
INTRODUCTION 

Improving Reading Achievement 

Path Driver for Reading™ is a cutting-edge assessment product that supports elementary 
and secondary school teachers in making the key instructional decisions necessary for 
effective student learning. Path Driver for Reading’s format is based on a long history of 
research on curriculum-based measurement (CBM), a form of assessment that closely 
tracks the trajectory of student growth through the frequent administration of brief, 
technically-reliable assessment probes. An online management system provides scoring 
and reporting data that graphically portrays student achievement.

Two current educational initiatives are having an important impact on student learning 
and instruction nationwide. One, Response to Intervention (RTI), offers schools a model of 
instruction designed to enhance the early identifi cation of struggling students. Through a 
tiered instructional and management structure designed to differentiate instruction most 
effectively, RTI closely monitors student achievement from the earliest levels through the 
secondary grades to maximize learning success.

A second initiative, the Common Core State Standards (CCSS), addresses student needs 
in an opposite yet complementary direction. These standards were developed by fi rst 
considering what is necessary for twelfth graders’ adequate college and career readiness 
(CCR). Then, standards for the earlier grades were developed sequentially, moving 
backwards, so that learning progressions starting in kindergarten would advance in such a 
way as to ensure achievement of the CCR standards by the end of grade 12.

With the widespread adoption of the new Common Core State Standards, schools will be 
moving away from the traditional, grade-level achievement benchmarks and toward new, 
more challenging expectations for student performance. Satisfactory performance under 
the old defi nition of average student achievement is no longer consistent with the new 
CCSS vision of what it means to be successful in the 21st century.

More than ever, schools will need to carefully consider how they can ensure an appropriate 
trajectory of student progress, from the earliest grades through the secondary years. In a 
recent Gates Foundation teacher survey (2012), 43% of respondents said that a higher 
percentage of their students are struggling with reading. Path Driver for Reading provides 
a foundational assessment element that helps students maintain a trajectory toward 
success by closely tracking their progress and reporting it to their teachers, empowering 
those teachers to make the instructional decisions necessary to maximize student growth.

Research-Based 
Reading Assessment

Path Driver for Reading™

Use Data to Drive a Path to Success
by Dr. Ernest Balajthy

Path Driver for Reading provides a 

foundational assessment element 

that helps students maintain a 

trajectory toward success by closely 

tracking their progress and reporting 

it to their teachers…



2 E PS LITE RACY AN D I NTE RVE NTION

Path Driver for Reading: An Overview

Path Driver for Reading is perfect for districts 
looking to implement a Response to Intervention 
model that more effectively monitors and 
manages student achievement. The program 
allows teachers to change how frequently 
student assessments are administered, providing 
them with the fl exibility required to adequately 
monitor their students’ growth toward college 
and career readiness.

Additionally, teachers who use the Common 
Core State Standards as a formative assessment 
framework can use Path Driver for Reading 
to closely monitor student progress and 
ensure students’ attainment of the standards, 
providing re-teaching or other interventions 
when necessary. Path Driver for Reading’s 
curriculum-based measurement design has been 
researched and proven to be an effective means 
for predicting performance on high-stakes tests 
and for monitoring progress toward rigorous 
educational standards (Wallace, Espin, McMaster, 
Deno, & Foegen, 2007).

Path Driver for Reading provides a variety of 
literacy assessments at kindergarten and grade 1 
that monitor students as they progress through 
the earliest stages of reading. Each assessment 
is administered and scored in an easy-to-use, 
paper-based format. The universal-screening-
-benchmark data and progress-monitoring 
assessments include Letter Identifi cation Fluency, 
Letter-Sound Identifi cation Fluency, Phoneme 
Segmentation Fluency, Word Identifi cation 
Fluency, and Nonsense Word Fluency. 

In grades 1–10, Path Driver for Reading provides 
curriculum-based measurement in the form 
of oral reading fl uency probes. The probes 
come in two formats: 1) universal-screening 
measures, which are administered three times 
a year in grades 2–10 (two times a year in 
grade 1, beginning mid-year, and 2) ongoing 
progress-monitoring measures that are frequently 
administered throughout the year, depending on 
the needs of the student. 

Oral reading fl uency probes are administered 
online, without the need for a teacher-examiner. 
A short reading passage is displayed on the 
computer screen. The student reads the passage 
aloud into a microphone for exactly one minute, 
and the audio recording is saved online. The 
teacher can access the recording at any later 
point to listen to and score the probe. The probe 
score is based on the number of words the 
student has correctly identifi ed.

Teachers and schools may also decide to use 
an optional maze probe that directly targets 
comprehension, providing teachers with an extra 
measure of their students’ reading profi ciency. The 
optional maze probe is also administered online, 
without the need for a teacher-examiner. Again, 
students are presented with a short reading 
passage, only this time, every seventh word has 
been replaced with a blank line. For each blank 
line, students choose from three options to 
identify the word that best fi ts the context of the 
passage. The maze test is automatically scored 
by the computer and is based on the number of 
correct answers selected.

Path Driver for Reading also provides a reporting 
and management system. Student scores are 
maintained online, and reports are generated in 
both tabular and graphical formats. Universal-
screening reports diagram student performance, 
comparing each student’s achievement with 
district and national norms. Progress-monitoring 
reports diagram how student performances 
are trending based on their probe results and 
compares these trends against the student 
achievement goals set by the teacher.

RESPONSE TO INTERVENTION (RTI) 
AND ASSESSMENT

Development of RTI for Reading 
Intervention

As the nation’s schools prepare to take on the 
challenge of better preparing students for college 
and careers, it is clear that simply legislating 
new standards for achievement is insuffi cient 
in bringing about the necessary improvements 
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in student learning and outcomes. Schools need 
a plan of action that is research-based, powerful 
in its ability to achieve the desired results, and 
represents a dramatic change in how we think 
about teaching and learning in K–12 classrooms.

The stage was set for a movement to such a 
plan of action as far back as 2004, when the 
U.S. Congress reauthorized the Individuals with 
Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). For several years, 
researchers had been examining alternatives to 
the dominant existing models of instruction for 
struggling learners. Out of this research arose the 
ideas that have come to be called Response to 
Intervention (RTI), an exciting rethinking of how 
teachers and schools ground and organize their 
instruction.

Until recently, the dominant approach to schools’ 
work with struggling learners has been based on 
internal factors within the learners. Struggling 
learners were thought to have internal, perhaps 
brain-related, conditions that impeded learning. 
Such learners could be classifi ed for special 
education on the basis of these conditions, and 
schools would receive state and federal funding for 
smaller classes and specialist teachers.

A critical weakness in this approach was the delay
resulting from the classifi cation process. By the 
time the condition (perhaps a learning disability 
in math or reading, or a behavioral disorder) was 
identifi ed and the student was classifi ed, time had  
passed in which the student had fallen further and 
further behind. Critics sometimes call this older 
approach a “wait to fail” method.

Another critical weakness of this older approach 
had to do with the role of teachers, who in essence 
were left to deal with supposedly unchangeable 
conditions within their students. Empowered 
teachers, on the other hand, see themselves as 
problem-solvers who evaluate and modify student 
instruction on the basis of data and observations.

With the passage of the 2004 IDEA, the stage 
was set for research and development into 
a new model of schooling that provided the 

opportunity for close observation of all students 
and early action for those in need. This new 
model put its focus on the relationship between 
school instruction, teacher decisions, and 
measurable learning outcomes rather than on 
the students’ diagnosed conditions. Learning 
outcomes could be monitored from the earliest 
days of schooling though the use of curriculum-
based assessments, such as those found in Path 
Driver for Reading. Teacher responses to learning 
problems could be immediate.

The effectiveness of this RTI/curriculum-based 
assessment approach to improving student 
achievement has been clearly demonstrated by 
research (Connor et al., 2011) and has been 
recognized by the federal government through 
their establishment of such support efforts as 
the National Center on Response to Intervention 
(NCRTI, www.rti4success.org).

Beginning in 2006, the NCRTI funded a series 
of model projects designed to assess the 
effectiveness of RTI assessment and instruction. 
The fi nal assessment report concluded that RTI is 
“a critical element of good instructional planning 
and delivery, not only for students with disabilities 
but also for all students,” and it can “achieve 
powerful outcomes across student populations, 
educators, and systems” (Shapiro, Zigmond, 
Wallace, & Marston, 2011, p. 7).

What Does RTI Mean for Reading?

The federal description of RTI provides a general 
understanding of the approach:

 In determining whether a child has a specifi c  
 learning disability, a local education agency 
 may use a process that determines if the   
 child responds to scientifi c, research-based   
 intervention… (IDEA, 2004, 6.b.).
 
The specifi cs of RTI, in actual school practice, 
have come to depend on the following four key 
ideas (Bender & Shores, 2007; Fuchs & Fuchs, 
1992; Fuchs, Fuchs, Hamlett, & Ferguson, 1992; 
Hutton, Dubes, & Muir, 1992):
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1. RTI is for all students. RTI is about all 
students, not just those who are struggling or 
who are in special education (Brozo, 2010). Every 
student is a part of the RTI process. In 2002, the 
President’s Commission on Excellence in Special 
Education recommended that special education 
students be considered general education 
students fi rst. Initial interventions with struggling 
learners should be the responsibility of the 
classroom teacher, who should aim to prevent 
failure rather than simply identifying it.

Teachers and schools using Path Driver for 
Reading do not wait until a student has failed 
before providing intervention. The program’s 
universal screening allows teachers to make 
prompt summative data-based decisions about 
student performance. The more frequent 
progress-monitoring assessments track ongoing 
student development and provide actionable 
formative feedback to teachers.

Schools can elect to set their own parameters 
for RTI placement, but some guidelines are 
generally recognized. The Path Driver for Reading 
management system identifi es the 50th percentile 
(students at or above the mean for their grade) 
as the cut point, or distinguishing mark. Students 
above that cut point are considered to be at 
low risk for reading failure. The 50th percentile 
is a higher cut point than some. Reed, Wexler, 
and Vaughn (2011), for example, suggest that 
the 35th percentile be the cut point. Path Driver 
for Reading’s higher cut point refl ects the new 
Common Core State Standards’ higher level 
of targeted achievement. The Path Driver for 
Reading management system identifi es students 
scoring in the 25th to 50th percentile range as 
having some risk. Students in the 1st to 25th 
percentile range are at high risk.

2. Differentiated instruction and the RTI tiers.  
Differentiated instruction is at the heart of RTI. 
Schools implementing RTI provide instruction 
organized around three tiers of intervention that 
cut across general, compensatory, and special 
education. Research has shown that the three-
tiered RTI model reduces the frequency of special 

education placements (Wanzek & Vaughn, 2011).
Reading and literacy instruction begins in the 
regular classroom curriculum for all students. This 
is called Tier 1 instruction (or core curriculum or 
primary instruction) and is the responsibility of the 
classroom teacher. About 70–80% of students are 
expected to succeed under Tier 1 instruction, the 
“frontline of intervention” (Brozo, 2010, p. 147).

Denton (2012) argues that a combination of 
direct instruction and multiple opportunities 
to engage in meaningful literacy tasks are 
the hallmarks of Tier 1 instruction. Denton 
also suggests that use of an evidence-based, 
published core reading program helps ensure 
effective achievement results by structuring 
learning according to key objectives that progress 
from easier to more challenging skills and 
concepts. Nonetheless, teachers must go beyond 
the published program to adapt and supplement, 
differentiating instruction within small, fl exible 
groups to meet individual student needs.

With the progress-monitoring tools available in 
Path Driver for Reading, teachers are quickly made 
aware of any students who are not responding 
appropriately to the regular classroom curriculum. 
These students are moved into the next level 
of intervention known as Tier 2 instruction (or 
secondary intervention). In addition to the reading 
instruction they receive in the regular curriculum, 
Tier 2 students are provided intensive supplemental 
instruction. The purpose of this instruction is to 
allow the students to continue in the general-
education classroom using the core curriculum, 
without the need for further interventions.

Tier 2 instruction may use a different, 
supplemental curriculum to build on Tier 1 
instruction. Students are often taught in small 
groups. The classroom teacher remains the 
key fi gure in providing instruction, and Tier 2 
instruction should be considered as a supplement, 
not a replacement, for regular classroom 
instruction. Once progress monitoring indicates 
that the student can be returned to Tier 1, the 
supplemental instruction ends.

Path Driver for Reading’s 
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The teacher may be supported by specialists or 
paraprofessionals in intensifying instruction for 
Tier 2 students. In some models of RTI, support of 
supplemental instruction by additional faculty is 
represented in an intermediate tier between Tier 
2 and 3.

About 75% of the students initially assigned 
to Tier 2 instruction are expected to respond 
positively to this intervention. This fi gure 
represents about 15% of the total student 
population, however some schools may decide 
that as many as 20% to 30% of students will 
require supplemental Tier 2 instruction to prevent 
reading diffi culties (Vaughn & Roberts, 2007). 
Schools will often schedule Path Driver for 
Reading assessments on a more frequent basis in 
Tier 2 to monitor the progress of those students 
who are at risk of reading failure.

If teacher observation and Path Driver for Reading 
assessment indicate that specifi c Tier 2 students 
are failing to respond to that level of intervention, 
those students will go on to receive Tier 3 
instruction (or tertiary intervention). Students in 
Tier 3 receive individualized, intensive instruction 
from a specialist, often for a longer period of time 
and for more hours per week than Tier 2 students. 
A special curriculum designed for students with 
serious needs is implemented at this tier. About 
5–10% of the total student population may be 
assigned to Tier 3. In some cases, students will be 
immediately placed into Tier 2 or Tier 3 instruction, 
depending upon evidence-based needs. Path Driver 
for Reading’s universal-screening measures provide 
guidance for such decisions.

Tier 3 students will usually remain in their 
regular classroom and be supplied differentiated 
instruction by the classroom teacher. They will be 
also provided out-of-class instruction. Maintaining 
Tier 1 instruction, while simultaneously adding 
additional time-on-task, provides students with 
the extra teaching time and practice necessary for 
growth (Denton, 2012). Tier 3 is usually thought 
of as a special education tier, although in some 
models of RTI, the special education designation 
involves a fourth tier, above Tier 3.

The overall structure of RTI’s three tiers is usually 
diagrammed as an upright triangle divided into 
three sections by two horizontal lines. 70–80% 
of the triangle, at the base, is devoted to Tier 1, 
20–30% across the middle to Tier 2, and 5–10% 
at the top to Tier 3 (Fuchs, Fuchs, & Vaughn, 
2008; Shores & Bender, 2007). The simplest 
versions of this triangle diagram place 80% in 
Tier 1, 15% in Tier 2, and 5% in Tier 3. 

3. RTI and research-based, data-driven 
decision making and instruction.  Federal 
reform efforts, including Race to the Top (U.S. 
Department of Education, 2009) and the 
Common Core State Standards Initiative (CCSSI, 
2010), require methods and curricula to be 
research-based. The importance of having reliable 
data to drive key educational policies is central 
to success. Path Driver for Reading is based 
on extensive research into curriculum-based 
measurement and technology-based assessment.

The usual sequence of RTI for younger students 
is to move them sequentially from Tier 1 to 
Tier 2 to Tier 3, as validated by the assessment 
data. For older students, however, especially 
those at the secondary level, schools are often 
more certain sooner about which students 
require higher levels of intervention. Because 
there is a greater context for older students 
(the years of instruction in their schools and 
their accumulated performance data), there is a 
smaller probability that schools may have a false 
positive: a student who is incorrectly identifi ed 
as having a serious instructional need.

An older student might, for example, be scoring 
in the 15th percentile or below on Path Driver 
for Reading’s universal-screening measures, a 
low performance that is three or more grades 
below level. This low performance could be 
verifi ed by multiple measures, such as previous 
testing and teacher-based formative assessment, 
and such a student might be immediately placed 
in a Tier 3 intervention.

One advantage of Path Driver for Reading is that its 
online format allows it to work within the context of 
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other EPS products. Schools can choose to provide 
seamless, online assessment with Path Driver for 
Reading and targeted online instruction and practice 
that is fl exible in meeting the needs of a wide 
variety of students with the same online platform. 
For example, students who are identifi ed as needing 
help developing decoding skills to automaticity 
could be assigned to Academy of READING®, or 
struggling adolescent readers who could benefi t 
from individualized online comprehension 
instruction and practice could be assigned to MCI 
(Making Connections® Intervention). 

4. Continuous and systematic assessment. 
RTI in reading has come to be associated with 
curriculum-based measurement (CBM). In the 
past, students experiencing diffi culty in reading 
development proceeded with their regular 
instruction until a teacher noticed a problem, 
or until an annual standardized, normed test 
indicated poor performance. The delays inherent 
in such an approach led to inevitable delays in 
providing students with appropriate intervention.

Early intervention is critical to dealing with student 
reading challenges at any level of instruction, from 
kindergarten through the secondary years. Path 
Driver for Reading, an online CBM tool, offers a 
new approach that provides immediate feedback 
to teachers about students who are beginning 
to experience diffi culty in reading. Path Driver 
for Reading provides frequent, brief assessments 
whose results are reported immediately to 
teachers in charts and tables that enable them to 
make rapid instructional responses.

PATH DRIVER FOR READING AS A 
CURRICULUM-BASED MEASUREMENT 
(CBM)

Curriculum-Based Measurements: 
An Overview

Path Driver for Reading is an online tool that 
uses curriculum-based measurements (CBMs) 
to monitor student reading development from 
kindergarten through grade 10. The CBMs 
are short but technically-sound formative 

assessments, designed to provide crucial 
information to teachers as they refl ect on 
student progress and make plans for instructional 
modifi cations. CBMs typically provide data at two 
levels of assessment intensity: universal screening 
and progress monitoring.

CBM has become the assessment-of-choice in 
most school districts, especially those using a 
Response to Intervention model. CBMs have 
proven to be both a reliable and valid measure of 
student achievement, backed up by over 25 years 
of research (Deno, 1985; Yeo, 2011).

CBMs in reading (sometimes called R-CBMs) 
are correlated with both norm-referenced 
standardized tests and statewide tests. They 
provide important ongoing feedback to teachers 
on their students’ skills and abilities, which will 
eventually be assessed by these high-stakes tests 
(Keller-Margulis, Shapiro, & Hintze, 2008).

There are several important features of curriculum- 
based measurement probes in reading:

• CBM probes are technically-sound assessment  
 instruments, with research-based reliability and  
 validity.
•  Probes monitor student development   
 throughout the school year and between   
 school years.
•  Probes are brief.
•  Probes are simple to administer. Teachers can
 quickly learn how to use them. In Path   
 Driver for Reading, the online format makes  
 administration even more effi cient.
•  Probes are frequent. The actual frequency   
 is usually determined according to students’   
 needs, with higher-tier students in a Response  
 to Intervention system being assessed more   
 frequently.
•  Probes consist of activities long known to   
 refl ect reading achievement, such as   
 oral reading and maze tasks. For early literacy  
 assessment, activities include letter   
 identifi cation, phonological awareness, and   
 phonics tasks.
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•  Probes are equivalent measures, meaning that  
 they are all at the same diffi culty level and are  
 administered at regular intervals so that they  
 can be directly compared to scores on previous  
 and future probes.
•  Probe scores are graphed for use in decision- 
 making about student progress. Path Driver 
 for Reading’s online management and   
 reporting system automatically creates these  
 graphs.
•  Probe scores are used to record the progress of  
 students under different instructional settings  
 and methods.
•  Ambitious yet realistic goals are set for students.  
 The progress-monitoring graph in Path Driver  
 for Reading enables educators to make a visual  
 comparison between these goals and actual   
 student performance.
•  Assessment occurs at two stages, a universal- 
 screening stage that provides feedback at a   
 summative level and a more frequent progress- 
 monitoring stage at either an instructional or  
 grade level.

The key purpose of a CBM is to provide teachers 
with data that demonstrates how well students 
are benefi tting from instruction. Student 
achievement increases at a greater rate when 
teachers make instructional decisions based on 
CBM data than when they do not (Stecker & 
Fuchs, 2000).

General Outcome Measures (GOMs) 

Path Driver for Reading is a CBM tool designed 
to be a general outcome measure (GOM). The 
format of GOMs may vary. For example, some 
CBMs in reading are based on the number of 
words correctly read aloud in a short period of 
time. Deno, Mirkin, and Chang (1985) were the 
fi rst to identify that the reading of text passages 
in a fi xed amount of time could be correlated 
with traditional measures of reading performance 
(Fuchs, Fuchs, & Zumeta, 2008). Other CBMs 
are based on the timed performance of word 
insertion tasks, called maze tasks. Still others, 
primarily used with early readers, may be based 

on the pronunciation of nonsense words or on 
timed letter-identifi cation tasks.

Accordingly, unlike some formative assessments, 
GOMs do not address a series of short-term 
skill objectives. Instead, GOMs measure 
overall student profi ciency in a major aspect 
of the curriculum, such as reading, writing, 
mathematics, spelling, or the content areas 
(Lembke, 2010).

Both oral reading and maze reading tasks are 
correlated with general reading ability, and the 
function of Path Driver for Reading as a 
CBM/GOM is to point to that general ability, not 
to a specifi c ability reading with subskill. In a 
GOM such as Path Driver for Reading, the actual 
task in which students are engaged is secondary 
to the function of that task as a robust measure 
of overall reading performance. In other words, 
teachers using GOMs are not looking to fi nd how 
fast students identify words in an oral reading 
task, or how fast they complete a maze task. They 
are instead interested in how well these tasks 
serve as indicators of overall reading performance.

Path Driver for Reading’s design as a general 
outcome measure offers an important advantage 
to schools engaged in improving overall student 
achievement: the general outcome measures it 
uses are designed to correlate well with the more 
global measures of reading ability reported by 
high-stakes, standardized, normed tests of reading 
(Reschly, Busch, Betts, Deno, & Long, 2009).

Educators’ understanding of the general task 
of reading validates the idea that CBM tasks 
are measures of overall performance in reading, 
rather than simply specifi c measures of oral 
reading ability or maze performance. In order to 
perform the general reading task successfully, 
readers decode letters, chunks of words, and 
whole words into their sound representations; 
synthesize (blend) them into recognized units; 
and make syntactic (grammatical) and semantic 
(meaning-based) connections within and among 
phrases, clauses, and sentences. Readers go 
on to make connections between the text and 
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their background knowledge, then carry out 
higher-level comprehension processes involving 
judgment, conclusions, and evaluations.

Each CBM probe in Path Driver for Reading 
consists of a single reading task that by itself 
is not considered a comprehensive measure of 
overall reading performance. With that being the 
case, how can a maze probe or reading a story 
aloud accurately refl ect all of what we mean by 
authentic reading? The answer lies in the concept 
of statistical relationships, called correlations. Both 
maze probes and oral reading fl uency probes 
involve students in a sample of authentic reading 
that is suffi cient to make the probe scores correlate 
with more comprehensive measures of the reading 
task, such as standardized, normed tests (Wayman, 
Wallace, Wiley, Ticha, & Espin, 2007).

Both oral reading fl uency tasks and maze tasks 
sample a great deal of the complex, interactive, 
meaning-making process of authentic reading. 
When statisticians describe these CBM tasks as 
valid measures of reading development, they 
are referring to a well-verifi ed body of research 
indicating that the GOMs give a clear picture 
of how well or how poorly overall reading 
profi ciency is developing. Validity statistics 
determine the adequacy of the general outcome 
measure as it fi ts into our understanding of 
reading achievement. The maze and oral 
reading probes in Path Driver for Reading are 
both statistically reliable (accurate) and valid as 
GOMs. The validity and reliability of these tasks 
is discussed in greater detail in the section titled 
Technical Adequacy of CBMs.

Some educators have expressed concern that 
using CBM probes is inadequate at a time 
when the Common Core State Standards 
are calling for a signifi cantly higher level of 
student performance. After all, they say, CBMs’ 
“emphasis on fl uency will barely scratch the 
surface” (Wixson & Lipson, 2012) of the 
increased educational demands of the CCSS.
This misunderstanding of the nature of CBMs is 
common and is at root a misunderstanding of the 
nature of GOMs. To think of a GOM as merely a 

measure of lower-level reading skills refl ects a lack 
of understanding as to what these probe scores 
really mean.

Certainly CBMs are measures of fl uency, in the 
limited sense that they are timed measures, but they 
do not merely measure fl uency. That is, they do not 
merely measure timed performance of automatized 
tasks. A reading GOM is designed as a measure of 
overall reading, including the higher-level thinking 
and reasoning tasks and the content-area literacies 
called for by the new standards. Because of the 
statistical correlation between CBM scores and 
general reading ability, the simple measures such as 
those in Path Driver for Reading offer an effi cient 
and effective means of tracking both early reading 
profi ciency and the more advanced levels of reading 
profi ciency that have been identifi ed as goals by the 
authors of the CCSS.

This is not to say that, with the implementation 
of the CCSS, schools will simply be using Path 
Driver for Reading in the same way as they have 
used traditional assessments, or even CBMs, in 
the past. Up to this point in time, schools have 
usually been satisfi ed with student achievement 
at the conventional 35th percentile, meaning, 
for example, that a fourth grader would be 
considered an on-level reader if he or she was 
reading at or above the 35th percentile of fourth-
grade performance. With the coming of the 
CCSS, however, benchmarks have been raised 
considerably above the traditional 35th percentile 
at all grades. 

In the past, the average twelfth-grader was not 
academically prepared to successfully achieve a 
four-year college degree. The CCSS has called 
upon schools to take up the challenge of raising 
standards to remedy this shortcoming, and 
schools will be considering how to respond when 
students are achieving at merely an average level. 
Path Driver for Reading can help monitor that 
development on a continual basis through the 
school years.

The maze and oral reading 
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Technical Adequacy of CBMs

Technical issues related to the quality of 
specifi c aspects of Path Driver for Reading are 
discussed in the following sections: Oral Reading 
Assessment; Maze Assessment; Path Driver 
for Reading as a Technology Tool. As a whole, 
however, the technical adequacy of curriculum-
based measurement in reading has been the 
focus of research since the earliest days of its 
use in classrooms. A 2007 review of these years 
of research, from some 90 empirical studies, 
verifi ed that CBM is a statistically reliable and 
valid measure of reading growth (Wayman 
et al., 2007).

Reliability When statisticians refer to reliability in 
education, they are referring to the reproducibility 
of scores, a critical foundation of assessment. 
Assessments need to yield results that will be 
consistent from one administration to the next.

In general, assessments are made reliable 
by increasing their length: the longer the 
assessment, the more reliable the results. Path 
Driver for Reading, however, follows the design 
of curriculum-based measurement and provides 
assessments that, instead of being lengthy, 
maximize the number of test items. In this 
way, the program is able to achieve satisfactory 
reliability in the context of a brief time period. 
Path Driver for Reading accomplishes this feat in 
two ways:

First: The program’s items are fairly simple so that 
students can complete enough of them in the 
short amount of time allotted to make the test 
results accurate. Unlike more traditional measures 
of reading, which often require reading multiple 
passages of text, each of which is followed by 
a single question, Path Driver for Reading’s oral 
reading fl uency (ORF) probes have students 
read passages aloud, counting each word as a 
test item in determining the raw score. In the 
maze probes, students insert missing words into 
a passage, and each correct word insertion is 
counted as a test item.

Second: Path Driver for Reading’s reliability 
is enhanced by the frequent administration 
of assessments, much more frequent that the 
usual once-a-year administration of normed, 
standardized tests. Student performance 
is analyzed across these multiple, brief test 
administrations.

Over the years, many studies have verifi ed the 
reliability of reading CBMs (Deno, 1985; Reschl 
et al, 2009). There is some evidence (Richardson, 
Hawken, & Kircher, 2011) that using two forms of 
CBMs, oral reading and maze together, reduces 
the number of false positives, or students who 
are good readers but who obtain inappropriately 
low scores on a test. To address this fi nding, Path 
Driver for Reading provides both oral reading 
fl uency passages for universal screening and 
progress monitoring, with an optional maze test 
passage for universal screening beginning in 
grade two. Educators can choose which test, or 
combination of tests, make the most sense for 
their students. 

Validity A common misunderstanding about 
reading CBMs has to do with a second major 
factor in test quality, that of assessment validity. 
This factor relates to whether conclusions 
drawn from an assessment are adequate and 
appropriate. In Path Driver for Reading, we ask 
ourselves the question, “Can we draw adequate 
and appropriate (i.e., valid) conclusions from 
Path Driver for Reading’s oral reading and maze 
tasks about how well a student is developing in 
generalized reading ability?”

Critics of CBM for reading have argued that 
assessments must involve time-consuming, 
comprehensive tasks that examine the entire 
reading process in depth in order to be valid 
measures of reading development (Goodman, 
2006). Such claims fl y in the face of many years 
of research on curriculum-based measurement 
that provide clear, statistical evidence that 
the sampling tasks in CBM provide excellent 
indicators of general reading performance. 
Curriculum-based measurement is based on 
research verifying that short, simple tasks carried 
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out under timed conditions work to sample 
overall reading growth and yield excellent data 
about that growth.

In at least one way, simple-to-administer CBMs 
may offer better accuracy than more complex 
forms of assessment that take a holistic approach 
to determining reading levels. Allington and 
Erwin (1976), among others, have warned that 
teacher administration of the more complicated 
and time-consuming informal reading inventories 
can be unreliable.

CBMs do not defi ne and limit the general 
reading process—a process of almost unlimited 
complexity—as simply timed word identifi cation 
(in oral reading tasks) or supplying missing words 
in reading passages (in maze tasks). Instead, Path 
Driver for Reading takes reading snapshots, then 
assembles those snapshots in research-verifi ed 
ways to provide an accurate view of how reading 
development is progressing.

Similarly and very importantly, CBMs do not 
defi ne and limit the reading instructional 
curriculum as simply focusing students’ time-
on-task in oral reading and maze tasks. In fact, 
it is important for teachers and schools using 
Path Driver for Reading to avoid supplying 
instruction specifi cally designed to improve 
students’ performance on the probes. Such 
instruction might improve students’ scores, but 
it may also create an imbalance between those 
scores and students’ actual reading performance. 
Reading development occurs as part of a richly 
synthesized instructional curriculum and as a 
set of independent reading experiences, not by 
“teaching to the test.”

The validity of Path Driver for Reading’s 
CBMs has been demonstrated in a variety of 
ways. First, Path Driver for Reading has been 
proven to be a reliable and valid instrument, 
correlating with normed, standardized state-
level high-stakes assessments, such as the 
Ohio Achievement Assessment (OAA), the 
Gates-MacGinitie Reading Tests (GMRT), and 
the System to Enhance Education Performance 

(STEEP). In an effi cacy study (Torlaković, 2011) 
that used the Path Driver for Reading oral 
reading fl uency (ORF) assessments to measure 
success with the Academy of READING 
program, students made statistical gains on the 
Path Driver for Reading ORF, OAA, STEEP, and 
GMRT assessments. The fact that gains on the 
Path Driver for Reading ORF assessments were 
comparable to gains shown by these other 
assessments suggests that the Path Driver for 
Reading ORF assessments are a valid tool for 
measuring students’ oral reading fl uency. 

Path Driver for Reading can also be used to 
more effectively implement the CCSS. CCSS 
commentary on the K–5 Foundational Skills 
Reading Standards reads as follows: “The point 
is to teach students what they need to learn 
and not what they already know—to discern 
when particular children or activities warrant 
more or less attention (CCSSI, 2010, p. 15).” 
Educators can use the universal-screening 
measures in Path Driver for Reading to identify 
which students are likely to be successful in 
the general-education setting and which may 
benefi t from more targeted small-group or 
even one-on-one instruction. Furthermore, 
universal-screening results can inform decisions 
about grouping students and differentiating 
instruction. Path Driver for Reading’s progress-
monitoring assessments can be used to evaluate 
how students are progressing throughout the 
year, and whether any modifi cations to setting, 
curriculum, or instruction are advisable. 

Further adding to Path Driver for Reading’s validity, 
the program was developed according to the 
principles of universal design. The technology 
interface is accessible, the directions are simple, 
and the tasks which students are called upon to 
perform, such as clicking on a target word on 
screen, are easy enough for any student familiar 
with computers to understand. In addition, items 
are consistent in dealing with single constructs and 
avoid extraneous stimuli. Developers were also 
aware of and careful to avoid issues that might 
give an advantage to certain cultural groups or that 
might indicate cultural bias. The timed reading task 
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itself has also had a long history of research-based 
substantiation in terms of validity. Both Wayman 
et al.’s (2007) research review and Reschly et al.’s 
(2009) meta-analysis of the existing research found 
that scores on reading CBMs were correlated with 
standardized, normed tests.

Lastly, reading CBMs have been shown to be 
an accurate and effective means of assessment 
for a wide variety of students, including general 
education and special education students across 
the grades, from pre-kindergarten to the high 
school years (Lembke, 2010). CBM is effective with 
English language learners (Sandberg & Reschly, 
2010), cultural minority groups, and even students 
with visual impairments (Wayman et al., 2007).

Universal Screening

Current thinking in education emphasizes the 
use of data-based decision making at four levels 
(Brookhart, 2012). First, national assessments 
are being prepared by the Partnership for 
Assessment of Readiness for College and 
Careers (www.parcconline.org) and the Smarter 
Balanced Assessment Consortium (www.
smarterbalanced.org) to measure growth toward 
the Common Core State Standards benchmarks. 
These assessments are scheduled to replace 
most state-testing programs. Second, school 
districts usually administer normed, standardized 
measures on an annual basis as another form of 
summative assessment. Additionally, Response 
to Intervention efforts usually include two more 
levels of assessment to address the kind of close, 
ongoing examination recommended by the 
President’s Commission on Excellence in Special 
Education (2002). These are universal screening 
and progress monitoring.

Universal screening is a form of classroom-level 
summative assessment. It is carried out at the 
beginning of the school year or when new 
students come into a classroom. All students in a 
school or in a special program are assessed, and 
the screening is repeated mid-year and at the end 
of the year.

Path Driver for Reading follows the format of 
universal screening in that three oral reading 
fl uency probes are administered to each student 
at the beginning, middle, and end of the school 
year, with norms being provided for fall, winter, 
and spring oral reading fl uency measures. 
Universal screening with oral reading fl uency for 
grade 1 begins mid-year. Teachers may elect to 
carry out universal screening by using only the 
oral reading fl uency probes, or by administering 
the optional maze probe as well, beginning in 
grade 2. For each set of three oral reading fl uency 
probes, Path Driver for Reading’s online reporting 
and management system calculates the average 
score, which is then used as a baseline indicator 
of the student’s present performance. Universal 
screening ia also available for kindergarten and 
grade 1 with print early literacy assessments.

Path Driver for Reading has been carefully 
designed to meet the following standards 
and purposes identifi ed for effective universal 
screening in reading: 

1. Does the assessment accurately classify at-
risk students? Does it help teachers distinguish 
students who are adequately achieving in Tier 1 
from those in need of higher-tier interventions?

2. Does it predict later reading outcomes? 
Does it provide guidance as to students’ overall 
reading abilities and the likely trajectory of their 
achievement?

3. Is it sensitive across a broad range of grade 
levels and abilities?

4. Can it be administered quickly, effi ciently, and 
economically?

5. Will it enable teachers to provide students with 
timely and effective intervention?

Effective use of screening to increase achievement 
requires an intermediate step between the 
assessment itself and the instructional decision-
making and implementation. This intermediate 
step involves setting benchmarks for student 
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achievement. Path Driver for Reading provides 
such benchmarks in the forms of both national 
and local norms. Each universal-screening report, 
at all three points during the year, includes 
an indicator as to the student’s placement in 
comparison to other students at his or her grade 
level, both across the nation or in the local 
school district.

Results of universal-screening measures are 
presented online in clear, easy-to-understand 
tables and graphs, at the individual student, 
classroom, school, and district levels. More details 
on how teachers and schools can access these 
probe results can be found in the section titled 
Scoring, Interpreting, and Reporting in Path 
Driver for Reading.

Progress Monitoring

A second level of classroom assessment—the 
fourth level of Brookhart’s 2012 model of general 
assessment—is called progress monitoring. 
Progress-monitoring assessments are typically 
shorter and administered more frequently 
than universal-screening assessments, as often 
as weekly, biweekly, or monthly. Students in 
higher RTI tiers are given the assessments more 
frequently, but even well-performing students are 
carefully monitored by periodic assessments to 
ensure continued success.

Path Driver for Reading contains thirty equivalent 
oral reading fl uency probes per grade for 
progress monitoring, a quantity that allows for 
weekly administration, if desired. The probes 
are taken online, which minimizes disruption of 
classroom instruction and reduces teacher time 
for testing. Teachers can review the recordings at 
any time, and even play back recordings multiple 
times to increase the accuracy of their scoring. 
The results from these assessments are assembled 
by Path Driver for Reading’s reporting system in a 
graph that shows student progress over time.

Progress monitoring is a type of formative 
assessment in that teachers use the students’ 
graphs as tools to refl ect on the progress their 

students are making. Teachers can compare data 
to that of other students in their classroom or 
school, and to students across the nation. They 
can also make instructional decisions in response 
to the graphed data. More information about 
Path Driver for Reading’s progress monitoring 
data management is in the section titled 
Scoring, Interpreting, and Reporting in Path 
Driver for Reading.

Progress monitoring in Path Driver for Reading 
offers substantial benefi ts:

• Data-based evidence substantiating which   
 students are on a trajectory to meet standards  
 and perform well on standardized tests, and  
 which students are at risk of failure;
• Improved achievement, as instructional   
 decisions can now be based on concrete   
 evidence;
• Higher expectations, especially for struggling  
 students;
• Improved communication about student   
 progress, both within the school among   
 teachers, specialists, and administrators, and  
 between school and home.

Research, such as that carried out by Compton 
et al. (2010) highlights the importance of 
progress monitoring in making high-stakes 
decisions about student instruction, as 
opposed to basing decisions on single-instance 
assessments. The researchers found that decisions 
made on the basis of progress monitoring data 
reduces the number of false positives—students 
who are incorrectly identifi ed by an initial 
assessment as having reading problems but are 
actually developing normally.

Effectiveness in Improving Student 
Achievement

Stecker, Fuchs, and Fuchs’ (2005) survey on the 
effects of CBMs on reading achievement found 
that these assessments have signifi cant impact on 
student growth. However, progress monitoring 
alone was not suffi cient enough to yield 
improvements. Teachers achieved results only 
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when they simultaneously implemented changes 
in their instruction based on the student data 
(Stecker & Fuchs, 2000).

Teacher refl ection and decision-making in 
curriculum-based measurement must be based 
on specifi ed, agreed-upon rules in order to be 
most effective (Fuchs, Fuchs, Hamlett, Stecker 
and Ferguson, 1988), for example, when time 
is scheduled at various points during the school 
year to analyze student scores and data trends. 
Instructional modifi cation on the basis of CBM 
data is essential to making achievement gains 
(Stecker, Fuchs, & Fuchs, 2005).

If students’ scores in Path Driver for Reading 
indicate that they are failing to respond well to 
intervention, a teacher might consider a variety of 
options, including the following:

• The teacher may continue the intervention as  
 is, until the next trend-analysis point.
• The teacher may change the instructional 
 setting by moving students from whole-
 class instruction to more intensive small-group
 or one-on-one instruction.
• The teacher may intensify instruction by   
 adding additional intervention time and/or   
 by supplementing classroom instruction with a  
 specialist’s attention.
• The teacher can modify the strategies used   
 in instruction to best meet the learning needs  
 of individual students.

The teacher can also change the diffi culty level 
of instruction if the materials are too diffi cult or 
not suffi ciently challenging. In summary, the ERIC 
Clearinghouse on Disabilities report on data-
based decision making concluded that, 
“When teachers use curriculum-based 
measurement to track their students’ progress 
in reading, mathematics, or spelling, they are 
better able to identify students in need of 
additional or different forms of instruction, they 
design stronger instructional programs, and their 
students make greater gains…” (2003, p. 6)

THE ORGANIZATION AND 
COMPONENTS OF PATH DRIVER FOR 
READING

Early Assessment in Reading

Curriculum-based assessment for beginning 
readers is based on the belief that by monitoring 
students’ understanding of letter identifi cation 
skills, phonological awareness, and phonics /  
sight word knowledge, educators will be able 
to identify students who are at risk of later 
reading failure (Schatschneider, Fletcher, Francis, 
Carlson, & Foorman, 2004). Compton et al. 
(2010) found that ongoing CBM assessment 
of young children offers advantages over 
traditional one-time assessments in the accurate 
determination of progress.

The early assessment component is called 
Path Driver for Reading Kindergarten–Grade 1 
Assessments. It provides fi ve types of probes 
for universal screening and progress monitoring 
that span the expected abilities of early literacy 
in kindergarten and fi rst grade, before students 
are able to be assessed by the more challenging 
oral reading and maze probes that are more 
commonly used in later years. (Oral reading 
fl uency (ORF) passages fi rst become available to 
students in the winter of fi rst grade.)

• Letter Identifi cation Fluency probes are   
 provided in the fall, winter, and spring of   
 kindergarten and in the fall of fi rst grade.   
 Kindergarten students identify    
 uppercase letters, and fi rst graders identify a  
 mix of uppercase and lowercase letters.
• Letter-Sound Identifi cation Fluency probes  
 are provided in the fall, winter, and spring 
 of kindergarten and in the fall of fi rst   
 grade. Students orally give the most common 
 sound identifi ed with target letters they   
 are shown. All items are consonants at the 
 kindergarten level, while fi rst graders identify a  
 mix of consonants and vowels.
• Phoneme Segmentation Fluency probes 
 are provided in the winter and spring of   
 kindergarten and in the fall and winter of fi rst  
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 grade. The teacher pronounces a target word  
 aloud, and students respond by orally breaking  
 the word into its constituent phonemes.   
 Kindergarten probes consist of three-phoneme  
 targets, and grade 1 probes consist of three- 
 to fi ve-phoneme targets.
• Word Identifi cation Fluency probes are 
 provided in the winter and spring of   
 kindergarten and in the fall, winter, and
 spring of fi rst grade. Kindergarten students
 orally pronounce items from a target list   
 composed of high-frequency sight words
 and one-syllable decodable words. Grade 1   
 students read high-frequency sight words
 and decodable words consisting of one to   
 three syllables. 
• Nonsense Word Fluency probes are provided  
 in the fall, winter, and spring of fi rst grade.   
 Students orally pronounce items from a   
 target list of nonsense words that is designed  
 to assess their understanding of letter-sound  
 relationships in the context of common early  
 literacy spelling patterns. The probes assess   
 the ability to recognize consonants and short
 vowels in Vowel-Consonant (VC) and   
 Consonant-Vowel-Consonant (CVC) patterns.

Research by Jenkins, Hudson, and Johnson (2007) 
and Clemens, Shapiro, and Thoemmes (2011) 
concluded that the use of only a single type of 
probe at this early level might lead to too many 
false positives. They suggested using multiple 
types of probes during CBM administration for 
early readers. Research has provided substantial 
support for the use of all fi ve types of these early 
literacy CBM measures:

• Letter Identifi cation Fluency (Clemens et al.,  
 2011; Jenkins et al., 2007) Rapid letter   
 naming is one of the best early predictors of  
 later reading achievement (Schatschneider 
 et al., 2004). This may be due in part to its   
 important function as a measure of school   
 preparedness among younger children.
• Letter-Sound Identifi cation Fluency
 (Compton et al., 2010) Letter-sound   
 identifi cation is a measure of students’   

 knowledge of the alphabetic principle, an   
 indicator of decoding skills, which are critical to  
 reading development. 
• Phoneme Segmentation Fluency (Clemens  
 et al, 2011; Jenkins et al., 2007) Phoneme 
 segmentation is an effective measure of  
 phonological awareness, which in turn   
 is a foundational skill that is critical to word   
 identifi cation (Schatschneider et al., 2004).
•  Word Identifi cation Fluency (Compton et 
 al., 2010) Some research, as for example,   
 Clemens et al. (2010), has found that word   
 identifi cation fl uency is the most powerful   
 early literacy CBM predictor of future reading
 achievement. This is a somewhat more  
 advanced word identifi cation skill for   
 beginning readers.
• Nonsense Word Fluency (Clemens et   
 al., 2011; Jenkins et al., 2007) Identifying the
  letter-sound relationships in nonsense words
 and blending them together accurately is a 
 somewhat more advanced phonics skill for   
 beginning readers. Compton et al. (2011)   
 found this task to be a particularly powerful   
 measure for fi rst graders.

Oral Reading Assessment

Timed oral reading assessment, often called 
oral reading fl uency (ORF), was the fi rst form of 
curriculum-based measurement in reading. There 
is a long history of research supporting its use 
(Deno, Mirkin, & Chiang, 1982; Jenkins 
et al., 2007). The oral reading fl uency measure in 
Path Driver for Reading is computer-administered. 
Path Driver for Reading’s online design frees 
teachers from the burden of sitting with students 
to administer this probe. Instead, the student 
sits at the computer and logs into his or her 
account. The probe begins with an explanation 
presented by a teacher avatar. The student then 
clicks an action icon on screen to start the probe, 
and a passage is presented for the student to 
read aloud. The student reads the passage into a 
computer microphone for one minute. The oral 
reading is saved online in an audio recording fi le. 

Research by Jenkins, Hudson, 

and Johnson (2007) and 

Clemens, Shapiro, and 

Thoemmes (2011) concluded 

that the use of only a single 

type of probe at this early level 

might lead to too many false 

positives. They suggested 

using multiple types of probes 

during CBM administration for 

early readers.



15E PS LITE RACY AN D I NTE RVE NTION

The teacher can sign into the Management 
System at any time to score the audio recording. 
The teacher counts the number of words read 
correctly during the one minute, which is the 
total number of words covered in the reading 
minus the number of miscues. The teacher 
inputs this score, sometimes called a Words 
Correct per Minute (WCPM) score, into Path 
Driver for Reading’s online Management System. 

The ORF probe clearly involves students in word 
recognition activities. A surface analysis might 
suggest that oral reading has little or nothing to 
do with comprehension. In fact, fl uent reading 
is greatly dependent on comprehending what 
one is reading. We use our understanding of 
text to predict upcoming words and to verify 
their accurate recognition. Reading aloud is 
“more than just a measure of fl uent decoding” 
(Wayman et al., 2007, p. 105). In fact, Wayman’s 
survey found that reading aloud can be a better 
indicator of reading comprehension than other, 
more traditional comprehension measures.

There is no doubt that as students grow in 
reading ability, word recognition begins to 
take on less importance in determining overall 
reading ability, while comprehension begins to 
take on more importance. Yet even though the 
exact composition of overall reading ability may 
change as students progress through the grades, 
reading as a unitary general outcome measure 
remains valid. A good deal of research has 
established the statistical connection between 
oral reading probes and tests of comprehension 
(Reschly et al., 2009; Wayman et al., 2007).

Timed oral reading is not just a measure of a 
student’s ability to read aloud. Similarly, it is not 
just a measure of general cognitive processing 
speed. In fact, oral reading fl uency assessments 
measure much the same cognitive construct as 
maze assessments: overall reading ability. Markell 
and Deno (1997) found that the two CBM 
measures, oral reading and maze, obtain very 
similar results across grades. Vaughn and Fletcher’s 
(2012) study, which focused on secondary 

students, also found that oral reading fl uency 
probes worked well even at that more advanced 
level. Reading gains over time, however, was 
slower than at the elementary levels, suggesting 
that the administration of oral reading assessment 
need not be as frequent with older students. 

Maze Assessment

While oral reading fl uency probes were the fi rst to 
be used in curriculum-based measurements, soon 
afterwards researchers began to investigate probe 
designs that might offer advantages in assessing 
older students and include a more direct and 
obvious comprehension component. Maze tests 
have been studied for more than twenty years and 
have an extensive amount of research supporting 
their use (Fuchs & Fuchs, 1992; Fuchs, Fuchs, 
Hamlett, & Ferguson, 1992). Using maze for CBMs 
is increasing in popularity (Mercer et al., 2012).

Starting in grade 2, each grade level of Path Driver 
for Reading has a maze probe that teachers can 
choose to have administered to their students 
during the universal screening test session. Path 
Driver for Reading maze probes are administered 
and scored online. Teachers are thereby freed from 
the burdens typical of many CBMs. This represents 
a signifi cant advance in curriculum-based 
measurement, one that allows teachers to focus 
more of their time on teaching.

A student who has been administered a Path 
Driver for Reading maze probe will see this test 
immediately after the three universal screening 
ORF passages. A passage appears on screen with 
the fi rst sentence intact. In all the sentences that 
follow, every seventh word is replaced with a 
blank line. The student clicks on the fi rst blank, 
and three word choices appear. The student 
selects the word that best fi ts within the context  
and then reads on to the next blank, repeating 
the process until he or she has fi lled in as many 
answers as possible in the time allowed. The 
student’s score is automatically input into the Path 
Driver for Reading Management System.
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Fuchs and Fuchs (1992) demonstrated high 
student and teacher satisfaction with maze 
probes. Maze probes have been used to 
monitor student gains during interventions 
(Begeny & Martens, 2006) and measure reading 
growth among English language learners 
(Richardson, Hawken, & Kircher, 2011; Wiley 
& Deno, 2005). They are a reliable indicator 
of the likely trajectory of reading growth and 
are a valuable tool for data-based instructional 
decision-making (Mercer et al., 2012).

Path Driver for Reading as a 
Technology Tool

Curriculum-based measurement probes were 
originally limited to paper-and-pencil tests, and 
many teachers still prefer being able to make 
the professional judgments associated with 
personally administering such tests. Path Driver 
for Reading’s oral reading fl uency probes are 
meant to provide teachers with the opportunity 
to still use their professional judgment, using 
enhancements from the program’s online 
capabilities. One of the most important of these 
enhancements is Path Driver for Reading’s 
capability for digital voice recording. With this 
tool, the student reads the target passage from 
the computer screen, and the oral reading is 
digitally recorded and stored online for access 
at any point in the future. The teacher need not 
even be present during test administration.

Recording oral readings for later examination 
presents several advantages. First, the teacher is 
able to move students more effi ciently through 
the assessment process, without having to worry 
about paperwork that has to be organized 
during the administration of the oral probes. 
Second, the teacher is freed to attend to other 
instructional tasks in the classroom. Students 
can independently sign on to their Path Driver 
for Reading accounts, be presented the target 
passage, and read it aloud while their reading 
is recorded. If teachers want to observe the 
actual reading in person, assuming they have 
the time and the opportunity, they can sit with 
their students and look on. Most teachers, 

however, will choose to attend to other important 
classroom matters during test administration.
Third, the voice-recording feature gives teachers 
the opportunity to come back to their students’ 
assessments at any time for scoring. The actual 
scoring can take place independently of the probe 
administration at the teacher’s convenience. This 
allows teachers to focus on relevant matters 
during actual classroom instructional time.

The ability to return to a digital recording offers 
teachers greater opportunity to examine their 
students’ oral reading in depth, if desired. A 
teacher might, for example, take the time to 
use the National Assessment of Educational 
Progress Fluency Scale (Daane, Campbell, Grigg, 
Goodman, & Oranje, 2005), a four-level rubric 
that classifi es students as either nonfl uent (levels 
1 and 2) or fl uent (levels 3 and 4). Hudson, Lane, 
and Pullen offer a more detailed assessment 
rubric for student’s reading prosody (2005).

The voice recording also allows the teacher 
the opportunity to use it for consultation. The 
oral reading can be played for a colleague or 
specialist to get a second opinion. If the student 
has a consultant teacher or a pull-out teacher, 
the oral recording is available for analysis at any 
time. Consultation and cooperative scoring of 
oral readings can improve scoring accuracy and 
reliability (Rathvon, 2004).

The voice recordings can also be used during 
individual student conferences. If a teacher 
wants to discuss fl uency issues with a student, 
for example, the voice recordings can be played 
as both teacher and student listen to them. A 
student listening to his or her own voice can 
gain a concrete representation of the principles 
the teacher is trying to convey about fl uency, 
word recognition, tone, and so on. Merkley, 
Schmidt, Dirksen, and Fuhler (2006) reported the 
usefulness of voice recordings at reading clinics to 
enhance parent-teacher communication. When 
parents come in for meetings, oral recordings 
can provide concrete examples of the student’s 
current functioning in reading. Past and current 
recordings can be played to demonstrate progress.

Merkley, Schmidt, Dirksen, and 
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Most importantly, the voice recordings provide an 
opportunity for greater teacher refl ection on the 
student’s achievement, strengths, and potential 
needs. Serafi ni calls refl ection “the neglected R” 
of teaching (2010, p. xv). Oral reading samples 
provide teachers with experiences that generate 
information and knowledge. Without the ability 
to pause and consider, a feature available in Path 
Driver for Reading’s recorded samples, teachers 
must draw immediate conclusions from oral 
reading probes, rather than giving the evidence 
the consideration it deserves. In encouraging 
refl ection, Serafi ni calls for teachers to take 
opportunities to suspend drawing conclusions, 
to “resist the temptation to jump to premature 
judgments,” and instead “weigh the evidence 
provided and the possible consequences of their 
actions before making instructional decisions” 
(2010, p. xvi). The ability to come back to 
student oral reading samples, to use them more 
thoughtfully to generate information about the 
student’s thinking and processing, is a unique 
capability provided by Path Driver for Reading’s 
digital voice recording capability.

Computer-based administration of CBM probes, 
such as in Path Driver for Reading, offers many 
other advantages (Bugbee & Bernt, 1990). 
Students give computer-based tests positive 
ratings. Equally important, teacher satisfaction 
with online administration of CBM probes is 
positive (Forster & Souvignier, 2011). Stecker, 
Fuchs, and Fuchs (2005) compared paper-based 
with technology-based CBMs and reported that 
teacher satisfaction was actually improved with 
the use of technology. Fuchs, Hamlett, Fuchs, 
Stecker, & Ferguson (1988) found that technology 
allows teachers to implement curriculum-based 
measurements with less time necessary for the 
administration of the tasks. This time-saving 
aspect results in greater teacher satisfaction.

Computer-based administration of tests is 
beginning to play an important part in the 
lives of students. The new national Common 
Core State Standards-based assessments 
being designed by PARCC and SBAC will be 
administered online. It is commonly believed 

that almost all educational assessment will 
soon be technology-based (Educational Testing 
Service, 2011). The computer-based format of 
Path Driver for Reading provides students with 
the opportunity to practice taking tests online 
ensuring their preparedness when higher-stakes 
assessments make this transition.

Scoring, Interpreting, and Reporting in 
Path Driver for Reading

An important advantage of Path Driver for 
Reading is its online reporting and Management 
System, which organizes, analyzes, and reports 
data from the assessments. Data is automatically 
obtained from the maze probes and the 
online scoring tool for the oral reading fl uency 
assessments. Technology-supported data systems 
enhance schools’ ability to effi ciently analyze, 
manipulate, and share information needed 
for decision-making (ERIC Clearinghouse on 
Disabilities, 2003).

The reporting system is a comprehensive tool for 
monitoring student progress. Data is reported 
in tables and graphs that are easy for educators 
to understand. Students in need of intervention 
modifi cations are readily identifi ed, and the data 
can be used to group students who have similar 
literacy needs for targeted instruction.

CBM assessment systems act as uniquely powerful 
tools in helping teachers differentiate instruction 
for maximum impact. The ongoing nature of 
the CBM probes allows educators to monitor 
progress week-by-week as interventions are 
modifi ed, then evaluated, then modifi ed again. 
Path Driver for Reading’s online reporting system 
precisely tracks a student’s scores, graphically 
illustrating the trajectory of the student’s progress, 
and comparing it to the teacher’s designated 
achievement goals for the individual student.

Path Driver for Reading’s reporting system is 
designed according to current guidelines for data 
based decision-making, such as the four-part 
model offered by the ERIC Clearinghouse on 
Disabilities (2003):
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more than clicking on-screen data points, an 
administrator can move through the school-
based data to a classroom level to determine 
how groups of students in a specifi c school are 
performing. Another click brings the viewer to 
the individual student level.

In Path Driver for Reading, universal-screening 
and progress-monitoring results are provided 
in tabular form, but the most convenient and 
easily-interpretable format for reporting results is 
the graphical report. Ease of use in interpreting 
assessment results is a critical factor in addressing 
teacher concerns about the burdens of paperwork 
and data analysis (Gates Foundation, 2012).

Universal-screening results at the fall, winter, and 
spring administrations are graphed in chart format, 
with separate boxes side-by-side representing 
the administration of each universal screener. 
Percentile norms have been established for each 
of the three administration periods, and they are 
portrayed in meaningfully-colored boxes: Green 
at the top of the box represents the low-risk 
category, the 50th percentile and above; yellow in 
the middle of the box represents the moderate-risk 
category, from the 25th to 50th percentiles; and 
red at the bottom of the box represents the high-
risk category, 25th percentile and below. Research 
proves that such color-coding facilitates teachers’ 
ability to make data- based instructional decisions 
(Swan & Mazur, 2011). The student’s actual 
universal-screening score point is identifi ed 
within each box. One line links the three score 
points, and another line portrays the teacher-set 
goal so that actual progress can be compared 
against the goals that were set for progress.

Progress-monitoring results are reported in a 
graph within the Progress Monitoring Dashboard. 
Probe scores are graphed sequentially through the 
school year, horizontally from left to right, as a set 
of data points. A line of central tendency, called 
a trend line, is computed by the Management 
System software and is portrayed running through 
the approximate center of the probes’ data points.
Another line, the goal line (sometimes called 
an aim line), is also plotted so that student 
performance can be closely compared on a week-

1. Data should be readily available. Path Driver 
for Reading’s online data and reports can be 
accessed at any time and are designed for ease 
and speed of understanding.

2. Procedures for collecting data must be easy 
to use and not require excessive staff time and 
resources. Path Driver for Reading’s oral reading 
fl uency and maze universal-screening and 
progress-monitoring probes are designed for 
independent student use and allow teachers to 
carry out other tasks while students are taking 
the online assessments.

3. Purposes for collecting data must be relevant 
to ongoing activities. Path Driver for Reading’s 
assessments are directly related to students’ 
reading achievement, a central component of the 
classroom curriculum and a key factor in overall 
student achievement.

4. Only a small number of questions should be 
addressed. Path Driver for Reading is specifi cally 
targeted to assess general reading achievement. 
It directly answers the question, “How are my 
students growing in their ability to read?” with 
reliability and validity.

Research concludes that the extensive feedback 
provided to teachers in computer-generated 
reports allows teachers to better plan for 
differentiated instruction. The teacher continues 
to play a key role in using an online reporting 
system, and his or her ability to interpret data 
and apply it to instructional decision-making in 
an informed manner is crucial (Wayman et al., 
2007). Computer-based reporting systems, when 
used to carry out modifi cations in instruction, 
have positive impacts on student learning 
(Stecker, Fuchs, & Fuchs, 2005).

Path Driver for Reading’s reporting system 
generates online reports at the individual 
student, classroom, school, and district levels. 
Teachers and administrators are able to “drill 
down” through levels of data management to 
see increasingly detailed more information. In 
a simple set of procedures that involves little 
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Dr. Ernest Balajthy

Dr. Ernest Balajthy (pronounced buh-LAY-
thee) is Professor and former chairperson of 
the Department of Elementary and Secondary 
Education at the State University of New York at 
Geneseo. He served as a public school classroom 
teacher for almost ten years. He presently 
teaches courses in educational assessment, 
clinical experiences, and technology in the 
classroom.

Balajthy’s key research interests include:

1. Educational assessment. He has been a
consultant in the development of curriculum-
based measurement assessments for K–12 
mathematics and reading. He has also consulted 
in the design of a comprehensive formative /
summative assessment project for RTI Tier 2 and 
Tier 3 middle schoolers. He is the author of a 
Guilford textbook on assessment and instruction 
for struggling students.

2. Educational technology. Balajthy is the author 
of two books and more than 100 articles on use 
of technology in schools. He presents widely at 
educational conferences on the topic of using 
technology for assessment.

by-week basis to the goals that have been set for 
them. This goal line can be set automatically by 
the Management System software, or it can be 
set by the teacher. Teachers place vertical event 
lines in the chart when instruction is modifi ed so 
that the results of the instructional modifi cations 
can be examined.

CONCLUSION

Reading is the most important academic skill 
and is foundational to school learning in all 
other subject areas. Path Driver for Reading is a 
curriculum-based, general-outcome measurement 
tool that offers assessments to help educators 
monitor the progress and development of their 
students’ reading abilities. Assessment is provided 
at the earliest levels of literacy using probes 
specially designed to examine the dramatic 
developments that occur as reading skills emerge 
among young students. Oral reading fl uency 
probes provide opportunities for close progress 
monitoring and periodic universal screening 
in grades 1 to 10. Maze probes can also be 
administered beginning in grade 2 and up until 
grade 10, for closer attention to comprehension.

Path Driver for Reading is a research-based 
tool that provides teachers with online data 
management and reporting capabilities that, 
in turn, allows them to make data-based 
instructional decisions that will benefi t their 
students. Students in any of the three Response 
to Intervention tiers, can be provided with 
timely and effi cient interventions as teachers are 
empowered to respond immediately to changes 
in the trajectory of achievement. Teachers can 
apply the Common Core State Standards to 
their teachings as well by closely monitoring 
their students’ progress in reading. Path Driver 
for Reading enables teachers in today’s complex 
classroom environments to react quickly to 
changes, to base their instructional decisions 
on up-to-date data, and to monitor any new 
interventions for their ability to positively impact 
student achievement and ensure that their 
students are being adequately prepared for 
college and their careers.

For more information about this and other research-
based materials from EPS Literacy and Intervention, 
visit epsbooks.com or call 800.225.5750. 

Copyright ©2014 by EPS Literacy and Intervention. 
All rights reserved.
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