 fimes more
effective

(Connor et al., 2006)

The Importance of

Assessment and
Confinued Support

 Summative and formative
assessments ensure adequate
progress
(Shepard et al., , 2018)

e Comprehensive approach
needed as inferventions may
not guarantee sufficient
progress

e Early focus on phonemic
awareness critical for

decoding )
(Melby-Lervag et al., 2012)

* Mapping process essential for
proficient reading

(Perfetti, 2007; Ehri, 2014)



Evidence Based Interventions:
Instructional Hierarchy and Interventions

Considerable evidence:

Word Reading

Accuracy — Burns, Codding, Boice, & Lukito, (2010)
— Chafouleas, Martens, Dobson, Weinstein, & Gardner (2004)
— Szadokierski et al., 2017

— Supports intervention matching to instructional hierarchy

Listening Phase Drill Error

:?;f‘,?f\f Correction — Supports RTl as preintervention measures predicted the outcome

Research Supports Matching Interventions to Instructional

Phase

i - A isiti h I di f dt deli d tion,
decoding but MO;§|§;?§C;rque cquisition phase (slow and inaccurate) respond to modeling and error correction
make frequent (93-97%) bu

slow readers

errors practice

Adequate

—  Students in Fluency phase (accurate and slow) responded best to repetition and

| | Acquisition
—  Listening Passage Preview and Phase Drill Error (modelling to increase accuracy)

Modelling Modelling

(acquisition) (Acquisition)

(Burns et al., 2017)



Program Target Focus Areas Tier Notes
SRA Open Court K-5 |Word-reading accuracy and fluency Tier 1 | Pifferentiated instruction for ELL and
Reading islower progressing students

Phonemic awareness, word study,

Wilson Fundations®| K-3 [spelling, vocabulary, oral language, Tier 2 | Suitable for struggling students
reading comprehension
Firm Foundations | Prek-3 Vocabulary, rhyme/syllable detgctlon, N/A Play—ba§ed, multilingual, diverse socio-
lphoneme detection/segmentation leconomic backgrounds
Remediation Plus K-12 Expl.|c1t phonics instruction, decoding, Tier 2 | Canadian intervention
Systems spelling
B Ear.ly K-3 [Foundational word-reading skills N/A Supplemgnt fo, e readlng programs,
Interventions for intensive early intervention
. : : Direct, explicit instruction with
™ - » Xy . .
Empower™ Reading| Gr 2-8 |Spelling, Decoding N/A Imetacognitive strategy instruction
SRA Reading : P Tiers | Systematic reading skills instruction
Mastery and K-6 |Reading difficulties : iy
: h 2/3 lacross five critical strands
Corrective Reading
SpellRead™ Gr 1-12 Sound-letter mapping, decoding N/A | Targets word-reading difficulties

laccuracy, reading multisyllabic words

(Ontario Human Rights Commission, 2022)



Program

Target

Focus Areas

Tier

Notes

Wilson Just Words®

N/A

Word-reading difficulties

Tier 2

For children with disabilities or
idyslexia

Wilson Reading

For students not making progress in

System® 4th Edition) N/A |Intensive reading intervention Tier 3 lother interventions
Lindamood
Phone!’ne K-3 |Decoding words Tier 3 Fpr students with persistent difficulties
Sequencing ® with phoneme-level awareness
(LIPS ®)
ABRACADABRA | Prek-3 Pho.nemlc. awareness, phonics, word- N/A Canadian onllpe program, regular use
reading skills lenhances reading skills
Phonological awareness, phonics, fluency,| Tiers Also strengthens cognitiveiSKils
Fast ForWord K-8 J " P ' % effective when used
vocabulary, comprehension 2/3 : : )
consistently/intensively
Read Naturally K-8 Teacher modglmg, repeated reading, N/A [Can significantly improve reading skills
[lprogress monitoring
Phonoloaical awareness. bhonics. fluenc Individualized instruction, effective
i-Ready K-12 9 » P ’ Y| N/A when used consistently and under
vocabulary, comprehension i
teacher guidance
Phonological awareness skills, rhyme Combines entertainment with
PlayRoly 3-5 |recognition, syllable segmentation, initial | N/A |education to enhance motivation to

sound recognition

learn

(Ontario Human Rights Commission, 2022)



Meta-analysis: effective treatment approaches (example)

Table 2. Efficacy of treatment approaches on reading and spelling outcomes.

Treatment approach ~ Outcome ¢, 95%Cl  SE p F nk

Phonics Spelling (0.68,(0.15,1.21] 023 .017 86% 10/14
Reading 0.37,086] 0.10 <.001 67% 10/44
Morphological intervention Spelling 10.80,)[0.39, 1.20] 0.21 <.001 51% 8/8
Reading 0.30, (-0.18, 0.77) 0.16 150 27% 5/10
Orthographic intervention  Spelling @ 005 128 031 .0348% 6/6
Reading 0.19, [0.09,0.29] 0.02 .014 0% 4/12
Memorization intervention Spelling 0.22, [-0.39,0.82] 0.31 484 0% 2/2
Supportive software Spelling 083,1.66] 021 <001 0% 2/2

Reading 10.52f [-5.1,6.14] 044 44977% 2/3

Note. Cl = confidence interval; n = number of experimental and control group
comparisons; k = number of outcomes.

(Galuschka et al., 2020, p. 11)

3 C & statisticshowto.com/hedge.. & v % ‘

Hi Apps Rea

Rule of Thumb [nterpretation

Cohen’s d and Hedges' g are interpreted in a similar way. Cohen

suggested using the following rule of thumb for interpreting results:

e Small effect (cannot be discerned by the naked eye) = 0.2

* Medium Effect=0.5
* [arge Effect (can be seen by the naked eye) = 0.8




Beyond the Package
Evaluating the Effectiveness of Reading Interventions

Examine packaged solutions

— are skill by tfreatment interactions
considered?

Look beyond packaged solutions

— isitin the child’'s best intereste

Ensure comprehensive assessment

— are all components of reading addressed?

Examine foundational reading
components

— phonological processing, phonemic
awareness, sound-symbol association

Examine individual needs

— phonics, sight-word recognition issues?

ldentify core deficits

— is the intervention really tailored to the
studente

Other variables (i.e. SES, absenteeism)

— how s it impacting learning gaps?

Critically evaluate evidence

— effect sizes, third-party studies - are they there?



Navigating
Forward

Implications for
Future Practice

Implement Early
Screening and
Interventions

* Proactive

* Checkpoints throughout the
school year

 Timely EBIs

Acknowledge
Historical Injustices

* Recognize the impacts of
historical policies on First
Nations, Métis, and Inuit
communities

* Subsequent impact on
literacy

Empower

Communities

* Participation in decision
making

* Right to education includes
access and quality,
relevance, and inclusion.

Advocate for
Systemic Changes to
Education

* Effectiveness of explicit
instruction

* Intensive Systematic
Instruction for tier 2
interventions

*» Components of reading
instruction in Tier 2
intervention curricula




Close.

Moving onto Q & A...




Q&A

« Considering our presentation and
your own experience, what
concerns related to reading
development or SLD-R have you
experiencede What challenges
did you face?

«  What concerns related to
consultation and literacy do you
foresee arising in your practice,
and anything you will take away
from our presentation?

 How prepared do you feel to take
the lead an assessment and
intervention plan related to SLD-
R2 What areas of growth do you
see for yourself to prepare moving
into our internshipse

(Understood, 2016)
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