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Abstract

Monitoring Progress of Students Who Are Deaf or Hard of Hearing

Federal and state legislation has placed a renemgthasis on accountability and
academic outcomes among students who are deafohhearing. While much
attention is given to norm-referenced standardiesting accommodations, there is a
need for functional formative assessments for tirpgse of monitoring students’
academic progress. This paper addresses some @fdhetive perspective of students’
academic performance within the field of deaf etiocaand the critical need for
progress monitoring. A brief review is includedstfidies conducted using Curriculum-

Based Measurement (CBM) with students who are ale@fhard of hearing.
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Several landmark educational reforms have occuwved the past 25 years with
significant impact on how, where, what, and whovjgtes educational programming for
children and youth who are deaf or hard of heaMddh the onset of the P.L.94-142:
Education for All Handicapped Children’s Act of B)7and the Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) of 1997, educatiof children with hearing loss has
been externally revolutionized by agencies and @geseking more options and
opportunities for children with special needs. Téauthorization of IDEA in 2004 and
the No Child Left Behind Act of 200iave placed renewed emphasis on academic
standards, assessment, and accountability. Thrsequantury of change has
significantly altered the manner, place, materiatg] credentials of those who are
responsible for the education of infants, child@mg youth who are deaf.

Historically, monitoring the academic performanéetuldren with hearing loss
was conducted internally to determine conditionthinithe field of deaf education.
Examples include two federally commissioned paok&sged, in part, with evaluating
the practices and outcomes of programs providiegiapzed education services to
individuals who are deaf or hard of hearing. Thélddge Committee Report (1965)
provided an early account of practices, resoulaes,academic levels in schools and
programs for deaf individuals. This report servedree basis for the development and
improvement of professional training programs, icuta, and materials focused on deaf
education. The Commission on Education of the DEGFED) is a more recent example
in the ongoing quest to improve the educationat@ues for persons with hearing loss.
In its 1988 report, Toward Equality: Education lo¢ Deaf, the COED identified the need
to ensure appropriate and individualized instrurctltat addressed educational, social,
and communication requirements for infants, childeiad youth with hearing loss. The
report cited the fact that in the past 25 yeark; onnimal improvements have been
noted in the academic progress of deaf childrertiqodarly in the areas of reading and
writing (Bowe, 1991). The COED’s recommendatiorduded the need for increased
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research in assessment and instructional praciwtiferred that significant academic
progress is more likely to occur in settings whaeecurriculum and instruction are
communicatively accessible, uniquely designed,deitvered by individuals who have
highly specialized skills to address the needdfien with hearing loss (Moores,
2001).

The COED’s reports have impacted the training @lfifjed teachers, speech and
language pathologists, counselors, school psycilatto@nd educational interpreters. The
recommendations have brought greater thoughtfulioetbee enforcement of the “least
restrictive environment” practices for children vtiearing loss. Rather than excluding
children who are deaf or hard of hearing from astespecialized schools and
programs, the COED report may have prevented walgletosing of publicly funded
schools designed exclusively for deaf and hardeafing children. Today, approximately
30% of children who are deaf or hard of hearingesthecated in special schools. Among
the 70% of students attending general educatiogranas, approximately 30% receive
instruction primarily in self-contained classroowmlsile the remaining 40% are placed in
classrooms designed for hearing students (Galldestarch Institute, 2005; Moores,
2006).

IDEA (1997) legislated the inclusion of childrentlvdisabilities into the general
education curriculum and evaluation, testing, asgkasment processes. With the
reauthorization of IDEA by President Bush and thigation of NCLB, there is renewed
emphasis for: (a) inclusion of deaf and hard ofiimgestudents and programs in
accountability practices; (b) a focus on “closihg tichievement gap” between deaf, hard
of hearing, and hearing students; and (c) a maridatesearch-based educational
practices and progress monitoring. The need to detraie the effect of highly
specialized instructional programming has placedrese of urgency on the field of deaf
education. Scientific evidence demonstrating tleglamic progress of children with
hearing loss is a mandate, not an option.

Gallaudet University’'s Research Institute (GRI)\pdes the most extensive and
comprehensive model for the summative monitoringrofyress across populations of
deaf and hard of hearing students. GRI maintametianal demographic and academic

achievement database of students that dates b#o& 1®60s. A national survey of
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achievement standards was conducted approximatety & years using the Stanford
Achievement Test (SAT) (see Gallaudet Researcitutest2005). The data obtained
from testing at the community and state schoollteard annual demographic reports
provide a national normative standard for deaflzard of hearing students suggesting a
continuum of levels of academic achievement. Thaklly valued database is frequently
used by teachers, parents, and programs as thalgmauly progress (AYP) “measuring
stick” for comparison of an individual child’s aaadic achievement with deaf and hard
of hearing peers.

Summative evaluations, demographic studies, andnstresearch efforts have
been and continue to be beneficial in defining“deademic conditions” of education for
deaf and hard of hearing children (Allen, 1986;tHb994; Strassman, 1997; Mitchell,
(2004). Efforts to change conditions have primatdygeted areas such as audiology,
(e.g., auditory training, digital hearing aids),di@ne (e.g., cochlear implants),
technology (e.g., real-time captioning, Web-basédéa®), and communication (e.g., Bi-
Bi, Cued Speech) interventions with little evideéelosing the gap or significantly
impacting the academic growth among children andtyaho are deaf. Educational
conditions have received minimal attention. Luckigabald, Cooney, Young, and Muir
(2005) conducted a meta-analysis of literacy reteaith children who are deaf or hard
of hearing. The authors noted the scarcity of texctly adequate and verifiable research
to the extent that conducting a meta-analysis wa#lenging. More importantly, the
authors noted that “commonly used approaches ifiglteof deaf education have been
established by tradition and anecdotal reports2)p.

The academic achievement gap between students ear@hd those who are
deaf or hard of hearing is a frequently reported (eadow-Orleans, 2001; Moores,
2003; Marschark, 2006). The median reading compebe score as measured by the
SAT-9 for 17- and 18-year-old deaf and hard of imggstudents is approximately
equivalent to that of fourth-grade hearing studé@@llaudet Research Institute, 2005).
This level is only slightly higher than reading estement scores reported a quarter of a
century ago. Professionals in the field of deafoation have linked this “failure” or lack
of academic growth to the paucity of research aeéfectiveness of instructional
strategies used with children who are deaf or batearing (Paul, 1996; Strassman,
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1997; Marschark, Lang, & Albertini, 2002; Marscha2k06). Knowing “what works”
for the advancement of academic progress too ddtksfit to the philosophical
commitments of programs, administrators, paremd teachers seeking the “one-size-
fits-all” solution. Research focused on instructibstrategies, curricula, teachers, and
program characteristics is nearly nonexistent (Mea@rleans, 2001).

The ability to determine effective instructionalasegies for individual children is
not yet available. What is needed is a means bgwhiparent, teacher, or student can
monitor academic progress and establish valicalsldi and achievable goals for
learning. Once we are able to measure academidlyreliably, we can begin to identify
which educational interventions are working forteahild within selected settings,
curricula, and materials.

Academic Monitoring Practices

While mandated large-scale, “high-stakes” testiag teceived considerable
attention, the majority of program and accountgbitieasures used to determine the
progress of deaf and hard of hearing students gedunited functional or technically
valid information. Standard monitoring practiceslude the use of commercially or
agency-developed achievement tests administerén ifall and spring of the academic
year. The differences between the two scores @@ as AYP measures. Unfortunately, a
number of problems are inherent in this process.firbt and most evident problem is
that end-of-year scores fail to inform the teachbkild, and parents of the child’s
progress as the teaching and learning processes@uging.

A second challenge is the use of achievement designed primarily for hearing
students. The success of an individual studentapgof students, or a program is often
described through performance scores on standdrtizés that assign specific age- and
grade-level criteria to an academic area (e.g.hymaading). These measures use
normative data from primarily hearing populationsl @assume that a specific set of skills
or facts should be acquired within a fixed timei@erelative to the grade level and the
student’s age (Stiggins, 2005). Using these stalsdd#ris difficult to determine the
academic growth of a student who participates miaua or academic strands that are
out of grade level and therefore beyond the boueslaf the predetermined grade and

age levels being tested. It is not uncommon fachees in this situation to regard the
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results of standardized achievement testing as imglass since the test content
frequently fails to align with instructional or ciaulum content and cannot be interpreted
as intended.

A third concern is the use of accommodations duttegtesting process. The
National Center on Educational Outcomes (NCEO)doaslucted an extensive review of
student participation in state and local assessrienstudents with disabilities (Clapper,
Morse, Lazarus, Thompson, & Thurlow, 2005). Gergiadcepted test accommodations
for students with hearing loss include sign languaged speech and oral interpreters,
visual cues, repeated directions, amplificationigapent, noise buffers, extended time,
and individual administration. While state and lqualicies specify that accommodations
must maintain the validity of the test and the l&sy scores, Sireci, Scarpati, and Li
(2005) reported inconsistent evidence regardingiieeof additional time and little
information regarding the use of sign languagerpregers in maintaining the technical
gualities of the test.

A fourth challenge in monitoring the academic pesgrof children who are deaf
or hard of hearing is the dearth of technicallyd/aihd reliable measures that are
embedded in the instructional process. Teacherenisg and students rely primarily on
assessments drawn directly from the curriculumuiticlg teacher-made and text-based
tests, observations, running records, checklisis rabrics to determine students’
academic progress (Moores, 2001; Marschark, Langlb&rtini, 2002; Luckner &
Bowen, 2005). While these assessments are usdghe #itme of instruction, the
outcomes of such measures frequently fade asdlobdéeand the student move to the
next skill, the next chapter, or the next day (Ridfuchs, & Deno, 1982).

Teachers face the formidable task of not knowinty thre year's end “what
works,” that is, if the academic placement was appate, if the curriculum matched the
needs of the child, if the instructional strategissed were effective, or if the information
was accessible to the child. While teachers anedmpsihave “hunches,” effective
teaching and learning practices mandate the usgarsfative, functional, and
technically adequate measures of student growtHi\Be 1984). If we are to increase

academic performance among children who are ddadml of hearing, we must renew
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our attention to effective instructional practiedsere measurement of student growth
informs instruction and the decision-making process

It may be valuable to consider a typical scenasois the case of Grace.
Identified at 2 months of age as having a signifideearing loss following a virus and
high fever, Grace was immediately enrolled in a&ptinfant program, received home-
and school-based interventions, and flourished.Ktietergarten readiness evaluation
indicated she excelled in comparison to her hegreegs. Her academic performance
was in the upper half of her class through mosheffirst grade. In second grade, she
was “just about average,” as reported by her géedracation teacher. By the end of
third grade, her parents were extremely disappaibyeher poor performance on the
statewide reading tests. The teacher reporte@ally didn’t notice that Grace was
having problems reading. It may be that her spéenbt as clear as the hearing children.

It may just take time for her to ‘catch up.” Fduigrade continued to be a nongrowth
period for Grace while teachers and parents wétteler to catch up.

Timely, valid, and reliable measures of Grace'slacaic performance may have
prevented the delay in recognizing the need fongbaThe teacher and parents needed a
gauge or an indicator that Grace was not growirgla@mically and at the same rate as
her hearing classmates. What is missing is techyicdbust data that can be used to
identify the need foearly interventionto assist students such as Grace in the process of
learning to read. What is essential is a formading systematic process for monitoring
students’ progress.

Progress Monitoring

Progress monitoring is defined as a scientificaliged process that can be used to
“assess students’ academic performance and evahsaedfectiveness of instruction”
(National Center on Student Progress Monitoringapd). Progress monitoring may be
used to measure an individual student’'s academiwatdr a class of students, or a
program’s general rate of growth within specifiademic areas. Information obtained
through progress monitoring data can be interpretetbtermine the effectiveness of
instructional strategies, accomplishments of irtdtomal goals, appropriateness of
placement, and curricula (National Education Asstan, 2005).
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While the development of valid and reliable progre®nitoring measures has
been ongoing since the late 1970s (Deno, 198%arel has typically not included
children with hearing loss. Bradley-Johnson andi&@991) identified the need for
more robust academic monitoring tools as critioahtproving the educational outcomes
for children who are deaf or hard of hearing. Theyposed the use of curriculum-based
assessments such as Curriculum-Based Measurent&¥f) @ a potential alternative to
standardized achievement tests. Objective andtelraeasures of student growth
depend on standardization of administration, sgpm@md interpretation of results. Given
the extensive heterogeneity among students withrigebpss and variability in programs,
placements, and instructional models, the developwigprogress monitoring measures
has received little attention within the field. Hever, the renewed call for accountability
and need to determine the effectiveness of int¢iwves) including educational,
environmental, medical, and audiological strategesndates the development of ways
and means to determine “what works.”

Progress monitoring tools that have been usedstuttbents who are deaf or hard
of hearing and reported to be helpful in determgrstudent growth include tools such as
portfolios (Reed, 1997), rubrics ( Schirmer, Bajl&yFitzgerald, 1999), mastery
monitoring measures (White, 2002), criterion refieeechecklists ( Luetke-Stahlman,
1987), and selected curriculum-based assessmeiotdif@ & Thompson, 1985; Burns,
MacQuarrie, & Campbell, 1999. These assessmenég@uoes have been used in research
or intervention programs and occasionally as atiGgion to progress monitoring
practices. For example, French (1988) reportedgusifiequent and systematic process
of story retelling as an assessment of studerasling progress as well as an
instructional intervention to increase story conmeresion abilities. Nover, Andrews, and
Everhart (2001) provided training in the use ofriculum-based assessment tools as
measures of short-term progress including readmegldists, story signing, story
retelling, and dialogue journals as part of the.UD&partment of Education’s Star
Schools Project in bilingual methodology and larggiassessment.

Curriculum-based assessment progress monitoriatggtes are useful to teachers
of children with hearing loss. However, many ofséypes of progress monitoring

programs use a “parts-to-whole” approach; thansficiency or mastery of subskills
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(e.g., decoding) are measured independently frentaitgeted goal (e.g., reading
fluency). The teacher is subsequently requiredibation as the engineer, integrating
exceptionally complex processes and learned conmp®m&o a functional system of
fluency in basic academic areas such as readiniggyror math. Many of the
curriculum-based assessments provide student oegtimt are “fractionated” into a
variety of subskills (Deno, 1992) that are not otdynbersome to manage and integrate
but also difficult to monitor as the child progresshrough the curriculum. Useful
progress monitoring assessments need to maintainambiguous path toward the goals
of instruction. Progress monitoring tools must dleaommunicate the student’s
academic growth within a formative context. In gaufar, if progress monitoring systems
are to be used in educational settings, they nebd teacher and student friendly,
functional, economical, informative, valid, andiable. Assessment of student progress
is critical to the advancement of the field of dediication. Identifying processes or
methods that frequently and reliably provide fonwv&tnformation related to what is
being taught throughout the academic year and asitye&eommunicate growth, is a
mandate for the improvement of educational outcoofiesildren who are deaf or hard
of hearing.

Curriculum-Based M easurement (CBM)

CBM is the only progress monitoring process, tlausthat is scientifically based
and technically robust. It is a standardized pretleat measures and monitors a student’s
progress within the school’s curriculum, specifigah the basic skill areas of reading,
writing, spelling, and mathematics. Initially, CBias developed for use with children
identified for special education services, paraciyl students who were identified as
learning disabled or “high-risk” students. The desind development of CBM
maintained the goal of providing teachers and paneith an efficient and economical
tool to: (a) continuously and frequently assesdesttiperformance using a standard
measure, (b) provide information regarding the odtecademic progress, and (c) provide
teachers with data regarding the effectivenesasifuction (Deno, 1985). Additional
research on the development and applications of €Bivibe found through the Research

Institute on Progress Monitoring and National CenteStudent Progress Monitoring.
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The advantages of CBM are significant and varida process is curriculum-
based; that is, the materials used to assess penfice can be drawn from the reading
passages or spelling program used in the classredmpl, or district. Commercially
prepared passages are also available that allowanisons in students’ rate of growth
across programs and curricula. Monitoring studeogjiess using the CBM process is
efficient. The assessment probes can easily bergsteried as part of the instructional
routines in the classroom. The majority of the mieament tools require an average of
3 minutes to administer and record. Another adgmis that the results of CBM
measures are individually referenced; that isudesit’'s performance is compared to his
or her own performance over time. The teacher,misrand student can easily review
graphically displayed performance data (Deno, 1998¢ data gained from frequent,
direct, and continuous monitoring of student pregrean provide teachers a means of
determining if and when instructional changes a&eded and subsequently whether
implemented changes are effective. CBM also has bsed to effectively determine a
student’s progress within the local curriculumestablish class or program norms, to
determine individualized education plan (IEP) gd&i®cker, 2005), and to predict
success on “high-stakes” statewide tests (Dend@)2d@day, research and applications
of CBM extend from preschool through postseconéalycation (Espin & Foegen, 1996;
Miller, Hooper, & Rose, 2005).

While a plethora of research has demonstratedehefits of CBM as a highly
desirable process, it is also important to recagthat CBM as a progress monitoring
tool requires attention and time for acquisitiorathers often express concern regarding
the range of skills sampled through CBM measurag, (eral reading fluency, Maze
silent reading fluency) and the relationship of skeres to general academic growth
(reading comprehension). Providing teachers wilbrimation and training in progress
monitoring applications can be beneficial in untirding CBM as an indicator of
academic “wellness” as well as assisting them ikingaprogress monitoring part of the
instructional process (Deno, 2003).

CBM does not provide diagnostic information; thgtii does not inform the
teacher regarding what needs to be changed (D886, 2003). Rather, it is an indicator

of students’ general progress as they move towatified instructional goals.
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In-service training, instructional exchange podsl teacher mentor/advisory groups can
provide teachers with opportunities to share studata and collaboratively develop
innovative instructional approaches based on thtt (Marston, Diment, Allen, & Allen,
1992).
Research With StudentsWho are Deaf or Hard of Hearing

The technical adequacy of CBM reading and writirgpsures for students who
are deaf or hard of hearing has been investigateddmall number of researchers.
Allinder and Eccarius (1999) examined the relidgypiind validity of oral reading fluency
procedures with 36 students who were deaf or hiah@a&ring, ranging from 6 to 13 years
of age. All of the students included in the studlgeived instruction through Signed
English. Students were individually administereel Tiest of Early Reading—Deaf and
Hard of Hearing (TERA-DHH), oral reading passagesl story retell passages selected
from the Comprehensive Reading Assessment BatBRAB). Each student was given a
passage and instructed to read the passage ugimed3tnglish, and then retell the story
using Signed English. All of the students’ respensere video recorded and reviewed
by trained scorers. The scores represented thebbauof words” read correctly and the
number of idea units retold through signing. Resdicated that the correlations
between the scores obtained on the TERA-DHH anditreed reading passages were
too low to consider signed reading as a technicallid measure of reading achievement.

As an alternative to oral reading fluency, Shin ealileagues (2000) conducted a
series of studies using a modified Cloze procediine.Maze procedure measures
reading fluency using a passage from the studesdiding curriculum or commercially
prepared passages. Every seventh word is deletbhwhe passage and replaced with
three word choices (see figure 1). The studentgigesn practice items and directions to
read the passage within a specified time perio@,(dr 3 minutes), circling the correct
word. The scores include the number of correctaesgs, the number of incorrect

responses, and correct minus incorrect responses.



Monitoring Progress 13

The snow was falling and the air was crisp. Hegouhis(tress/boots/houses) and
walked to school. He wonderéahat /lucky/flakes) would happen if he decided to
(skip /fell/ raining) school today and make it Himany/ snow/ very) own special
holiday.

Figurel. Maze Reading Sample

Devenow (2003) investigated the technical adeqotlye Maze procedure as a
tool to measure silent reading fluency. Her studjuded 55 students who were deaf or
hard of hearing, ranging from 9 to 18 years of &ladents were given 2- and 4-minute
passages, and an unlimited time to read each paasalgselect the correct responses.
She reported statistically significant correlatitmetween the SAT-9 Reading
Comprehension scaled scores and the 2- and 4-niiage passages. The untimed Maze
procedures were not significant.

The characteristics of written expression prognesaitoring measures have also
received some attention in the field of deaf edoocatisaacson (1987, 1996) provided a
number of alternatives suggesting that CBM may peanising approach. Chen (2002)
studied the technical characteristics of CBM praced and written expression with 51
deaf and hard of hearing children ranging from T2g/ears of age. The Test of Written
Language (TOWL), teacher ratings, and experts’stiolratings were used as criterion
measures to determine the construct validity atedradtive form reliability, time
variables, and sensitivity to growth. Chen repottet words spelled correctly and total
words written appear to be valid and reliable iathes of students’ writing proficiency
when using 3-minute writing samples in respongaidture stimuli. Her studies also
indicted that the CBM scoring procedure “Correctrd/8equence” (Espin, Shin, Deno,
Shkare, Robinson, & Benner, 2002) may be a morsitsentool when compared to
number of words written or type-token-ratio measucedetermine growth in written
expression with students who are deaf or hard afihg.

Several teachers, schools, and programs for deldhanm of hearing students are
using prereading, reading, math, and written exgj)oesCBM measures, and similar
types of progress monitoring tools (e.g., Dynamitidators of Basic Early Literacy
Skills (DIBELS)), adapting materials and procedumemeet their specific needs. A few

teachers of deaf and hard of hearing children laa\apted oral reading procedures
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reported by Deno and colleagues (1982) and otRe&ichg, Butterworth, & Fuchs, 1989;
Jenkins & Jewell, 1993), using reading passagesmamnto the classroom curricula and
a combination of signs and spoken English (Mere&litWalgren, 1998; Foutch &
Meredith, 2005). While the process may be not lensifically based or technically
sound, the teachers reported that the use of weekfyress monitoring measures was a
critical part of their instruction and provided anfnation regarding academic growth and
AYP of their students, data-based documentatiopifogram placement, determination
of time and support services needed, as well agg@noaccountability.

Reuvisiting the case of Grace, weekly 1-minute CBIldzEl silent reading scores
provided the teacher and parents with informategarding Grace’s progress relative to
identified goals. Using information generated frG&®BM data, the classroom teacher and
the teacher of the deaf reviewed Grace’s silerdtingascores over an 8-week period in
relationship to reading goals set for the classtkivig in concert, the teachers
recommended changes that focused on increasing dhstructional time in reading with
a specific emphasis on developing language conegptselated vocabulary. The parents
and teachers decided to continue monitoring Grgmegress over the next 8 weeks
using Maze silent reading scores to determine pi@mented instructional changes

positively impacted rate of growth (see figure 2).
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Figure 2: Grace’s Maze scores (Correct—Incorrect respornsetied over 16 weeks.
Instructional change occurred during week 8. Iredtomal goal for the third-grade class

is a score of 10.

Discussion

While we still need to develop a better understagadif how deaf and hard of
hearing children learn, we are cognizant of th¢ tiaat no single approach or strategy
will provide the solution. We need to move awaynirstandardized tests to assessments
that will inform teachers, parents, and studentsuh individually referenced
performance measures. While there is little reserguide us, only when we have valid
and reliable progress monitoring measures will @able to identify instructional
strategies and audiological, medical, and commtioicanterventions that are effective
or ineffective for a child.

The challenges in the application of progress nooimg) tools with deaf and hard
of hearing children are many. Perhaps the mostfgignt challenge is the variability
within the population and the educational systemskiding communication systems and
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curricula. The second challenge is the lack ofnditte given to research and
development efforts in the application of prognesmitoring measures for use with
children who are deaf or hard of hearing. Considlerame and talent have been
dedicated to providing alternative or adaptivetstyees in the administration of norm-
referenced standardized achievement tests. Whakethre necessary and valued in the
field of deaf education, increased attention mesgiven to providing teachers with
technically sound tools germane to students witlrihg loss that can be used as an
integral component within the instructional processhird challenge is the recognition
that monitoring each student’s progress is mangabocreasing the academic progress
for each student with a hearing loss requiresrgegoals for academic achievement and
finding the ways and means to achieve those goals.

Specialized teachers and programs serving childitnhearing loss are
mandated to provide evidence beyond standardiztddteres, observations, and
opinions regarding students’ academic performansesountability in the field of
education for children with hearing loss is depena® the use of valid and reliable data.
CBM may provide the field of deaf education witle fbrocess and tools to demonstrate

that what we are doing is working.



Monitoring Progress 17

References

Allen, T. E. (1986)Understanding the scores: Hearing-impaired studemd the
Stanford Achievement T€3th ed.). Washington, DC: Gallaudet Research
Institution.

Allinder, R. M., & Eccarius, M. A. (1999). Explomnthe technical adequacy of
curriculum-based measurement in reading for childveo use manually
coded EnglishExceptional Children65,271-283

Babbidge Committee Report. (196Bducation of the deaf in the United States,
Report of the advisory committee on the educatigheodeaf.
Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office.

Berliner, D. C. (1984)Effective classroom teaching: Conditions for depgig
exemplary school®aper presented at the Association for College
Educators for the Hearing Impaired, Tucson, Arizona

Bowe, F. (1991)Approaching equality: Education of the de@flver Spring,

MD: T. J. Publishers.

Bradley-Johnson, S., & Evans, L. D. (199R3ychoeducational assessment of
hearing-impaired students: Infancy through highaahAustin, TX: Pro-
Ed.

Burns, M. K., MacQuarrie, L. L., & Campbell, D. T999). The difference
between Curriculum-Based Assessment and Curriciased
Measurement: A focus on purpose and reS§idimmunique, 46), 18-19.

Chen, Y. (2002). Assessment of reading and wriengples of deaf and hard of
hearing students by Curriculum-Based Measuremémigublished
doctoral dissertation, University of Minnesota, kéapolis.

Clapper, A. T., Morse, A. B., Lazarus, S. S., Theom S. J., & Thurlow, M .L.
(2005).2003 State policies on assessment participation and
accommodations for students with disabiliti€Synthesis Report 56).
Minneapolis, MN: University of Minnesota, Natior@énter on

educational Outcomes.



Monitoring Progress 18

Commission on Education of the Deaf. (1988)ward equality: Education of the
deaf.Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office.

Deno, S. L. (1985). Curriculum-based measuremdm: éimerging alternative.
Exceptional Children, 5535-542.

Deno, S. L. (1992). The nature and developmentiofaulum-based
measuremenPreventing School Failur&6(2), 5-10.

Deno, S. L. (2003). Developments in curriculum-lgaseasurementhe Journal
of Special Education, 33), 184-192.

Deno, S. L., Mirkin, P., & Chiang, B. (1982). Iddying valid measures of
reading.Exceptional Children, 486-45.

Devenow, P. (2003). A study of the CBM MAZE Procexlas a measure of
reading with deaf and hard of hearing students.ubhghed doctoral
dissertation, University of Minnesota.

Espin, C. A., & Foegen, A. (1996). Validity of gegakoutcome measures for
predicting secondary students’ performance on oitaeea tasks.
Exceptional Children, 62497-514.

Espin, C. A., Shin, J., Deno, S. L., Shkare, ShiRson, S., & Benner, B. (2002).
Identifying indicators of written expression praéncy for middle school
studentsThe Journal of Special Education, 3410-153.

Foutch, M., & Meredith, S. (2005, April). Curricutubased measurement in
reading for deaf and hard of hearing students. Haesented at the
Minnesota State Conference for Teachers of the,Feaibault, MN.
Minnesota Department of Education, Minnesota ResoQenter for the
Deaf and Hard of Hearing

French, M. M. (1988). “Story retelling” for assesamhand instruction.
Perspectives for Teachers of the Hearing Impai#), 20—23.

Fuchs, L. S., Butterworth, J. R., & Fuchs, D. (1p&dfects of ongoing
curriculum-based measurement on student awarehgssls and

progressEducation and Treatment of Childret®, 21-32.



Monitoring Progress 19

Fuchs, L. S., Fuchs, D., & Deno, S. (1982). Religband validity of
Curriculum-Based Informal Reading InventoriBeading Research
Quarterly, 18(1), 6—26.

Gallaudet Research Institute. (2008ggional and National Summary Report of
Data from 2003—2004 Annual Survey of Deaf and Hdrdearing
Children and YouthwWashington, DC: GRI: Gallaudet University.
http://gri.gallaudet.edu/Demographics/

Gickling, E., & Thompson, V. (1985). A personalwief curriculum-based
assessmenExceptional Children, 52205-218.

Holt, J. (1994). Classroom attributes and achievenest scores for deaf and
hard of hearing student&merican Annals of the Dedf394), 430-437.

Isaacson, S. L. (1987). Effective measures in @nithnguagd-ocus on
Exceptional Children19(6), 1-12.

Isaacson, S. L. (1996). Simple ways to assessadadard of hearing students’
writing skills. Volta Review, 98), 183—-200.

Jenkins, J., & Jewell. (1993). Examining the vajidif two measures for
formative teaching: Reading aloud and MAExceptional Children, 59
421-432.

Luckner, J. L., & Bowen, S. (2005)oin Together: A Nationwide On-Line
Community of Practice and Professional Developnbedicated to
Instructional Effectiveness and Academic Excellentiein Deaf/ Hard of
Hearing EducationObjective 2.4 AssessmeRtetrieved November 10,
2005, fromhttp://www.deafed.net

Luckner, J. L., Sebald, A. M., Cooney, J., Youngll] & Muir, S. G. (2005)A

review of evidence-based literacy research withetis who are deaf or

hard of hearingTechnical report from the National Center on Low-

Incidence Disabilities. Greely: University of Noetim Colorado.
Luetke-Stahlman, B. (1987). A method for asseskinguage development of

students who use signed-and-spoken Englginspectives for Teachers of

the Hearing Impaired6, 11-14.



Monitoring Progress 20

Marschark, M. (2006). Intellectual functioning adad adults and children:
Answers and questionguropean Journal of Cognitive Psycholo@$(1),
70-89.

Marschark, M., Lang, H. G., & Albertini, J. A. (2P0 Educating deaf students:
From research to practicéNew York: Oxford Press.

Marston, D., Diment, K., Allen, D., & Allen, L. (B2). Monitoring pupil progress
in reading.Preventing School Failur&6(2), 21-25.

Meadow-Orleans, K. P. (2001) Research and deafa¢iduc Moving ahead while
glancing backJournal of Deaf Studies and Deaf Educa}i6f2), 143—
147.

Meredith, S., & Walgren, M. (1998performance assessment and intervention
The problem solving model for deaf and hard of lepstudents.
(Technical Report, 2nd rev.). Minneapolis, MN: ABuallivan
Communication Center for the Deaf and Hard of HegrMinneapolis
Public Schools.

Miller, C., Hooper, S., & Rose, S. (2005). Avenu8lA Developing an
environment for assessing American Sign Languaay@éz performance.
Advanced Technology for Learnir{3), 140-147.

Mitchell, R. E. (2004). National profile of deafcihard of hearing students in
special education from weighted survey resélteerican Annals of the
Deaf 1494), 336—349.

Moores, D. F. (2001 Educating the deaf: Psychology, principles, andctices
(5th ed.). Boston: Houghton-Mifflin Co.

Moores, D.F. (2002). The law of unexpected consecggAmerican Annals of
the Deaf147(2), 84-87.

Moores, D. F. (2003). Short term memory, morphojand reading (editorial).
American Annals of the Deaf, 148, 3—4.

Moores, D. F. (2006). Comment on “w(h)ither thefdganmunity?”Sign
Language Studies(®), 2002—-20009.

National Center on Student Progress Monitoringtrieded May 22, 2007, from

www.studentproqress.org




Monitoring Progress 21

National Education Association. (2005)EA helps develop assessment of student
academic growthRetrieved December 15, 2005, from
http://www.nea.org/accountability/progressmonitomh

Nover, S. M., Andrews, J. F., & Everhart, V. S.@20 Critical pedagogy in deaf

education: Teachers reflections on implementingeA§lish bilingual
methodology and language assessments for deafdesak#'SDLC Star
School Project Report No. 4.

Paul, P. (1996) Reading vocabulary knowledge aafhéssJournal of Deaf
Studies and Deaf Educatioh, 3—-15.

Reed, C. M. (1997). Grammar and student portfolsedt-evaluation and pride in
learning.Perspectives in Education and Deafnd<€§2), 2—4.

Schirmer, B. R., Bailey, J., & Fitzgerald, S. (1999sing a writing assessment
rubric for writing development of children who ateaf.Exceptional
Children 6%(3), 383—-397.

Shin, J., Deno, S. L., & Espin, C. (2000). Techhazequacy of the Maze task for
curriculum-based measurement of reading groddhrnal of Special
Education, 34164-172.

Sireci, S., Scarpati, S., & Li, S., (2005). Test@omodations for students with
disabilities: An analysis of the interaction hypedis.Review of
Educational Resear¢i74(4), 457-490.

Stiggins, R. (2005). From formative assessmenssessment FOR learning: A
path to success in standards-based schiebidDelta Kappan, 8#), 324—
328.

Strassman, B. K. (1997). Metacognition and readirchildren who are deaf: A
review of researchlournal of Deaf Studies and Deaf Education] 80—
149.

White, A. H. (2002). Assessing semantic-syntacatdires of verbs from thirteen
verb subsetsAmerican Annals of the Dedf47(1), 65-77.



Monitoring Progress

=

For additional information on this or other topipkase contact The National Centg
on Student Progress Monitoringsitidentprogress@air.org

The National Center on Student Progress Monitoring is a cooperative agreemeng
(H326W30003) funded by the U.S. Department of EtanaOffice of Special
Education Programs, awarded to the American Inestu
for Research
1000 Thomas Jefferson St. NW, Washington, DC 20007
Ph: 202-403-5000 TTY: 877-334-3499 Fax: 202-4834%
e-mail: studentprogress@air.orggebsite www.studentprogress.org

IDEAs

that W L
or
e A This report was produced under U.S. Department of Education Grant #H325W30003 with

Education Progeanns the American Institutes for Research. Jane Hauser served as the project officer. The views
expressed herein do not necessarily represent the positions or policies of the Department of
Education. No official endorsement by the U.S. Department of Education of any product,
commodity, service or enterprise mentioned in this publication is intended or should be inferred.

22



