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Introduction 

Teacher preparation programs must provide elementary teacher candidates with opportunities to 

gain the content and pedagogical knowledge necessary to effectively teach reading. The National 

Council on Teacher Quality (NCTQ) recognizes institutions can follow many paths to provide these 

opportunities, but ultimately, programs must ensure that candidates attain the essential knowledge 

and skills of scientifically based reading instruction. 

Programs establish requirements for all enrolled candidates seeking an initial elementary teaching 

license,1 which typically include prescribed and elective coursework as well as supervised practice. 

Successful completion of program requirements should serve as evidence that candidates have 

demonstrated at least minimal mastery of a body of knowledge and skills. 

By evaluating the programs that produce the majority of traditionally prepared elementary 

teachers,2 NCTQ aims to assess the extent to which programs address the key content aligned to 

scientifically based reading instruction, assess their candidates on this knowledge, and provide 

opportunities to practice or apply this knowledge. (See Appendix A for a discussion of the research 

rationale for the Reading Foundations standard.) NCTQ recognizes that given the availability of 

evidence, we cannot directly measure the mastery of the content and pedagogical knowledge 

candidates obtain (this is a function typically reserved for state-adopted licensure assessments) or 

the application to teaching (a function typically reserved for teacher evaluation processes).  

Up until 2020, students’ reading scores on the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) 

had increased only slightly since the early 1990s with large achievement gaps for students of color 

and students living in poverty. Modest gains in fourth grade reading proficiency since 1992 were 

erased during the pandemic.3 The insufficient progress in reading even before the pandemic suggests 

that teachers need more and better instruction in how to teach reading. In response, NCTQ revised 

its Teacher Prep Review Reading Foundations standard (formerly known as the Early Reading 

standard) to address the following: 

● Advances in research. The prior standard had been in effect for nearly a decade, and

ongoing research on scientifically based reading instruction, including how to support a

range of learners, merited revisiting this standard.

● Rigor. Experts in the field indicated that the prior version of the standard was not

rigorous enough, and this view was confirmed by a survey of the field that NCTQ

conducted (described in more detail later in this document).
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For these reasons, this revised standard seeks to better reflect the field’s expectations for preparation 

programs in teaching aspiring teachers how to teach reading, better identifying those programs that 

excel in preparing aspiring teachers in this area, and clearly indicating the areas of improvement 

needed by teacher preparation programs to improve teacher efficacy in teaching reading. 

The revision of the NCTQ Reading Foundations standard also updates the indicators of what 

programs are teaching (referred to as instructional approaches)—Instructional Hours, Objective 

Measures of Knowledge, Practice/Application, and Background Materials. Each instructional 

approach reflects a facet of preparation that can be determined from available syllabi for courses 

required of all elementary teacher candidates. 

NCTQ revised the Reading Foundations standard to reflect current research on scientifically based 

reading instruction and on the knowledge and skills needed by teachers. In examining teacher 

preparation programs, NCTQ gathered program requirements and course materials as evidence to 

support the following claim: 

Educator preparation programs provide elementary teacher candidates with the 
evidence-based content and pedagogical knowledge in reading that underlies effective 
and equitable reading instruction. 
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Brief overview of the Reading Foundations standard 

The Reading Foundations standard has two parts:  

Part one (graded): This part of the standard evaluates programs’ attention to the core components 

of scientifically based reading: instruction in phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary, 

and comprehension; it also identifies whether programs are devoting attention to content contrary 

to research-based practices. Programs are evaluated based on their attention to each of the five 

components in four instructional approaches: Instructional Hours, Objective Measures of 

Knowledge, Practice/Application, and Background Materials. 
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Part two (ungraded): This part of the standard evaluates whether programs are providing 

instruction in how to support a range of learners, including struggling readers, English language 

learners, and students who speak language varieties other than mainstream English. Programs are 

evaluated based on their attention to specific student groups in four instructional approaches: 

Instructional Hours, Objective Measures of Knowledge, Practice/Application, and Background 

Materials. 
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Defining scientifically based reading instruction 

Scientifically based reading instruction (which is grounded in the “science of reading” and in the 

research on how students learn to read) builds off the 2000 National Reading Panel (NRP) report4 

that stressed the importance of alphabetics (phonemic awareness and phonics), fluency, and 

comprehension (including both vocabulary and comprehension). The extensive review of literature 

underlying the NRP report and the subsequent two decades of research on effective teaching of 

reading support the focus of elementary instruction on these five core components. A 2016 report by 

the Institute of Education Sciences5 confirmed the NRP findings.6  

The Simple View of Reading (SVR) model7 and more recent Active View of Reading (AVR) model8 

incorporate the five core components of reading highlighted in the seminal NRP report. Expanding 

on SVR, the AVR stresses how critical word recognition (including phonological awareness and 

phonics), bridging processes (including fluency and vocabulary), and language comprehension are 

to skilled reading and effective reading instruction. 

NCTQ is building on NCTQ’s earlier work on the preparation of elementary teachers to effectively 

teach reading by refining the review of teacher preparation’s reading instruction focused on 

phonemic awareness,9 phonics, fluency, vocabulary, and comprehension. The revision of the NCTQ 

Reading Foundations standard increases the expectation for the time and attention programs devote 

to these components; the standard also accounts for the presence of flawed reading practices (e.g., 

three-cueing system, running records, balanced literacy, and guided reading) that unfortunately 

still survive in some teacher preparation programs. Research has also demonstrated the relationship 

of other components, in particular writing, to young readers' proficiency; however, NCTQ is 

focusing its review on the core components referenced in the NRP report.  
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Process to revise the Reading Foundations standard 

To revise the Reading Foundations standard, NCTQ relied heavily on input from experts and the 

broader education field. The revision process included multiple points of external engagement, all 

described below. NCTQ solicited evidence from a panel of reading experts (Expert Advisory Panel) 

focused on the content of the standard, and a panel of technical experts (Technical Advisory Group) 

focused on the methodology of the standard. NCTQ also invited public comment for the first time 

from faculty preparing elementary teacher candidates, state and district education leaders, and 

other stakeholders via an Open Comment Survey.10 Additionally, NCTQ examined available 

information on several teacher licensure assessments to support recommendations. 

The purpose of the Reading Foundations standard revision process was to 

a. Update the research basis underlying the standard, 

b. Revisit the depth of instruction that is needed to prepare effective teachers, 

c. Make the standard a more holistic view of the preparation program (i.e., combining 

information across all relevant required courses), 

d. Recognize damage incurred to students by content that is contrary to research-based 

practices, 

e. Highlight practices to support struggling readers, English language learners, and students 

who speak language varieties other than mainstream English,11 and  

f. Provide more in-depth and explicit feedback to elementary teacher preparation programs 

about their strengths in reading instruction and their areas for improvement. 

This revision sought to keep pace with changes in the field, to recognize that children’s reading 

proficiency continues to fall short, and to facilitate a transparent process that is more inclusive of 

feedback from external stakeholders. The results from the revised standard are intended to shed 

light on the current state of teacher preparation and to be a resource for teacher preparation 

programs’ continual improvement. 

 

  



9 

 

Expert Advisory Panel 

NCTQ gathered input on the content of the Reading Foundations standard and sources of evidence 

from reading experts and leaders from teacher preparation programs. In 2022, literacy expert Linda 

Diamond joined NCTQ’s Reading Foundations team to serve as a lead literacy expert and advisor, and 

NCTQ expanded the expert panel to include experts specializing in the range of learners addressed by 

the revised standard—struggling readers, English language learners, and speakers of English 

language varieties other than mainstream English.  

The expert panel met three times prior to finalizing methodology decisions: 

● Launch, 2021: The expert panel first convened to review results from the previous Early 

Reading standard and examples of exemplary materials, resulting in an updated plan for the 

Reading Foundations methodology and scoring protocols. Critical changes included (a) the 

creation of Part 2 of the standard (focused on programs’ instruction on supporting a range of 

learners), (b) the separation of the instructional approach of Practice/Application from 

Objective Measures of Knowledge, and (c) initial recommendations for increasing the number 

of Instructional Hours required for each component. 

● Meeting on part 1 of the standard (core components of reading instruction), 2022: Expert 

advisors reviewed results from an analysis of a sample of programs, advising NCTQ on how to 

finalize changes to the methodology and revise thresholds for programs to meet acceptable 

coverage for each component of scientifically based reading instruction.  

● Meeting on part 2 of the standard (supporting a range of learners), 2022: Expert advisors 

reviewed results from an analysis of a sample of programs regarding how to support a range 

of learners. The group provided feedback on whether to set a threshold of points programs 

must earn for each student group to be considered adequately addressing how to support that 

group, advised on how to set a threshold for acceptable coverage for each learner group, and 

discussed strategies for communicating results to increase attention to this part of the 

standard. The group also provided input on how to most appropriately respond (e.g., reduce 

programs’ grades) to instruction on practices contrary to research.  
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Figure 1: Expert Advisory Panel members and attendance 

 Role Organization Launch 
(2021) 

Part 1 
(2022) 

Part 2 
(2022) 

Linda Diamond 
(Lead Advisor) Literacy Expert Teaching Reading Sourcebook  x x 

Louisa Moats Literacy Expert Author of LETRS x  x 

Antonio Fierro Literacy Expert LETRS Instructor x   

Emily Solari Professor University of Virginia x x  

Amy Murdoch Assistant 
Professor Mount St. Joseph University x x x 

Brandy Gatlin-Nash Assistant 
Professor University of Virginia x x  

Lakeisha Johnson Assistant 
Professor 

Florida Center for Reading 
Research   x 

Claude Goldenberg Professor 
Emeritus Stanford University  x x 

Kymyona Burk Senior Policy 
Fellow ExcelinEd  x x 

 

Technical Advisory Group 

NCTQ sought advice on the analysis and scoring process from education policy, statistics, and 

psychometric experts. The Technical Advisory Group met several times during the standard revision 

process, including to examine early pilot data and later to examine scoring on a larger sample of 

program analysis, exploring questions related to reliability and scoring thresholds, among other 

topics. 
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Figure 2: Technical Advisory Group members and attendance 

 Role Organization Pilot study 
(Jan 2022) 

Preliminary results 
(Sept 2022) 

Amber Willis Program Director Deans for Impact x  

William Schmidt University Distinguished 
Professor and Founder and 
Director of the Center for 
the Study of Curriculum 
Policy 

Michigan State 
University 

x  

Ed Crowe Chief Executive Officer TPI-US x x 

Cory Koedel Professor of Economics 
and Public Policy 

University of 
Missouri 

x x 

Jason Schweid  President Continuous 
Measurement 

 x 

Kristen Huff Vice President Assessment 
and Research 

Curriculum 
Associates 

x  

 

Open Comment Survey 

In addition to results and feedback from earlier Teacher Prep Reviews and the recommendations by 

the Expert Advisory Panel, NCTQ conducted an Open Comment Survey12 of subject-matter experts 

and stakeholders. Almost 240 educators (69% working in teacher preparation programs, 8% 

working in state education agencies, 7% working as teachers or other positions in school districts, 

and 6% working as educational researchers or faculty not working directly in teacher preparation) 

responded to a range of questions regarding the preparation of teacher candidates to teach reading. 

More information about this feedback is below. 

Licensure assessments 

In addition to licensure assessments covering the core subjects taught by elementary teachers, NCTQ 

examined two assessments specifically addressing the teaching of reading that are used in more than 

10 states—MTEL Foundations of Reading (MTEL FOR) and Praxis Teaching Reading: Elementary 

(Praxis TR:E 5205). NCTQ reviewed specifications for these assessments (as well job analysis 

information from Praxis) as supporting evidence for the revised Reading Foundations standard. 
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Feedback from the field on revisions to the Reading 
Foundations standard 

Feedback on sources of evidence for the standard 

As described above, NCTQ conducted an open comment survey of stakeholders to gather feedback 

on the draft Reading Foundations standard.13 Of the almost 240 respondents, nearly all (89%) agreed 

or strongly agreed that it is important for teacher preparation programs to meet the NCTQ claim.14 

To examine the extent to which teacher preparation programs address the core components of 

reading, NCTQ relies on course syllabi for required coursework as the main body of evidence. As 

recommended by the Expert Advisory Panel, the revised Reading Foundations standard considers 

four instructional approaches to capture the breadth and depth of attention a program dedicates to 

the core components—instructional time, Objective Measures of Knowledge, Practice/Application, 

and Background Materials—all equally weighted as indices of a programs’ instruction in the five core 

components of scientifically based reading instruction.  

The open comment survey asked if the process NCTQ had designed, examining syllabi and 

Background Materials for required reading and reading-related courses for evidence of the 

instructional approaches, would provide useful insights into the quality of teacher preparation 

programs. Approximately 86% of respondents agreed or strongly agreed (of the 206 who responded 

to this item). 

When asked if common elements of course syllabi would provide useful information to evaluate 

teacher preparation programs, all instructional approaches identified by NCTQ for the revised 

process were viewed positively (see Table 1). 

Table 1. Support for syllabus elements 

Syllabus element 
Percent agree or strongly agree that this element 
of a course syllabus would provide useful 
information to evaluate teacher prep programs 

Class time (e.g., lecture topics) 88% 

Textbooks 88% 

Other background reading (e.g., journal articles) 89% 

Objective Measures of Knowledge (e.g., tests, 
quizzes, written assignments) 88% 

Applications (e.g., teaching a sample lesson) 
and practicum (teaching elementary students) 93% 
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These survey responses support the process of evaluating programs based on the information 

available in their syllabi. NCTQ also gives programs multiple opportunities to provide additional 

information: NCTQ contacts programs if a reading analyst finds a syllabus misses critical 

information, such as detailed assignment information, and programs have the opportunity to 

provide additional documentation when they receive their preliminary results if they believe their 

syllabi omit important information.  

To explore the Expert Advisory Panel’s recommendation to separately score Objective Measures of 

Knowledge and Practice/Application, the survey asked respondents if preparation programs should 

require candidates to demonstrate knowledge through:  

● only an objective measure of knowledge (e.g., a test or assignment),  

● only an application of knowledge (e.g., a practice opportunity like teaching a sample 

lesson),  

● the option to complete either an objective measure of knowledge or an application of 

knowledge,  

● the requirement that candidates should complete both an objective measure of knowledge 

or an application of knowledge, or  

● neither of these demonstrations of knowledge.  

A full 80% of respondents believe that programs should require candidates to demonstrate 

knowledge through both an objective measure of knowledge and an application of knowledge, 

offering clear support from the field for the Expert Advisory Panel’s recommendation. 

Based on the recommendation of the Expert Advisory Panel and input from the open comment 

survey, the revised standard considers Objective Measures of Knowledge and Practice/Application 

as separate instructional approaches when evaluating teacher preparation programs. Previous 

iterations of the standard combined these two instructional approaches. The increased emphasis on 

Practice/Application reflects the importance of ensuring candidates both learn and practice teaching 

the key components of reading instruction. 

Feedback on Instructional Hours 

Another significant change is the revised standard now expects more instructional time devoted to 

each component, with the amount of time varying by component. In the prior Early Reading 

standard, analysts looked for evidence that two class sessions were devoted to each component. 

In fall of 2021, the Expert Advisory Panel made initial recommendations for Instructional Hours 

based on their experiences with teaching early reading instruction and on their analysis of 
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preparation programs they considered to be strong (23 courses across 11 programs). The resulting 

recommendations from the expert panel were slightly lower than the averages they saw in these 

strong programs (e.g., 7.6 hours dedicated to phonemic awareness was rounded down to a 

recommendation of 7 hours).  

To further explore this recommendation from the Expert Advisory Panel, during the open comment 

survey, NCTQ collected respondents’ views on the number of Instructional Hours that programs 

should devote to phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary, and comprehension to 

adequately prepare teacher candidates to teach reading. On average, respondents recommended 

approximately 32 Instructional Hours, or approximately two semester credit hours, devoted to the 

five core components across required reading and reading-related courses. The breakdown by 

component is presented in Table 2. The average recommended Instructional Hours is presented (and 

the modal recommendation is highlighted) to inform the decision on the final thresholds of 

Instructional Hours needed to adequately teach each component and to earn full points (for grading 

purposes) for Instructional Hours for that component. The distribution of hours across components 

is also presented. 

Table 2. Summary of subject-matter experts’ judgments in open comment survey: 
Instructional Hours 

 Phonemic 
awareness Phonics Fluency Vocabulary Comprehension 

No course time  2  2  2  2  2 

Less than 2 hours  4  3  6  3  2 

2 to 3 hours 17  9 31 14  9 

4 to 5 hours 44 34 60 32 22 

6 to 7 hours 44 26 48 66 31 

8 to 9 hours 40 62 24 39 57 

10 or more hours 37 52 17 32 65 

Averagea ~6.2 hours ~7.1 hours ~5.1 
hours ~6.3 hours ~7.4 hours 

% of total 19.3% 22.0% 15.9% 19.6% 23.2% 

a The average is based on the lower bound of the judgment category (e.g., “2 to 3 hours” equals “2”, “10 or 
more hours” equals “10”). 
Highlighting indicates the modal response(s). 
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During the September 2022 Expert Advisory Panel meeting, the group revisited these 

recommendations, reviewing feedback from the open comment survey as well as the results from an 

analysis of approximately 130 programs. They voted again on what the hours should be, and the 

votes were largely in keeping with the initial recommendations. The expectations for Instructional 

Hours align with the Expert Advisory Panel recommendations in the figure below. 

Figure 3: Recommended minimum Instructional Hours by component 

 Phonemic 
awareness 

Phonics Fluency Vocabulary Comprehension 

Expert panel 7 hours 8 hours 4 hours 6 hours 9 hours 

Survey (average) 6.2 hours 7.1 hours 5.1 hours 6.3 hours 7.4 hours 

Survey (modal 
response) 

4 to 5; 6 to 7 
hours 

8 to 9 
hours 

4 to 5 hours 6 to 7 hours 10 or more hours 

Reading 
Foundations 
instructional 
hour target 

7 hours 8 hours 4 hours 6 hours 9 hours 

 

Instructional Hours input: National licensure assessments 

To compare the revised standard against other assessments used in the field, NCTQ examined how 

two common early reading licensure tests address the five core components of reading. The redesign 

of the Praxis Teaching Reading: Elementary15 (5205) test was supported by a survey ETS conducted of 

more than 100 educators—elementary teachers, reading specialists, and college faculty who prepare 

teacher candidates to teach reading—to determine the relevant and important knowledge and skills 

required to teach reading. These subject-matter experts overwhelmingly agreed (75% or more 

judged as important or very important) that knowledge of phonemic awareness (and related skills), 

phonics (and decoding), fluency, vocabulary, and comprehension was critical for beginning 

elementary teachers. (Experts also agreed that writing and assessment were critical for teaching 

reading.) The judgments of the relative importance of the five core components for beginning 

teachers (factoring out writing and assessment) are summarized in Table 3. 

Based on the published test design and conversations with the test publishers for the Praxis Teaching 

Reading: Elementary and the MTEL Foundations of Reading,16 it was determined that approximately 

62% of both tests measure the core components of reading using multiple-choice items.17 The 

https://www.ets.org/content/dam/ets-org/pdfs/praxis/5205.pdf
https://www.ets.org/content/dam/ets-org/pdfs/praxis/5205.pdf
https://www.mtel.nesinc.com/Content/StudyGuide/MA_SG_OBJ_190.htm
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distribution of the items across the five core components, when factoring out other topics measured 

by the two licensure tests, is summarized in Table 3. 

Table 3. Supporting evidence from licensure tests for proportion of assessment dedicated to 
teaching reading components at elementary grades, compared to proportion of Instructional 
Hours dedicated to each component based on NCTQ thresholds and the open comment survey 

Core components NCTQ 
thresholdsa 

Open 
Comment 
Surveyb 

Praxis TR:E MTEL FOR 

Phonemic awareness 20% (7 hrs) 17% 17% 14% 

Phonics 24% (8 hrs) 20% 24% 29% 

Fluency 12% (4 hrs) 15% 
28%c 

14% 

Vocabulary 18% (6 hrs) 20% 14% 

Comprehension 26% (9 hrs) 28% 29% 29% 

a “NCTQ thresholds” refer to the number of Instructional Hours that programs should dedicate to each 
component to earn full points for Instructional Hours in that component. The percentages represent the 
proportion of hours dedicated to that component out of the total Instructional Hours across the five core 
components. 
b The Open Comment Survey proportions represent the proportion of hours the average responses to the 
survey recommended be devoted to each component, out of the total average recommended hours. 
c Test specifications for the Praxis Teaching Reading: Elementary test combined fluency and vocabulary; 
additional information was not provided to separate the percentage of multiple-choice items covering 
each. 
 
 

The distribution of the recommended Instructional Hours thresholds from the NCTQ Expert 

Advisory Panel and the Open Comment Survey largely align with the finding from the educator 

survey conducted by ETS and the designs of the two national licensure tests focusing on teaching 

reading in the elementary grades. 
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Significant changes to the NCTQ Reading Foundations 
standard 

The feedback and revision process for the Reading Foundations standard resulted in several 

significant changes that will better support program improvement and reflect current research. The 

revised standard has two parts: 

Part one (graded): This part of the standard evaluates programs’ attention to the core components 

of reading, instruction in phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary, and comprehension; it 

will also identify whether programs are devoting attention to content contrary to research-based 

practices. 

Part two (ungraded): This part of the standard evaluates whether programs are providing 

instruction in how to support a range of learners. 

 

Summary of changes to Reading Foundations standard part one: Core 
components of reading instruction 

● Changes in time required on a component. NCTQ revisited and adjusted the instructional 

time threshold for each of the five core components based on input from the Expert Advisory 

Panel and the Open Comment survey. The amount of instructional time varies by component 

(described in detail later), and is generally greater than the instructional time expected in the 

earlier version of the standard (previously, two class meetings or class periods per 

component). 

● Changes in Practice/Application expectations. Previous iterations of the standard 

combined “tests,” “assignments,” and “practice” under Demonstration of Knowledge. In the 

revised standard, Practice/Application is separated from the newly titled Objective Measures 

of Knowledge section (tests/quizzes, and graded assignments) to better focus on the 

importance of programs providing candidates with opportunities to apply teaching the five 

core components in actual or simulated classrooms.  

● Deduction of points for contradictory approaches. Unfortunately, the content of required 

reading courses does not always reflect the current research highlighted by the National 

Reading Panel and What Works Clearinghouse. The revised standard calls out instances of 

teaching practices that run counter to scientifically based reading instruction (for more 

information on these contrary approaches, see the research rationale in Appendix A). If 
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programs teach four or more of the contrary practices identified below, they lose a letter 

grade. 

Terms that indicate content contrary to the research-based practices include: three-cueing 

system; miscue analysis; running records; balanced literacy; leveled texts; guided reading; 

reading workshop; embedded or implicit phonics; and specific assessments such as 

Developmental Reading Assessment (DRA), Informal Reading Inventory (IRI), or Qualitative 

Reading Inventory (QRI) that have been determined to be unreliable. 

Comparison of results: 2020 to 2023 
 

Given the first two changes (increased instructional time expectations and separately scoring 

Objective Measures of Knowledge and Practice), NCTQ anticipated that program grades, on the 

whole, could decrease. Table 4 summarizes the distribution of letter grades assigned during the 2020 

Teacher Prep Review Early Reading standard and grades for the current cycle.  

Table 4. Comparison of 2020 and 2023 Teacher Prep Review  results 

Assigned Grades 
 

2020 TPR Results 
(1,047 programs) 

 
2023 TPR Results  

(693 programs) 

A/A+  28%  23% 

B  26%  15% 

C  10%  11% 

D  20%  13% 

F  16%  38% 
 

Summary of changes to Reading Foundations standard part two: 
Supporting a range of learners 

While all students benefit from scientifically based reading instruction, teacher candidates need to 

learn additional teaching techniques and assessment strategies to support all students in becoming 

proficient readers. This part of the standard adds analysis of whether teacher candidates learn to 

support a range of learners, including struggling readers, English language learners, and students 

who speak language varieties other than mainstream American English. This part of the standard 

will provide programs with feedback but will not be graded for several reasons: (1) NCTQ has not 
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included these areas of focus in the standard before and this year will provide baseline data; (2) 

instructing students who speak language varieties other than mainstream English is a nascent 

research area and therefore an emerging focus of the field; and (3) providing two grades within the 

same Reading Foundations standard may cause unnecessary confusion. 

● Struggling readers: This group includes students who are falling behind and having 

academic difficulties in the area of reading, students at risk of reading failure if they do 

not receive appropriate and effective instruction and intervention, and students with 

diagnosed or undiagnosed dyslexia and word reading difficulties or language 

comprehension reading difficulties. Analysis looks for specific references to this group of 

students in course materials (e.g., references to non-proficient readers or at-risk 

students). 

● English language learners: This group includes students who are in the process of 

acquiring English and who have a first language other than English. Analysis looks for 

specific references to this group of students in course materials (e.g., references to ELLs, 

second language learners) or relevant concepts (e.g., use of cognates where applicable, 

use of primary language where applicable, explicit instruction in transferable and non-

transferable sounds) related specifically to learning to read. 

● Students who speak language varieties other than mainstream American English: 

Analysis looks for references to variations of English, (African American English (AAE) or 

African American Vernacular English (AAVE), Standard American English, home or 

community language). Often this is referred to as dialects. Analysis looks for instructional 

techniques such as code-switching and contrastive analysis taught to the teacher 

candidates to support speakers of English variations from mainstream English. 

 

Sample of teacher prep programs 

For the 2023 Teacher Prep Review Reading Foundations standard, the full universe of programs 

eligible to be rated was 1,146 traditional preparation programs housed within 959 institutions that 

qualified for analysis,18 including programs in all public institutions that actively produce 

elementary teachers and all private institutions with an annual production of at least 10 elementary 

teachers. Because not all programs provided sufficient documentation to be rated, the final sample 

includes 693 programs in 50 states and the District of Columbia—both undergraduate and graduate 

elementary teacher preparation programs that led to initial state licensure or certification—housed 

in 578 institutions of higher education (IHEs).  
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Two-thirds of the programs (537 of 693 programs or 77%) are housed in public IHEs. NCTQ reviewed 

513 undergraduate and 180 graduate programs. Non-traditional programs are not included in this 

analysis at this time. NCTQ examined both their undergraduate and graduate elementary programs 

at 20% of the institutions (116 of the 578 IHEs). The majority of the institutions with only one 

program in the sample of the remaining institutions offer only an undergraduate or graduate initial 

certification elementary program. 

While 578 institutions cooperated with NCTQ and made their preparation materials available for 

review, 378 institutions did not provide materials, and so are not included in this analysis. Programs 

for which we have less than half of the relevant syllabi are also not included in this analysis. While 

not a census of all programs in the nation,19 the 693 programs that comprise our sample make for a 

diverse subset representing institutions that produce 66% of traditionally prepared elementary 

teachers and illustrate the variety of programs preparing elementary teacher candidates. 

Although not all programs provided sufficient relevant materials, in general, programs and the 

institutions that house them cooperated at a higher rate than in past years. In 2022, 313 institutions 

provided materials voluntarily (94 private, 219 public), compared to 180 institutions in 2020 (56 

private, 124 public).  

Identifying relevant courses and collecting evidence  
Identifying relevant courses 

A team of analysts use course catalogs to determine the relevant coursework for each elementary 

program in the sample. The analysts read course titles and descriptions to pinpoint all required 

courses that may address reading instruction. Relevant courses may be added or irrelevant courses 

may be removed if a program requests amendments to the requested course list based on 

requirements. The majority of syllabi analyzed are from Fall 2018 to Fall 2022, although some 

programs submitted materials from Spring 2023 in response to the preliminary analysis. 

The typical undergraduate program that was invited to participate requires 9.5 credits (or 

approximately 142 Instructional Hours) in reading and reading-related courses; the typical graduate 

program requires 6.4 credits (or approximately 96 Instructional Hours). Only a portion of these 

required courses is devoted to the five core components of reading—phonemic awareness, phonics, 

fluency, vocabulary, and comprehension. The remainder of courses cover topics related to literacy 

(listening, writing, literature), classroom management, general pedagogy, etc. The Reading 

Foundations standard focuses on the five core components and support for a range of learners, and 

only accounts for these topics when reviewing programs. With the exception of instruction on 
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content contrary to research-based practices, time spent on other topics (e.g., writing, children’s 

literature) does not count for or against a program’s grade. 

Gathering course syllabi 

NCTQ submits a request to all potential institutions in the sample for voluntary participation. The 

request to institutions includes the name of the program(s) being analyzed, all reading courses 

identified within each program, and a detailed description of which materials NCTQ uses from each 

syllabus. NCTQ sent initial requests to all institutions in the sample in March 2022. Due to the volume 

of interest in voluntary participation, NCTQ extended the deadline to late April 2022. During this 

process, if universities request changes to contact information, courses requested, or university 

details, NCTQ updated the Reading Foundations database. Additionally, NCTQ analysts engage with 

respondents to ensure that documents contain all necessary information.  

When institutions do not voluntarily provide information, NCTQ sends Open Records Requests to 

public universities within the states that have implemented a state version of the Freedom of 

Information Act. Each request details the program(s) analyzed, courses requested, and additional 

details about the information needed within each syllabus. NCTQ sent public records requests on 

May 24, 2022.  

For non-responsive institutions, analysts pull forward materials gathered during the previous 

review, when available. Older course materials from the 2018 or 2020 Teacher Prep Review were 

pulled forward for 78 programs (23 graduate programs and 55 undergraduate programs) in the 

instances that these courses are still offered by the institution. Programs are not reviewed if syllabi 

for more than half of courses that address reading instruction are missing.  

After the preliminary analysis was completed, programs received their grade with a detailed scoring 

comment and had the opportunity to provide additional information (e.g., more recent syllabi or 

more detailed assignment descriptions) or other clarification.  

Evaluating evidence 

In evaluating material available from teacher preparation programs, trained NCTQ analysts review 

syllabi and background materials from required courses for evidence of coverage of phonemic 

awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary, and comprehension, as well as attention to supporting a 

range of learners. (See the section on the coding process below for more information about analysts’ 

training and background.) The majority of syllabi analyzed are from Fall 2018 to Fall 2022, although 

some programs submitted materials from Spring 2023 in response to the preliminary analysis. 
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The five core components of scientifically based reading instruction 

As described previously, no single component of reading instruction can stand alone; students must 

receive explicit, systematic instruction across these components. However, it’s helpful to 

understand what these components are and why they matter for students’ literacy. For each of these 

components, analysts evaluate evidence from the four instructional approaches described in the 

section on instructional approaches, below. 

● Phonemic awareness: Phonemic awareness is the ability to focus on and manipulate the 

individual phonemes in spoken words.20 Phonemic awareness is a type of phonological 

awareness.21 Programs are given credit for course coverage of both phonemic awareness and 

phonological awareness in the category of phonemic awareness.  

Relevant terms indicating attention to phonemic awareness in syllabi include: 

phonemes/sounds; identifying, isolating, blending, segmenting and manipulating phonemes; 

categorizing phonemes; deleting, adding, substituting phonemes to form new words; Elkonin 

sound boxes; sound boards; onset and rime (without the support of print); body-coda; 44 

phonemes; phoneme proficiency. 

● Phonics: Phonics represents the relationship between the sounds of spoken words and the 

individual letters or groups of letters (graphemes) representing those sounds in written 

words. Knowledge of phonics also includes knowledge of patterns and constraints on the use 

of letter sequences in the writing system (orthography), and knowledge of how syllables and 

meaningful word parts (morphemes) are represented in print.”22 Spelling and alphabetic 

principles are included within NCTQ’s coding for phonics. In addition, multisyllabic word 

instruction and irregular and high frequency words are also included within NCTQ’s phonics 

category.  

Relevant terms indicating attention to phonics include: phonics/alphabetic principle; 

decoding/re-coding/encoding/spelling; sound-symbol relationships; sound-spellings; word 

study/word analysis (for decoding)/ word sorts tied to phonics; graphophonemic 

relationships; letter-sound relationships (digraphs, blends); Elkonin boxes with letters; 

orthographic mapping; orthography; blending sounds/sounding out; phoneme/grapheme 

mapping; automaticity with decoding; syllable types, patterns, multisyllabic words; Ehri’s 

Phases; irregular or regular high frequency word decoding; role of decodable or connected 

texts for practice; word recognition. 
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● Vocabulary: Vocabulary “refers to knowledge about the meanings, uses, and pronunciation 

of words.”23 Vocabulary consists of (a) oral vocabulary, words that we use in speaking (when 

we talk to others) and words that we recognize and understand in listening (when others talk 

to us); (b) reading vocabulary, words we recognize or use when we see them in print; (c) 

writing vocabulary, words we use when we write; and (d) academic language, words that are 

used in academic dialogue and text. 

Relevant terms indicating attention to vocabulary include: word study (if mentioned with 

vocabulary and word meanings); oral language development as a part of vocabulary 

development; context clues to support vocabulary (not decoding); tiered levels of words; 

morphology (also called structural analysis); prefix, suffix, root; word learning strategies for 

vocabulary; academic language or vocabulary; word/semantic mapping; student-friendly 

explanations for vocabulary development; active engagement with vocabulary words; word 

origins and histories; challenging texts read aloud to build vocabulary. 

● Fluency: Fluency is the ability to read a text accurately and quickly while using phrasing and 

emphasis to make what is read sound like spoken language.24  

Relevant terms indicating attention to fluency include: repeated readings; reader’s theater (if 

connected to fluency); partner reading; oral reading practice for students; modeling fluent 

reading through read alouds; choral reading or echo reading; tape-assisted reading; chunking 

(linked to fluent phrasing); accuracy, rate, prosody; oral reading fluency; automaticity with 

words. 

● Comprehension: “Comprehension involves constructing meaning that is reasonable and 

accurate by connecting what has been read to what the reader already knows and thinking 

about all of this information until it is understood.”25 NCTQ’s comprehension component 

includes background knowledge building, comprehension strategies, and the use of 

interactive read-alouds to build comprehension.  

Relevant terms indicating attention to comprehension include: comprehension 

monitoring/comprehension strategies; graphic organizers for comprehension; reciprocal 

teaching as a comprehension strategy; asking and answering questions/question frames for 

comprehension; text-based discussion, such as Question the Author (QtA), Accountable 

Talk; making/checking predictions; clarifying, visualizing, inferencing; summarizing/story 

retelling; main idea; listening comprehension for young children; read alouds; think-

alouds/modeling metacognition; story and text structure (problem-solution, cause-effect, 

etc.); literary (narrative) and informational texts; building background/building knowledge; 
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integrating science and history; scaffolding for support with comprehension; building 

content knowledge with challenging/content-rich texts; conversations before, during, and 

after read alouds or reading; syntax and text comprehension. 

Supporting a range of learners 

Analysts also review course materials for instruction on how to support a range of learners. These 

groups of students include struggling readers, English language learners, and students who speak 

language varieties other than mainstream English. For each of these groups, analysts evaluate 

evidence from the four instructional approaches described in the section on instructional 

approaches, below. 

● Struggling readers: This group includes students who are falling behind and having 

academic difficulties in the area of reading, students at risk of reading failure if they do not 

receive appropriate and effective instruction and intervention, and students with diagnosed 

or undiagnosed dyslexia and word reading difficulties or language comprehension reading 

difficulties. Analysis looks for specific references to this group of students in course materials 

(e.g., references to non-proficient readers or at-risk students). 

Relevant terms include: non-proficient readers/students, at-risk students (for reading 

failure), students with reading/learning/language disabilities; expressive language, oral 

language, language processing; dyslexia; word reading difficulties; reading comprehension 

difficulties; Response to Intervention (RTI)/Multi-tiered System of Supports (MTSS) in the 

area of reading; Developmental Language Disorders; Intervention; Diagnostic 

planning/teaching in area of reading; data-based determination of need; progress 

monitoring; increased explicitness of a component. 

● English language learners: This group includes students in the process of acquiring English 

and who have a first language other than English; also called EL (English learner) or MLL 

(Multilingual learner). Analysis looks for specific references to this group of students in 

course materials (e.g., references to ELLs, second language learners) or relevant concepts 

(e.g., use of cognates where applicable, use of primary language where applicable, explicit 

instruction in transferable and non-transferable sounds) related specifically to learning to 

read. 

Relevant terms include: ELL; English learners; multilingual learners; second language 

learners; English as a second language (ESL); bilingual students; Limited English Proficiency 
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(LEP); Culturally and linguistically diverse students; culturally responsive instruction with 

examples for this population, including honoring or not criticizing home language; language 

development with attention to phonology, syntax, morphology, orthography, language 

structure; understanding of transferable and non-transferable sounds; use of cognates where 

appropriate; use of primary language where appropriate; oracy (a term descriptive of 

speaking and listening comprehension). 

● Students who speak language varieties other than mainstream English: Analysis looks for 

references to variations of English: African American English (AAE) or African American 

Vernacular English (AAVE), Standard American English, home or community language). 

Often this is referred to as dialects. Analysis looks for instructional techniques such as code-

switching and contrastive analysis taught to teacher candidates to support speakers of 

English variations from mainstream English. 

Relevant terms include: code-switching; contrastive analysis (features similar and different); 

phonology and morphology tied to this category; rule governed; African American English 

(AAE) or African American Vernacular English (AAVE); Standard American English (SAE); 

non-mainstream or standardized English or dialect; home or community language; culturally 

responsive teaching that includes familiarity with the linguistic structure of the language 

variation and includes making connections. 

Evidence of content contrary to research-based practices 

When reviewing course syllabi, analysts also look for evidence that programs are teaching topics or 

approaches contrary to research-based practices. Content contrary to research-based practices, or 

“contrary practices,” such as the three-cueing system, running records, balanced literacy, and 

guided reading are noted by references to these topics in course topics and lecture schedules. 

Contrary content was also considered when determining the adequacy of the Background Material. 

These contrary practices refer to practices that are not supported by evidence and contradict the 

settled methods of reading instruction that have been found to be most effective for teaching 

reading. Terms that indicate approaches contrary to scientifically based reading instruction include: 

three-cueing system; miscue analysis; running records; balanced literacy; leveled texts; guided 

reading; reading workshop; embedded or implicit phonics; and specific assessments such as 

Developmental Reading Assessment (DRA), Informal Reading Inventory (IRI), or Qualitative Reading 

Inventory (QRI) that have been determined to be unreliable. For research on these practices, see the 

Research Rationale in Appendix A. 
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Instructional approaches 

For each of the five core components and for support for a range of learners, analysts look at course 

syllabi for evidence in four instructional approaches, or different facets of how programs teach their 

candidates. Figure 4 summarizes the instructional approach data collected for each required course. 

When calculating a grade for part one of the standard (the five core components), data is combined 

across required courses when calculating the program grade. 

● Instructional Hours: This instructional approach includes: 

o Part one: 

▪ In-class instruction about the five components of reading instruction. 

▪ In-class instruction about assessments used to measure students’ skill progress 

in the five components. 

o Part two: In-class instruction devoted to supporting a range of learners. 

● Objective Measures of Knowledge: Assignments must be graded to be credited for this 

standard. Applicable approaches include: 

o Part one: 

▪ Tests/quizzes/exams, including both assessments of candidates’ knowledge of 

the five components and assessments of candidates’ knowledge of student 

assessments related to the components. 

▪ Written graded assignments, including both assignments on the five 

components and assignments on assessing students’ skills related to the five 

components.  

o Part two: Objective Measures of Knowledge (tests/quizzes/exams and written graded 

assignments) focused on supporting a range of learners. 

● Practice/Application: Both graded and ungraded practice count toward this standard. This 

instructional approach includes: 

o Part one:  

▪ Instruction or assessment of K-12 students, or a simulation of K-12 instruction 

or assessment. 

▪ Practice occurring during either class time or practicum experiences. (Practice 

during class time also counts toward in-class instruction.) 

▪ Practice giving an assessment of students’ skills related to the five components.  
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▪ Activities that are purely observational in nature and do not include a 

candidate practicing some kind of instruction or assessment do not count 

toward practice/application. 

o Part two: Practice opportunities focused on supporting a range of learners. 

● Background Materials: A separate group of subject-matter experts reviews background 

material assigned in relevant courses and determines which, if any, of the five components 

are being adequately covered, or address supporting a range of learners, and if the material 

includes content contrary to research-based practices. If a Background Material does not 

address a component or topic related to supporting a range of learners, the material’s score 

does not count against a program, but rather it earns a “Not Applicable” score for that 

component or student group. Note that analysis considers the entirety of any Background 

Materials assigned, even if a course only mentions specific chapters or sections from the 

materials. This rationale is based on the fact that even if a professor does not address a certain 

chapter, this resource is still accessible to aspiring teachers. This instructional approach 

includes: 

o Any textbooks, articles, videos or additional materials identified in a prominent 

“Required Readings” section, most often located near the top of a syllabus; or,  

o In instances where a “Required Readings” section does not exist, NCTQ identified 

additional Background Materials identified within the lecture schedule; or, 

o In instances where the lecture schedule does not identify any required readings or 

Background Materials, NCTQ looks for additional named materials within assignment 

descriptions. 

Figure 4. Course-level data for instructional approaches (for each component) 

Instructional approach  Data 

Instructional Hours  Estimated hours of course time totaled across courses 

Objective Measures of 
Knowledge  Number of (a) tests/quizzes and (b) graded written assignments 

Practice/Application  Number of practice sessions 

Background Materials  
Each material is coded dichotomously as inadequate or adequate in its 
attention to a component. Scores for materials on a component are 
averaged within a course and then across courses 
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Coding process  
Training process for syllabus analysts 

Analyst recruitment 

NCTQ recruited analysts by sharing job postings with networks of practitioners and experts highly 

engaged in scientifically based reading instruction. Applicants submitted a resume and answered a 

screening question, “What do preservice teachers need to know in order to be prepared to 

effectively teach students to read?” NCTQ reviewed resumes, and invited candidates with relevant 

experience for a virtual interview. After the interview, applicants completed a mock analysis of an 

article related to balanced literacy.  

Background of analysts 

NCTQ selected 10 analysts for the Reading Foundations standard—three analysts continued from 

previous analysis cycles, one analyst came to the standard after working on NCTQ’s Classroom 

Management standard for the Teacher Prep Review, and six analysts were hired for the revised 

standard. Of the analysts, 100% were currently or formerly employed as elementary teachers, 60% 

are certified in scientifically based reading techniques (e.g., LETRS, Orton-Gillingham, Wilson), and 

90% have completed at least a Masters in Science. All analysts were selected by early January 2022.  

Training 

NCTQ trained analysts over the course of two months, starting in January 2022 until the launch of a 

test pilot in March 2022. Literacy expert Linda Diamond both developed and led training, assisted by 

two “lead analysts” who worked on the standard’s previous iteration. Analysts completed three 

training sessions separated by norming assignments—the first training outlined a description of the 

components for part one (the five core components) and part two (supporting a range of learners) of 

the standard, the second training outlined how to code syllabi, and the third training calibrated 

scoring prior to releasing analysts to conduct independent analysis. After completing all sessions, 

analysts completed a shared assignment and received individualized feedback. All analysts met a 

90% or above accuracy benchmark prior to the first individual pilot.  

Syllabus coding 

Instructional Hours 

For each course identified as relevant to reading instruction, analysts code the number of course 

sessions dedicated to each of the five reading components, code content contrary to research-based 
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practice, and code support for the three categories of a range of learners. Course sessions were coded 

for these topics in 0.25 session increments.26  

For example, a course session with the description below (Figure 5) would be credited as devoting 

half the session to phonics and half the session to phonemic awareness because the session is split 

between multiple topics. 

Figure 5. Example of lecture topic for one class session 

May 22nd - Phonics:  
- 1. Definition of phonics 
- 2. Phonics instruction  

- Phonemic awareness 
- 1. Definition of phonemic awareness 
- 2. Phonemic awareness instruction 

 

The team of analysts were not tasked with deciphering the number of Instructional Hours 

represented by each session; they were responsible only for coding the number of sessions (or 

fractions of sessions) dedicated to reading components in each syllabus. 

Analysts look specifically for the portion of the syllabus with a schedule or sequence of classes and 

topics for those class sessions. Information about course standards, objectives, lists of topics, and 

reading assignments are not scored as in-class instruction. Class time that is devoted to tests, 

quizzes, or work on written graded assignments is not counted; class time devoted to in-class 

practice opportunities also counts as Instructional Hours. 

Objective Measures of Knowledge 

Analysts code (a) quizzes, tests and exams, and (b) written assignments as addressing each of the five 

components of reading and the three categories of a range of learners. Quizzes, tests, and exams are 

coded dichotomously for each component or group of learners (not addressed/addressed), written 

assignments are coded using a four-point scale (not addressed, part of one graded assignment, one 

graded assignment, and more than one graded assignment) for each component or group of learners. 

Tests and quizzes are presumed to address the content that has been previously taught in the course 

(for example, if the test or quiz is administered halfway through the semester, analysts assume the 

test or quiz includes any content taught in class sessions during the first half of the semester).  

Written assignments must be graded to earn credit. If a written assignment addresses more than one 

component or more than one group of learners, it is scored as “part of one graded assignment” for 

each component it addresses. If the assignment incorporates a core component and some other 
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content (for example, phonics and writing), the core component it addresses earns credit for “part of 

one graded assignment.” If an assignment does not address any core components, it counts as “no 

assignment” for any of the components. If practice occurs as part of a graded assignment, it counts 

toward Practice/Application and not Objective Measures of Knowledge. 

Practice/Application 

Analysts code if the course requires candidates to practice (actual or simulated) teaching the 

component of reading, or to teach each group of a range of learners. Practice/Application can occur 

during class time or practicum experiences. Practice/Application that occurs during class time also 

counts toward in-class instruction. Coding uses a four-point scale (not required, part of one practice 

session, one practice session, and more than one practice session). Practice/Application does not 

have to be graded to earn credit. If the Practice/Application addresses more than one component or 

more than one group of learners, it is scored as “part of one graded Practice/Application” for each 

component it addresses. If the Practice/Application incorporates a core component and some other 

content (for example, phonics and writing), the core component it addresses would earn credit for 

“part of one graded Practice/Application.” If practice occurs as part of a graded assignment, it 

counts toward Practice/Application and not Objective Measures of Knowledge. 

Programs tend to be weaker in Practice/Application, which may be in part because syllabi often do 

not provide detailed descriptions of what candidates are expected to practice. Because field 

placements vary widely in terms of grade levels and the content being taught in an elementary 

classroom on any given day, NCTQ’s protocol does not assume any specific content is practiced 

unless it is explicitly stated in the syllabus. For examples of practice opportunities that do or do not 

specify components, see Appendix B. 

If the Practice/Application task does not address any core components, it counts as “no practice” for 

any of the components. A practice session that is not clearly focused on a component does not earn 

credit for that component. For example, if candidates can select what skill to practice without 

parameters linking it to a reading component, the program would not receive credit for that practice 

session.  

Background Materials coding 

Training process for Background Materials analysts 

Analyst recruitment. NCTQ recruited analysts by sharing job postings with networks of 

practitioners and experts highly engaged in scientifically based reading instruction. Applicants 

submitted a resume and answered a screening question, “What do pre-service teachers need to 
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know in order to be prepared to effectively teach students to read?” NCTQ reviewed resumes and 

responses to the screening question, and invited candidates with relevant experience for a virtual 

interview. After the interview, applicants completed a mock analysis of an article related to balanced 

literacy.  

Background of analysts. NCTQ selected eight analysts for the Background Materials review—all 

candidates currently work in a position requiring reading expertise; five currently or formerly 

worked as an elementary teacher or reading specialist, four as literacy consultants, and one is an 

adjunct professor of reading. All analysts have achieved a Master’s in Science in Education, one 

earned their Doctorate in Education, and four are current Doctoral candidates.  

Training. To train analysts, NCTQ created an extensive protocol detailing how to analyze textbook 

materials. Analysts attended one virtual training to introduce them to the grading protocol, then 

completed an individualized assignment that was compared to a previously completed Background 

Material analysis. When analysts completed at least two Background Material reviews that matched 

previous analysis, they began completing assignments individually.  

Coding process 

Background Materials that course syllabi identify for required reading fall into two categories: 

resources (such as articles, research papers, or instructional videos) or textbooks. Experts analyze 

textbooks with attention to the five components, supporting a range of learners, and content 

contrary to research-based practices.  

Resources are identified as either comprehensive materials, specialized materials, or synopsis 

materials. Comprehensive materials address all components, whereas specialized materials may only 

address one or a few components or learner populations. Materials that cover one or more 

components or learner populations, but not in significant depth (e.g., an introductory video to the 

definition of phonics) are categorized as synopsis materials. While analysts do categorize coverage of 

each component based on acceptability, synopsis materials do not earn any points toward the overall 

grade.  

Information about required textbooks is typically readily available, provided publicly by university 

bookstores, and listed within a “required materials” or similar section of a syllabus. In the event that 

a course requires materials not listed under “required materials,” the program can submit this 

information during the score preview window and NCTQ will include or add it to the program’s 

analysis as appropriate. 
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Pilot testing 

Prior to reviewing the full sample of programs, NCTQ designed a systematic coding process and then 

piloted this process to ensure reliability and refine the process as necessary. During the pilot, 84 

courses were independently coded by two analysts. Eight analysts participated in coding during the 

pilot. 

Instructional Hours 

For each course, analysts either identify each component as being addressed (Instructional Hours 

greater than zero) or not addressed. Table 5 summarizes the dichotomous agreement between the 

two analysts. The percent agreement was above 80% for all five components but was lower for 

vocabulary and comprehension. The correlations between the Instructional Hours recorded by each 

analyst are also summarized in Table 5. The correlations were above 0.70 for all components, but 

again lower for vocabulary and comprehension. Finally, the average absolute difference in the 

estimated Instructional Hours was calculated (see Table 5). While the average differences were small 

for phonemic awareness and fluency, the differences were larger (approximately 0.75 to 1.5 hours) 

for the remaining components. 

Table 5. Pilot test dichotomous agreement, correlations, and average (absolute) difference – 
Instructional Hours 

 Phonemic 
awareness Phonics Fluency Vocabulary Comprehension 

Dichotomous agreement 92.9% 88.1% 91.7% 84.5% 83.3% 

Correlation 0.91 0.83 0.88 0.72 0.70 

Average (absolute) diff. 0.32 hrs 1.05 hrs 0.34 hrs 0.72 hrs 1.53 hrs 

 

Objective Measures of Knowledge 

Identification of a quiz, test, or exam addressing a component of reading in a course syllabus was 

coded dichotomously and the agreement between analysts is presented in Table 6. The percent 

agreement was above 80% for all components but vocabulary (79%). Graded written assignments 

were coded using a four-point scale. Exact and adjacent (exact agreements plus adjacent 

agreements) are summarized in Table 6. Adjacent agreement was above 85% for phonemic 

awareness, phonics, and fluency but near 70% for vocabulary and comprehension. 
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Table 6. Pilot test agreement – Objective Measures of Knowledge 

 Phonemic 
awareness Phonics Fluency Vocabulary Comprehension 

Quizzes, tests, & exams      

    Dichotomous agreement 89.3% 86.9% 85.7% 78.6% 81.0% 

Graded assignments      

    Exact agreement 65.5% 56.0% 71.4% 64.3% 51.2% 

    Adjacent agreement 91.7% 86.9% 90.5% 71.4% 71.4% 

Practice/Application 

Analysts coded if a course requires candidates to practice (actual or simulated) teaching each 

component of reading. The coding used a four-point scale (not required, part of one practice session, 

one practice session, and more than one practice session). Exact and adjacent (exact agreements plus 

adjacent agreements) are summarized in Table 7. Other than Comprehension (83%), the adjacent 

agreement was above 90% for all components. The agreement rates between analysts may be 

inflated by the lack of Practice/Application for all components except comprehension in over three-

quarters of the courses (i.e., both analysts coded “not required”). 

Table 7. Agreement – Practice/Application 

 Phonemic 
awareness Phonics Fluency Vocabulary Comprehension 

Exact agreement 89.3% 86.9% 89.3% 89.3% 73.8% 

Adjacent agreement 97.6% 95.2% 95.2% 97.6% 83.3% 

 

While adjacent agreements were relatively high, based on the lower rate of exact agreement for 

Practice/Application and graded assignments, NCTQ issued additional guidance to analysts, 

including providing a “look for” document providing common examples from syllabi and how 

analysts should assign credit. An additional training included a shared assignment completion of a 

“difficult to grade syllabus,” and provided analysts with differentiated assignments based on their 

prior level of proficiency.  
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Scoring for part one: Core components of reading 
instruction 

Instructional Hours target and points 

NCTQ set Instructional Hours targets based on the recommendations of the Expert Advisory Panel 

and the Open Comment Survey (see the earlier section on “Feedback from the field” for more detail).  

Programs earn up to three points for their Instructional Hours dedicated to each component based 

on what proportion of the Instructional Hours target they address (see Table 8). 

Table 8. Instructional Hours target 

 Phonemic 
awareness 

Phonics Fluency Vocabulary Comprehension 

Instructional 
Hours target 

7 hours 8 hours 4 hours 6 hours 9 hours 

 

For example, if a program dedicates nine hours to comprehension (which has a target of 9 hours), 

the program earns the full three points. If the program dedicates more than nine hours, it is capped 

at the full three points. If the program dedicates less than nine hours, it earns the resulting 

proportion of points. For example, if a program dedicates three hours, or one-third of the 

Instructional Hours target for comprehension, it earns one-third of the available points, or one 

point. This calculation is informed by input from the Technical Advisory Group because it gives 

programs credit for the most precise calculation of hours (rather than using discrete categories of 

hours to equate to points, e.g., less than two hours earns no points, while two to four hours earns 

one point). 

Table 9 summarizes the number (and percentage) of undergraduate and graduate programs that met 

the instructional hour targets for each of the five components of reading (see Table 8 “Instructional 

Hours Target,” above).  
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Table 9. Number (and percentage) of programs reaching Instruction Hours targets  

 Undergraduate  
(513 Programs) 

 Graduate  
(180 Programs) 

 
Number of 
Programs 

 
Percentage 

 
Number of 
Programs 

 
Percentage 

Phonemic Awareness 109  21.2%  8  4.4% 

Phonics 280  54.6%  58  32.2% 

Fluency 248  48.3%  50  27.8% 

Vocabulary 279  54.4%  59  32.8% 

Comprehension 285  55.6%  68  37.8% 
 

The different results among components is consistent with past analysis. As was seen in 2020, when 

looking across all instructional approaches, teacher preparation programs were more likely to cover 

comprehension (78% of programs) and phonics (69% of programs). Phonemic awareness (53% of 

programs) coverage was less prevalent.  

Objective Measures of Knowledge (OMK) target and points 

Based on recommendations from the Expert Advisory Panel, NCTQ set the target to earn full points 

for Objective Measures of Knowledge on each component at more than one test, quiz, exam, or 

graded written assignment.  

Table 10 summarizes how many undergraduate and graduate programs reached the target (three 

points, equivalent to one test or quiz, or more than one graded written assignment) for each 

component. 

Table 10. Number (and percentage) of programs reaching Objective Measures of Knowledge 
targets  

 Undergraduate  
(513 Programs) 

 Graduate  
(180 Programs) 

 Number of 
Programs 

 
Percentage 

 Number of 
Programs 

 
Percentage 

Phonemic Awareness 387  75.4%  94  52.2% 

Phonics 454  88.5%  122  67.8% 

Fluency 403  78.6%  102  56.7% 

Vocabulary 431  84.0%  115  63.9% 

Comprehension 443  86.4%  126  70.0% 
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Practice/Application target 

Based on recommendations from the Expert Advisory Panel, NCTQ set the target to earn full points 

for Practice/Application on each component at more than one practice session focused on the 

component. Table 11 presents the number of undergraduate and graduate programs that reached the 

target (three points, or more than one practice opportunity) for each component. 

Practice/Application results 

Table 11. Number (and percentage) of programs reaching Practice/Application targets 

 Undergraduate 
(513 programs) 

Graduate 
(180 programs) 

 Number of 
programs Percentage Number of 

programs Percentage 

Phonemic Awareness 79 15.4% 6 3.3% 

Phonics 157 30.6% 28 15.6% 

Fluency 64 12.5% 3 1.7% 

Vocabulary 62 12.1% 11 6.1% 

Comprehension 129 25.1% 18 10.0% 

 

Background Materials target 

Background Materials fall into two categories: textbooks or resources, such as articles, research 

papers; or instructional videos, that course syllabi identify as required. Experts analyze textbooks for 

their attention to the five components. Core materials address all components, and supplementary 

materials may only address one or a few components. Materials that cover one or more components, 

but not in significant depth (e.g., an introductory video to the definition of phonics) are categorized 

as synopsis materials, and while analysts do categorize coverage of each component based on 

acceptability, these categorizations do not result in points.  

For each component, each Background Material item (e.g., a single textbook or reading) will earn 

three points if it explains both the research underlying the component and its application in reading 

instruction for all students, and contains little or no content contrary to research-based practices. If 

a material has an inadequate explanation of a component or if it includes substantial content 

contrary to research-based practices, it earns no points for that component. A core material with 

acceptable content across all components earns three points for each component. A core material 
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that has an unacceptable explanation of any component earns a zero for those components, and a 

“not applicable” (N/A) designation for the acceptable components. This maintains a calculation 

where, for those components which are coded as N/A for a material, the material does not count 

towards actual points earned nor available points to be earned and so has no effect on the points 

earned for that component. Supplementary materials are only scored for the components which 

they address, and receive an N/A for other components. 

Background material points for each component are averaged within a course, and then across 

courses. For example, if one course had two textbooks that address phonics, and one earned three 

points and one earned 0 points, the average score for Background Materials for that course would be 

1.5 points. If the program had a second course with an average of three points for Background 

Materials on phonics, then the program average for Background Materials on phonics would be 2.25 

(the average of 1.5 points and three points).  

It’s important to note that because Background Materials scores are averaged across materials within 

a course, and then across courses, points for this instructional approach can result in a decimal (e.g., 

2.3 points out of three). Programs counted as meeting the target for Background Materials in Table 12 

are those that earned full credit (three points) across all background materials on a component. 

Table 12. Number (and percentage) of programs reaching Background Material targets  

 Undergraduate  
(513 Programs) 

Graduate  
(180 Programs) 

 Number of 
Programs 

 Percentage Number of 
Programs 

 Percentage 

Phonemic Awareness 235  45.8% 86  47.8% 

Phonics 202  39.4% 81  45.0% 

Fluency 286  55.8% 102  56.7% 

Vocabulary 317  61.8% 114  63.3% 

Comprehension 298  58.1% 108  60.0% 

 
Content contrary to research based practices 

 
Informed by recommendations from the expert panel, NCTQ determined that if programs teach four 

or more contrary practices, they would have one letter grade deducted from their score. This 

analysis found that 14% of programs teach at least four contrary practices (see table 13); the most 

prevalent practice is Running Records (see table 14). 
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Table 13. Prevalence of contrary content across programs 

# of contrary 
content topics 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

# of programs 244 170 107 75 49 21 17 10 0 0 

% of programs 35.2% 24.5% 15.4% 10.8% 7.1% 3.0% 2.5% 1.4% 0% 0% 

 

Table 14. Prevalence of commonly taught content contrary to research based practices. 

 # of 
programs 

% of 
programs 

Three-cueing 66 9.5% 

Running records 253 36.5% 

Miscue analysis 98 14.1% 

Balanced literacy models 108 15.6% 

Guided reading 231 33.3% 

Reader’s workshop 96 13.9% 

Leveled texts 68 9.8% 

Embedded/implicit phonics 3 0.4% 

Developmental Reading Assessment (DRA), Informal Reading 
Inventory (IRI), or Qualitative Reading Inventory (QRI) 159 22.9% 

 

Inter-rater reliability 

After analysis was underway, NCTQ conducted a “RevStat” (short for “Review Statistics”) process to 

verify inter-rater reliability, check for drift in analysis over time, and identify any potential coding 

issues that require additional training or corrections. NCTQ identified a random sample of 13% of 

programs that would be coded by a second analyst. Additionally, NCTQ conducted two analyses of 

all programs during both phases of the pilot study (which are included in the tables below, because 

the goal of this oversample was to check the reliability of coding, in addition to honing the scoring 

protocol). NCTQ also conducted a second analysis on programs that were flagged for various reasons 

including a large drop in scores from the prior Teacher Prep Review or a score that was borderline 

(fell just below the threshold for an F); this last group of second analyses is not included in the tables 
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below because the goal of these analyses was to further verify "edge cases" in scoring rather than to 

check general scoring reliability. 

NCTQ held three RevStat meetings over the course of analysis, in addition to the pilot study. The first 

meeting identified several areas where analysts needed additional training: coding the type of course 

session (e.g., daily versus weekly), providing targeted training to specific analysts, and providing 

additional training and practice with coding evidence of comprehension and coding the 

Practice/Application instructional approach. NCTQ provided additional training to analysts on these 

issues. The second and third meetings looked at additional double-coded analysis and did not 

surface any new concerns. 

Table 15. Number of programs and courses included in each RevStat analysis 

 Courses Programs* 

Initial pilot 84 35 

Second pilot 91 31 

Early Fall oversample 135 49 

Late Fall oversample 101 41 
 *Count of programs with at least one course in sample, not fully evaluated programs 

 

The following tables show course-level agreement among analysts for each RevStat iteration for each 

instructional approach and component or student group. 

In-class instruction 

Analysts coded the number of class sessions dedicated to each of the five reading components for 

each course. The analysts completed this coding using course syllabi for the full scope of required 

coursework that addressed the teaching of reading.  

The number of Instructional Hours represented in each class session (as defined by each syllabus) 

were determined and the resulting multiplier was applied to convert the number of relevant course 

sessions into Instructional Hours. The number of coded hours do not sum to the total number of 

Instructional Hours for the course since instructional time is frequently devoted to other content 

(writing, children’s literature, etc.) or clinical practice (which is separately captured under the 

standard). 

Dichotomous agreement. For each course, an analyst either identifies a component as being 

addressed or not. Using this comparative approach, all amounts of class sessions dedicated to a 
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component are considered equal. As a result, this measure stands as the most basic review of 

agreement between analysts. 

Table 16a. Dichotomous course-level agreements: Part one of standard 

 Phonemic 
awareness Phonics Fluency Vocabulary Comprehension 

Initial pilot 93% 88% 92% 85% 83% 

Second pilot 95% 88% 91% 85% 89% 

Early Fall oversample 95% 91% 90% 90% 89% 

Late Fall oversample 96% 96% 92% 88% 86% 

 

Table 16b. Dichotomous course-level agreements: Part two of standard 

 Struggling readers English language 
learners 

Speakers of English 
language varieties 

Second pilot 85% 88% 96% 

Early Fall oversample 88% 88% 99% 

Late Fall oversample 90% 90% 97% 

Note: Analysis of support for a range of learners (part two of the standard) was not included in the initial pilot. 

 

Objective Measures of Knowledge 

In addition to instructional time, analysts also coded (a) quizzes, tests and exams, and (b) written 

assignments as addressing each of the five components of reading. Quizzes, tests, and exams were 

coded dichotomously (not addressed/addressed) and written assignments were coded using a four-

point scale (not addressed, part of one graded assignment, one graded assignment, and more than 

one graded assignment). 

Quizzes, tests, and exams. Addressing each of the components of reading is coded dichotomously 

and the agreement between analysts is presented below. 
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Table 17a. Quizzes, tests, and exams agreement: Part one of standard 

 Phonemic 
awareness Phonics Fluency Vocabulary Comprehension 

Initial pilot 89% 87% 86% 79% 81% 

Second pilot 88% 86% 87% 82% 88% 

Early Fall 
oversample 90% 88% 87% 86% 84% 

Late Fall 
oversample 88% 92% 83% 83% 88% 

Table 17b. Quizzes, tests, and exams agreement: Part two of standard 

 Struggling readers English language 
learners 

Speakers of English 
language varieties 

Second Pilot 81% 87% 98% 

Early Fall 
oversample 88% 93% 98% 

Late Fall 
oversample 89% 91% 97% 

Note: Analysis of support for a range of learners (part two of the standard) was not included in the initial pilot. 

 

Written assignments. Graded written assignments are coded using a four-point scale. The results of 
the course-level exact and adjacent (exact agreements plus adjacent agreements) are presented 
below. 

0 points: No assignments 

1 point: Part of one assignment 

2 points: One assignment 

3 points: More than one assignment 
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Table 18a. Written assignments exact and adjacent agreement: Part one of standard 

Phonemic 
awareness Phonics Fluency Vocabulary Comprehension 

Exact Adjacent Exact Adjacent Exact Adjacent Exact Adjacent Exact Adjacent 

Initial pilot 66% 92% 56% 87% 71% 91% 64% 85% 51% 71% 

Second pilot 77% 93% 65% 85% 74% 90% 73% 88% 62% 81% 

Early Fall 
oversample 73% 91% 69% 87% 81% 93% 66% 87% 62% 80% 

Late Fall 
oversample 76% 88% 74% 87% 71% 86% 67% 84% 60% 78% 

Table 18b. Written assignments exact and adjacent agreement: Part two of standard 

Struggling readers English language 
learners 

Speakers of English 
language varieties 

Exact Adjacent Exact Adjacent Exact Adjacent 

Second pilot 81% 92% 90% 97% 98% 99% 

Early Fall 
oversample 84% 93% 90% 94% 99% 100% 

Late Fall 
oversample 81% 87% 79% 87% 96% 99% 

Note: Analysis of support for a range of learners (part two of the standard) was not included in the initial pilot. 

Practice/Application 

Instructional practice (actual practice in an elementary classroom or simulated practice) is coded 

using a four-point scale. The results of the course-level exact and adjacent (exact agreements plus 

adjacent agreements) are presented below. 

0 points: No practice 

1 point: Part of one session 

2 points: One session 

3 points: More than one session 
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Table 19a. Practice/Application exact and adjacent agreement: Part one of standard 

Phonemic 
awareness Phonics Fluency Vocabulary Comprehension 

Exact Adjacent Exact Adjacent Exact Adjacent Exact Adjacent Exact Adjacent 

Initial pilot 89% 98% 87% 95% 89% 95% 89% 98% 74% 83% 

Second pilot 88% 95% 78% 92% 84% 94% 88% 94% 73% 88% 

Early Fall 
oversample 84% 92% 76% 87% 86% 93% 83% 91% 78% 87% 

Late Fall 
oversample 90% 96% 81% 87% 91% 95% 83% 90% 71% 84% 

Table 19b. Practice/Application exact and adjacent agreement: Part two of standard 

Struggling readers English language learners English language variations 

Exact Adjacent Exact Adjacent Exact Adjacent 

Second pilot 93% 94% 96% 96% 100% 100% 

Early Fall 
oversample 89% 92% 94% 96% 100% 100% 

Late Fall 
oversample 93% 98% 97% 98% 99% 100% 

Determining grades for part one: Core components of 
reading instruction 

For each of the five components of reading—phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary, and 

comprehension—a teacher preparation program receives a score between zero to three for each 

instructional approach: Instructional Hours, Objective Measures of Knowledge (OMK), 

Practice/Application, and Background Materials. For each component, a program can earn a 

maximum of 12 points. The point totals represent the accumulation of evidence across all required 

reading and reading-related courses for the program. Figure 6 defines component-level scoring (on 

the zero to three scale) for each of the four instructional approaches. 
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Figure 6. Summary of component-level scoring (across courses) 

Component-level points 

Instructional 
approach 0 1 2 3 

Instructional Hours Number of hours summed across courses divided by the threshold times three 
points (capped at three points) 

Objective Measures 
of Knowledge 

No tests/ quizzes 
AND no graded 
written assignments 

Part of one 
graded written 
assignment 

One graded 
written 
assignment 

At least one 
test/quiz OR more 
than one graded 
written assignment 

Practice/ Application No practice/ 
application session 

Part of one 
Practice/Applic
ation sessions 

One 
practice/ 
application 
sessions 

More than one 
Practice/Application 
sessions 

Background Materials 
(averaged within and 
then across courses) 

Unacceptable materials earn a 0; acceptable materials earn a three. All materials on 
a component are averaged within a course and then across courses. 

Figure 7: Example of scoring for one component 

Component: Phonemic awareness 

Instructional approach Component analysis (across all courses) Points 
earned 

Instructional Hours (based on a 
proportion of the total hours needed 
to meet the target) 

4 hours out of the 7 hours needed to meet target 

(4 ℎ𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜 ÷ 7 ℎ𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜) × 3 𝑝𝑝𝑜𝑜𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑝𝑜𝑜) 

1.7 

Objective Measures of Knowledge One graded written assignment 2 

Practice/Application One practice session 2 

Background Materials (averaged 
within and then across courses) 

One textbook, two supplementary materials: all 
deemed acceptable 3 

Total points earned for this component 8.7 
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Grading rubric 

Program grades are based on the number of components for which a program earns credit (i.e., at 

least eight points out of 12 possible points). To earn credit for a component, a program must meet a 

total point threshold for that component (out of 12 possible points). Scores for each component level 

are compensatory; since points are summed across the four instructional approaches, strength in 

one approach (e.g., Instructional Hours) can help compensate for a relative weakness in another 

(e.g., Practice/Application). However, program-level grading is not compensatory, meaning that 

earning more points in one component (e.g., comprehension) does not substitute for fewer points 

for another component (e.g., phonemic awareness), as all components are important and necessary 

for students to learn to read. 

For the 2023 Reading Foundations standard, a program must earn eight points out of 12 possible 

points to receive credit for a component. This threshold is slightly more lenient than the threshold 

initially recommended by the Expert Advisory Committee; this group originally recommended that 

a program must receive nine of the possible 12 points to be credited for a reading component. 

However, the Technical Advisory Group suggested lowering the cutoff to eight points out of 12, 

requiring programs to earn 66% of available points to earn credit for a component, equivalent to past 

iterations of the Early Reading standard (when programs had to earn six out of nine available points 

to earn credit for a component). When NCTQ presented data from a sample of programs to the 

Expert Advisory Panel, the Panel was generally supportive of an eight-point threshold (the majority 

of panel members voted in favor of an eight-point threshold, while one voted for nine points and 

one voted for six points). Given that multiple aspects of the standard have become more rigorous, 

NCTQ is following the recommendation of the Technical Advisory Group and the ultimate 

recommendation of the Expert Advisory Group to set the threshold at eight out of 12 points for 

programs to earn credit for a component. 

Grading for a program is based on the number of reading components for which the program 

receives credit. Figure 8 summarizes the grading rules. Each component—phonemic awareness, 

phonics, fluency, vocabulary, and comprehension—is equally weighted. A program would receive a 

“B” if four of five reading components receive eight or more points, regardless of which four 

components earn eight or more points. 

Criteria to earn an A+ 

Some programs provide exceptionally strong preparation in how to teach reading. These programs 

may devote additional time to reading instruction, require more assignments or practice 
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opportunities, or may assign an especially strong set of Background Materials. Programs that earn an 

A, average at least 10 points across components (compared with meeting an eight-point threshold 

for each component to earn an A) and teach no content that is contrary to research based practices 

earn an A+ in recognition of their strong approach to scientifically based reading instruction. 

Figure 8. Grading rules 

Program 
grade  Grading rule: Receive eight or more points for … 

A+ 

 
Programs earn an A, meet a higher point threshold for each component (an average of 
10 points across components) and teach no content contrary to research-based 
practices 

A  All five of the five core components of scientifically based reading instruction, and do 
not teach more than three practices contrary to the science of reading. 

B  Four of the five core components of scientifically based reading instruction OR all five 
core components but teach four or more practices contrary to the science of reading. 

C  Three of the five core components of scientifically based reading instruction OR four 
core components but teach four or more practices contrary to the science of reading. 

D  Two of the five core components of scientifically based reading instruction OR three 
core components but teach four or more practices contrary to the science of reading. 

F 
 One or none of the five core components of scientifically based reading instruction OR 

two core components but teach four or more practices contrary to the science of 
reading. 

 

Score deductions for content contrary to research-based practices 

Teaching practices that run counter to research-based reading instruction are far less effective than 

scientifically based reading instruction to teach children to read.27 Even if teacher candidates are also 

taught research-based practices, teaching practices such as three-cueing systems and balanced 

literacy can send aspiring teachers mixed messages about how best to provide reading instruction to 

their students (see the research rationale in Appendix A for more detail).  

If a program teaches four or more of these contrary practices in any relevant reading courses, the 

program loses a letter grade from its score.  
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Program grade results 
 

Table 20 summarizes the program grade distribution, disaggregated by type of program. As 

mentioned previously, the 2023 grades are lower than the grades reported in 2020. Compared to the 

2020 Teacher Prep Review, 5 percentage points fewer undergraduate programs received an “A” or 

“A+” while 22 percentage points more received an “F.” 

Table 20. Results - number (and percentage) of programs at each grade 

 
 Undergraduate  

(513 programs) 
Graduate  

(180 programs) 
 All programs  

(693 programs) 
 Number of 

Programs 
 Percentage Number of 

Programs 
 Percentage Number of 

programs Percentage 
 

A+ 
39  7.6% 9  5.0% 48 6.9%  

A28 103  20.1% 9  5.0% 112 16.2%  

B 88  17.2% 16  8.9% 104 15.0%  

C 53  10.3% 26  14.4% 79 11.4%  

D 66  12.9% 23  12.8% 89 12.8%  

F 164  32.0% 97  53.9% 261 37.7%  

 

Reporting on exemplary practices 

Programs will also receive feedback (which does not count toward their grade on the Reading 

Foundations standard) on their inclusion of content that indicates programs are providing 

candidates an understanding of how and why scientifically based reading instruction is effective. 

These terms suggest that preparation programs not only provide instruction in how to effectively 

teach reading, but why these practices work (compared with contrary practices). Relevant terms 

can include: 

● Nature of scientific research/characteristics of strong research 

● How the brain works when reading 

● Linguistics relevant to reading 
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● Assessment based in reading science  

● Structured literacy 

Analysts look for evidence of these terms across all instructional approaches. 

 

Scoring for part two: Supporting a range of learners  

Teachers need to be able to support a range of learners with different needs. This analysis considers 

whether preparation programs are specifically preparing teachers to support different groups of 

students: struggling readers, English language learners, and students who speak language varieties 

other than mainstream English.  

For each of these groups, analysts evaluate whether textbooks adequately address supporting these 

groups, code the number of Instructional Hours dedicated to teaching how to support these groups, 

and determine whether any Objective Measures of Knowledge or Practice/Application opportunities 

are devoted to these groups. 

Figure 9. Summary of scoring for supporting a range of learners (across courses) 

 Student group-level points 

Instructional approach 0 1 2 

Instructional Hours Number of hours summed across courses divided by two hours, times two 
points (capped at two points) 

Background Materials None or unacceptable -- Acceptable 

Objective Measures of 
Knowledge Not addressed Part of one 

assignment 

One or more test, quiz, 
or graded written 
assignment 

Practice/Application No practice Part of one practice 
session One practice session 

 

While NCTQ does not factor this support for a range of learners into the overall grade on the Reading 

Foundations standard, NCTQ does report back to programs and to the general public about whether 

the program provides instruction, Objective Measures of Knowledge, Practice/Application, and 

Background Materials devoted to supporting a range of learners. 
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Programs will be provided information about how many points (out of eight possible) they earn for 

instruction on how to support each group of students, as well as an indication (in the form of a 

percentile) about how they compare to all other programs that were analyzed.  

Range of learners results 
 
Table 21. Points earned by programs for addressing how to support struggling readers 

 0 
points 

0.1 to 
1.0 
points 

1.1 to 
2.0 
points 

2.1 to 
3.0 
points 

3.1 to 
4.0 
points 

4.1 to 
5.0 
points 

5.1 to 
6.0 
points 

6.1 to 
7.0 
points 

7.1 to 
8.0 
points 

# of 
programs 

123 31 138 52 129 40 116 12 52 

% of 
programs 

17.7% 4.5% 19.9% 7.5% 18.6% 5.8% 16.7% 1.7% 7.5% 

 

Table 22. Points earned by programs for addressing how to support English language learners 

 0 
points 

0.1 to 
1.0 
points 

1.1 to 
2.0 
points 

2.1 to 
3.0 
points 

3.1 to 
4.0 
points 

4.1 to 
5.0 
points 

5.1 to 
6.0 
points 

6.1 to 
7.0 
points 

7.1 to 
8.0 
points 

# of 
programs 

144 22 160 60 111 44 112 17 23 

% of 
programs 

20.8% 3.2% 23.1% 8.7% 16.0% 6.3% 16.2% 2.5% 3.3% 

 

Table 23. Points earned by programs for addressing how to support students who speak 
language varieties other than mainstream English 

 0 
points 

0.1 to 
1.0 
points 

1.1 to 
2.0 
points 

2.1 to 
3.0 
points 

3.1 to 
4.0 
points 

4.1 to 
5.0 
points 

5.1 to 
6.0 
points 

6.1 to 
7.0 
points 

7.1 to 
8.0 
points 

# of 
programs 

494 11 132 14 26 5 10 0 1 

% of 
programs 

71.3% 1.6% 19.0% 2.0% 3.8% 0.7% 1.4% 0% 0.1% 
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Alternative scoring method when the program does not 
provide complete data 

Scenario one: Syllabi are available but missing some information 

In some cases, NCTQ has syllabi available for programs’ relevant courses, but these syllabi are 

missing some information (for example, they do not provide any details about course assignments, 

or they do not provide a lecture schedule). All programs included in the Teacher Prep Review are 

given at least two opportunities to provide this information: first when NCTQ’s analysts verify 

materials for completeness, and second when NCTQ provides the preliminary score to programs. 

However, not all programs provide additional information.  

When this occurs, NCTQ rates programs on the available information and notifies programs during 

the score preview (the second opportunity described above) that they have no points for an 

instructional approach in a component, in the event that the program wants to provide additional 

information that may have been absent from the course materials provided.  

Scenario two: Some syllabi are not available 

Many programs require multiple reading courses. NCTQ endeavors through multiple means to 

gather all relevant syllabi, including requests for voluntary participation, Open Records Requests, 

searching online caches, and pulling forward materials used in the 2020 Teacher Prep Review for 

currently available courses.  

To address cases where some syllabi are missing, NCTQ explored creating a “rating with less 

complete data,” in which we try to impute scores based on available information. However, because 

content tends to vary widely between courses, and because reading instruction in one course does 

not always align with reading instruction in another course, it was determined that there is no fair 

and accurate way to create this alternate scoring method. 

In the event that we have at least half of the syllabi for relevant courses (for example, if there are four 

relevant courses, we need at least two syllabi; if there are three relevant courses, we need at least 

two syllabi), NCTQ will rate the program based on available information. Programs have multiple 

opportunities to provide additional information, including when they are reviewing their preview 

scores.  
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Adjudication of program ratings when programs preview 
their scores 

All programs receive preliminary grades with information detailing both program- and course-level 

data. Course-level data exists in a spreadsheet sent to program leaders, and is not available on the 

public-facing program page (described in more detail below). NCTQ invites all program leaders to 

respond to analysis by providing additional information, such as syllabi, assignment descriptions, or 

other relevant information that they believe may improve their grade. NCTQ gave programs at least 

two weeks to reply to their preliminary grades and extended this time frame upon request.  

When programs provide additional information, NCTQ first reviews the information to ensure that it 

is relevant to analysis. If the information is irrelevant, NCTQ notifies the program and asks them to 

send additional information as necessary. If the provided information is relevant, the original analyst 

responsible for grading the program integrates the new information into the original analysis and 

updates the program’s overall score. The revised score and additional rationale is sent to the 

program with an invitation to provide additional information, as necessary.  

For this edition of the Teacher Prep Review, approximately 17% of the sample chose to provide 

further evidence. Of these, 97% of programs had some update in their analysis, with 56% of those 

programs that submitted additional materials experiencing at least a one letter grade improvement. 

Program grades are made publicly available in June 2023, after programs have had the opportunity 

to review their preliminary scores and provide any additional evidence or clarification. 

Reporting program-level data on the program page 
The program page is a public-facing webpage (released in June 2023) with program-specific 

information including: (a) the program’s grade on part one of the Reading Foundations standard, (b) 

the program’s points earned (out of 12) for each of the core components, (c) the program’s 

instruction on content contrary to research-based practices and whether this was enough to deduct 

a letter grade, (d) the program’s attention to exemplary practices, and (e) the program’s attention to 

supporting a range of learners. 

Programs also receive more detailed course-level scoring information in a direct email from NCTQ as 

part of the process of sharing preliminary scores. 
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Fluency 

Vocabulary 
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Research on teacher preparation in scientifically based reading instruction  

Many teachers do not complete preparation programs with a firm foundation in scientifically 
based reading instruction 



● 



● 

● 

● 

Teachers’ knowledge of reading matters for instructional practices and student outcomes 



School districts often provide teachers with curricula that are not grounded in scientifically 
based reading instruction, but rather promote practices contrary to research-based instruction 



Preparation in scientifically based reading instruction matters for teachers’ knowledge and 
practice 



Content contrary to research-based practices 



Three-cueing systems 
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Balanced literacy models 





Guided reading 
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Developmental Reading Assessment (DRA), Informal Reading Inventory (IRI), or Qualitative 
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Struggling readers 
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Students who speak language varieties other than mainstream English 



Research about teacher preparation practices & instructional approaches 

Instructional Hours 

Objective Measures of Knowledge 



Practice/Application 

Background Materials 
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Appendix B: Examples 

This appendix provides examples drawn from real teacher preparation program reading course 

syllabi. The section on Background Materials illustrates the portion of the syllabus in which 

textbooks, articles, and other materials are identified. The sections on the other three instructional 

approaches provide examples of language in the syllabus for which a program would earn credit for 

different reading components. Examples are also provided of text from the syllabus that would not 

be credited toward the standard (nor would programs lose points), as the content was on topics 

unrelated to research-based reading instruction (e.g., a review session, a lesson plan assignment 

with no specified topic). 

Background Materials 

Example 1A. “Required Readings” section from syllabus where analysts extract textbook and 
Background Material information.  
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Example 1B. “Required Course Materials” section from syllabus where analysts extract textbook 
and Background Material information.  

 

 

In-Class Instruction 

Examples of class session descriptions credited for component coverage for each core component: 

Example 2A. Class session description credited for component coverage for “phonemic 
awareness”  
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Example 2B. Class session description credited for component coverage for “phonics” 

 

Example 2C. Class session description credited for component coverage for “fluency” 

 

Example 2D. Class session description credited for component coverage for “vocabulary” 

 

Example 2E. Class session description credited for component coverage for “comprehension” 
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Examples of class session descriptions credited for attention to supporting a range of learners: 

Example 2F. Class session description credited for coverage for instruction on “struggling 
readers” 

 

Example 2G. Class session description credited for coverage for instruction on “English 
language learners” 
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Example 2H. Class session description credited for coverage for instruction on “speakers of 
English language varieties other than mainstream English” 

 

Example 3. Class session including content contrary to the science of reading 

 

Example 4. Class session description resulting in no component coverage earned 
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Objective Measures of Knowledge 

Example 5. Evidence that tests, quizzes, exams or written assignments are a graded portion of 
the class 

 

 

Tests, Quizzes, and Exams 

Example 6. Evidence the course covers components prior to an exam  

 

 

Graded, Written Assignments 

Evidence of core components within assignment descriptions: 

Example 7A. Example of an assignment addressing “phonemic awareness” 
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Example 7B. Example of an assignment addressing “phonics” 

 

Example 7C. Example of an assignment addressing “fluency” 

 

Example 7D. Example of an assignment addressing “vocabulary” 

 

Example 7E. Example of an assignment addressing “comprehension” 
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Evidence of assignment descriptions with attention to supporting a range of learners: 

Example 8. Example of an assignment addressing “struggling readers” 

 

Example 8. Example of an assignment addressing “English language learners” 

 

Example 9. Example of an assignment addressing “speakers of English language varieties other 
than mainstream English” 
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Example 10. Example of an assignment that does not address core components or supporting a 
range of learners 

 

 

 

Practice 

Practice descriptions credited for core component coverage: 

Example 11A. Example of practice addressing “phonemic awareness” 
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Example 11B. Example of practice addressing “phonics”

 

Example 11C. Example of practice addressing “fluency” 

 

Example 11D. Example of practice addressing “vocabulary” 

 

Example 11E. Example of practice addressing “comprehension” 
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Practice descriptions credited for supporting a range of learners: 

Example 12. Example of practice addressing “struggling readers” 

 

Example 13. Example of practice addressing “English language learners” 

 

Example 14. Example of practice addressing “speakers of English language varieties other than 
mainstream English” 

No examples; few programs provide practice opportunities to support this group of students, and 

none of the examples available were clear illustrations of the practice opportunity. 
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Example 15. Practice description not credited for component coverage 
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