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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study is to examine if low SES students respond differently ko Tier
and Tier Il interventions than Non-Low SES students. The study also seeks taimeter
the effect Tier | and Tier Il interventions have on a group of second grade students.
Forty-four Tier | and Tier Il Caucasian second grade students from alioial

elementary school were included in this study. No significant differencesfaend
between the reading levels of low-SES and Non-Low-SES students prior to or after
implementation of RTI. Significant differences were found between the widbSall

and winter benchmarks as a result of Tier | and Tier Il interventions.



CHAPTER I: Literature Review

Socioeconomic Status (SES) is of great interest to educators, reseanthers
school administrators when looking at child development (Bradley & Corwyn, 2002).
Many factors make up a family’s socioeconomic status such as parerdafiedlevel,
family size, maternal occupation and family income. Such social fa@oraffect a
child’s achievement in school and much research indicates that children fronBe&e
backgrounds have lower achievement in school, than children from higher SES
backgrounds. Hattie (2009) indicated that children from lower SES households tend to
achieve at a lower level than same grade level peers from higher SES hdasek&
appears to have similar effects on different types of academic skiisasueading and
math. It was also found that students whose families receive welfare bamefitjualify
for free and reduced lunch show lower achievement in school. The effect size qwhere
representative of the desired effect) was-.10 (an adverse affect, but not an extreme
adverse effect) based on a study conducted of welfare policy in 2004.

Although many factors contribute to social differences, it is difficult toroete
how one particular indicator affects a child’s achievement. A study citedauey and
Corwyn (2002) conducted in 1982 examined the relationship between SES, maternal
occupation, education level of parents, the number of children in the household and
academic achievement. The researchers found that SES accounted for th&enesteli
(only 5% for a single SES indicator) A greater difference occumethbre than one SES
indicator (such as family inconand parent education level) (Bradley & Corwyn, 2002).

This same study indicated that income was correlated with higher acaatsn@ecement



whereas other factors such as maternal occupation, educational level or number of
children in the home were less correlated with achievement (Bradley & 602@92).

Kishiyama, Boyce, Jimenez, Perry, & Knight, R. (2009), state that childyen f
lower SES environments perform lower on standardized tests of intelligence and
achievement than do children from high SES environments. This finding is egpaciall
concern to educators when considering how a school’s population will perform on state
standardized assessments. A study conducted in Texas examined the effe&®nf S
standardized test achievement through the use of Free and Reduced Lunchtparticipa
Free and Reduced Lunch (FRL) is one of the most common ways a school syatém is
to determine the household income of its students, and consequently, a school system that
has a higher participation in the FRL program, the more economically disagedrihe
school system (Klein, Hamilton, McCaffrey & Stecher, 2000). The study showed a
negative correlation (-0.76) between the percentage of students at a school wimo were i
the lunch program and the school's mean on the TAAS test (Texas Assessment of
Academic Skills. The TAAS is a similar measure to the Ohio Achievemepssisent
[OAA] and the Ohio Graduation Test [OGT]). Schools with more affluent students
tended to earn higher mean scores than did schools with less advantaged stugients (Kl
et. al., 2000).

The amount of students receiving Free and Reduced lunch assistance is a
determining factor in how economically advantaged a school district is. uidya st
conducted by Rosenshine (2002), it was stated that in the United States since 1963 there
have been little data to indicate substantial academic growth towardlgvatie-

competencies within the FRL population. Rosenshine also talks about “the reading gap



that widens as students move from first to third grade. This “gap” actualliji@sduzeto
be “a vocabulary deficit that comes about because lower class children exposed to
the broad knowledge and language that middle class children have” (Rosenshine, p.10,
2002).
It has been suggested that early childhood poverty has more detrimental effects on
achievement than does poverty in adolescence because it is believed tledtileludpd
poverty affects the rate of learning (cognitive ability) (Bhattagda2010). Bhattacharya
also found that student-reading achievement was lower in students comingvrem |
income homes than was the reading achievement levels of children comingdham hi

income homes.

Low Achievement as Measured by R-CBM'’s

The R-CBM is a curriculum-based measure of reading achievementlifeshe
R-CBM are a more accurate and less biased method of assessing rediditizaski
methods that use informal observations, informal oral reading and teaches rating
(Graney, 2008). Reading is the most critical skill students will learn andfdhe best
predictors of overall success in school and society (Hosp & Fuchs, 2005). Acdording
research, primary grade teachers tend to overestimate reading auigsetd lower
achieving students and underestimate reading competencies of highemacsiestents
(Graney, 2008). For this reason, reading curriculum-based measueeacnorately
track students’ skills.

An advantage of using R-CBMs to measure reading competencies is that often

times teachers misjudge or misinterpret student progress over time-CB&IRffers a



data-based approach to measure a student’s rate of learning and resgsssio both
short and long term interventions (Graney, 2008). R-CBMs are designed to provide
immediate feedback that teachers can use, and the principle behind their use is for
teachers to identify and adjust their instruction to meet the needs of stouggdders
(Stecker Fuchs & Fuchs, 2005). Therefore, R-CBMs would be useful in assessing t
reading skills of students from different SES groups to determine if the stude¢hése
groups differ in reading levels.

In examining socioeconomic status and achievement, Noble, Farah, &
McCandliss (2006) stated that SES is more strongly related to 1Q and achig\wem
lower SES families than in higher SES families. Studies have found that oHiioine
low-SES homes perform lower on intelligence and achievement tests ttdrercfriom
higher SES homes (Kishiyama, et al., 2008). While many factors affect a student’
primary-grade achievement, fewer studies isolate Free and Reduced lansbl@$actor
relating to achievement. Bradley and Corwyn, 2002, cited an earlier stucx#mined
the link between family income and maternal education and found evidence in their

connections to school achievement in children ages 6 to 9.

RTI and Reading

Response to Intervention (RTI) has become a powerful approach to the delivery
of reading instruction in schools. Based on a tiered model, the purpose of RTI is to “act
as a preventative measure to reduce the number of students who experience initial
failure” (Brozo, 2010, p. 147). When properly implemented, RTI should identify

struggling readers early in their academic careers. Teachararthable to provide



appropriate interventions in order to assist struggling students to make gamiaias
their non-struggling peers (Mohktari, Porter & Edwards, 2010).

Tier | RTI as defined by the National Center on Response to Intervention is
universal high-quality, scientifically based, classroom instruction intwédaceening of
students occurs to gather an academic baseline. Tier | involves all studiwetgeneral
curriculum. Students who need extra supports are identified based on further screening
Tier Il RTI includes interventions that target students who fall below tfig&fcentile
on district assessments and grade-level assessments. Students idenfieedla
receive, in addition to core curriculum, supports outside of the general curriculum (such
as small group interventions) and are progressed monitored using R-CBM’svewery t
weeks. Adjustments to interventions are made after six weeks of progneissrmg
(American Institutes for Research, 2010).

Tier | instruction includes ninety minutes of core curriculum delivered to all
students. Groupings are flexible and 80-90% of students should make adequate,
measureable progress without the presence of achievement gaps between grolps. Ti
instruction includes small groups with a 1:3, 1:4 or 1:5 ratio. Students receive an
additional thirty minutes of instruction, two to three times per week, in addition to the
ninety-minute core. According to the national average, only 5-10% of studentd shoul
need these extra supports (Winston, 2006).

According to a 2008 survey of literacy researchers, 75% were in support of RTI
as a means of identifying struggling readers. RTI eliminates thacel@n an
IQ/achievement discrepancy and “waiting to fail” approach to providiaabiy supports

(Mesmer & Mesmer, 2008). Using a RTI model also changes the perspectivehon s



influencing factors as opportunities to learn. Davis, Lindo & Compton (2007) stated tha
phonological skills and emergent print knowledge are the earliest predictoaslioige
success. Likewise, letter identification in early grades can be valugibiin the RTI
model to identify students who lack these basic skills earlier and therefaement
appropriate interventions. Students coming from a lower SES background enter school
with a more limited vocabulary than higher SES peers (Cooper, 2008).

This study seeks to examine further if low SES is a factor in students lmgnefit
from Tier | and Tier Il interventions. This study also seeks to determipacinof Tier |

and Tier Il interventions in a group of second grade students.

Statement of Hypotheses

There are four hypotheses that will be considered for this study:

1. After receiving Tier | and Tier Il interventions there will be angigant
difference in the mean AIMSweb winter benchmark scores between lovetB&shts
and non-low-SES students.

2. There will be a significant difference in the mean AIMSweb WRC R-CBM fa
baseline scores compared to the winter benchmark scores after receivingntidier
Il intervention for all students.

3.There will be a significant difference in the mean AIMSweb WRC R-CBM fa
baseline scores compared to winter benchmark scores after receivih@ddeTier Il

interventions for Non-Low-SES students.



4. There will be a significant difference in the mean AIMSweb WRC falllin@se
scores compared to winter benchmark scores after receiving Tier | arld Tier

intervention for Low-SES students.

CHAPTER II: Method

Participants

The subjects of this study were 44, second grade Caucasian students who attend
school in a rural Midwest school district. Of the 44 students, twenty-three stadents
female and twenty-one are male. The average age of the sample is, &yaarghs old
to 9-years, 7-months old. Students in the sample are part of a non-inclusion classroom
meaning that students receiving special education are learning in the eztpdation
environment along with their non-learning disabled peers but also being pulled out of
their regular classroom for more intensive instruction. Of the 44 student s&dhple,
students receive free lunch assistance, three receive reduced lunchassistd 17
students do not receive any lunch assistance. Students with mentalicetaaddtany

student receiving Tier Ill interventions have been excluded in this sample.

Instrument

The AIMSweb R-CBM benchmarking system was used to obtain reading scores
for the sample. AIMSweb is a benchmark and progress monitoring system based on
direct, periodic student assessment. AIMSweb’s data-driven model providesuDuanr

Based Measurement (CBM) assessments for benchmarking and progressmgomtor



addition to web-based data management, charting, and reporting. Togeteer, the
components provide a system to benchmark and monitor students’ acquisition of essential
academic skills of reading.

The reading curriculum based measure (R-CBM) used to chart readingsohsist
three one-minute probes that measure words read correctly (WRC) andristeted
three times in the academic school year: Fall Benchmark (administeredtentber),
Winter Benchmark (administered in January) and Spring Benchmark (administered i
May).

The AIMSweb R-CBM has a construct validity range of .60-.80 when compared
with such standardized measures as the Comprehensive Test of Basic SB#g £0d
a test-retest reliability coefficient of .75 using”ﬁ @ade sample. The Mean WRC for a
white second grade sample in the state of Ohio is 64 and the Standard Deviation is 36 for
the Fall Benchmark and the mean WRC for the Winter Benchmark is 95 with a standard

deviation of 38.

Procedure

For the purpose of this study, students were divided into two groups based on
socioeconomic status. The two categories were: Low-SES group and NeSHESw
group. Students receiving free and reduced lunch were placed in the Low esigSIgr
order for a child to qualify for free lunch in the state of Ohio, the income range must not
exceed $14,079 (for a family of one), $18, 941 (for a family of two), $23,803 (for a
family of three), $28,665 (for a family of four), $33,389 (for a family of five), $38,389

(for a family of six), $43,251 (for a family of seven), and $48,113 (for a family bf)eig



In order for a child to qualify for Reduced Lunch, the income range must not exceed
$20,036 (for a family of one), $26,955 (for a family of two), $33,874 (for a family of
three), $40,793 (for a family of four), $47,712 (for a family of five), $54,631 (for a
family of six), $61,550 (for a family of seven), $68,469 (for a family of eight).

The achievement data for this study were gathered from the AIMSweb
computerized criterion referenced R-CBM using both fall and winter benkbnidre
measure is a one-minute reading probe that counts number of words readycorrectl
(WRC). Intervention specialists administered the test to all second gfadients within
the sample.

Second grade students use the Scott Foresman Reading series, which exposes
students to, and gives them strategies to build, early literacy skills. THé-Sretman
Reading series provides several differentiated activities for teachiaslitate literacy
within their classrooms. Students are engaged in whole-group and independeqgt readin
activities on a universal level. Tier | students receive reading instnuasi a group for a
minimum of ninety minutes daily and are encouraged to practice independeng readin
skills while other groups of students are working with their teacher.

Students receiving Tier Il interventions are exposed to the Houghton-Mifflin
EARLY SUCCESS, which includes an additional thirty minutes of reading inistnuat
least three days a week (in many cases students are receiving tltomaldeiposure
every day). Along with Tier | activities, Tier Il students work on readkildgsan small
groups with their teacher. Students take part in activities such as echo @adling

identifying letter sounds in parts of words.
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Using a t-test, all students’ AIMSweb WRC data were recorded in arder t
determine their growth between the fall and winter benchmarks. The fall barkchm
(September) is representative of the reading fluency of the entire \ghmupave been in
school for approximately four weeks. The fall benchmark acts as a baseline itoborder
determine the reading similarities of all students. The winter bencHderlary) is
representative of the group’s progress based on school attendance of apptpXiveat
months. The results of the t-test should indicate the effectiveness of intemngeoni Tier
| and Tier Il students over the duration of interventions implemented betweetl the f
baseline and winter benchmarks and whether socioeconomic status has an effect on
reading fluency.

Permission for this study was granted by the IRB Approval Board andlgas
obtained through the district to use the existing data on student socioeconomic level as

well as student achievement data.

CHAPTER llI: Results
Data Analysis
The hypotheses were examined using either a t-test for independent grotps or a
test for dependent groups. The first hypothesis stated: there would be aangnifi
difference in the mean AIMSweb winter benchmark scores between lovetB&shts
and non-low-SES students. Prior to testing this hypothesis, the means between the two
groups were compared using the fall baseline scores. These results showee e

significant differences between the groups in the fall (see Table 1).
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Table 1:Group Fall Baseline

t
Mean
SES N SD obtained p
WRC
Fall value
Baseline
Low-SES 29 45.34 22.080
1.445 .156
Non-Low- 14 57.21 30.974
SES

A t-test was used to assess these datap Vhties are set at a significance level
of 0.05. Table 1 shows thdest results for the group in order to determine if there was a
difference in reading levels prior to RTI interventions. Theore of 1.445 was used for
comparison in assessing the Low-SES group and Non-Low SES group’s prentiterv
reading levels. A significance level pft .156 was found meaning that there was not a
difference in student reading levels, based on SES, prior to RTI interventions.

Because there was no significant difference in reading levels of all stadi¢inés
fall baseline, it was then appropriate to look at the results of the AIMSwdBNR-C
winter benchmark in order to determine if a difference in reading levets after Tier |
and Tier Il reading interventions. Hypothesis one states that there wouldgbéieast
difference in the mean AIMSweb winter benchmark scores between lovst8&&hts

and non-low-SES students after receiving Tier | and Tier Il interventseesTable 2).
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Table 2:Group Winter Benchmark

t
Mean
SES N SD obtained p
WRC
Winter value
Benchmark
Low-SES 29 67.28 24.141
T72 444
Non-Low- 14 74.14 33.136
SES

Thet score of .772 was used for comparison in assessing the Low-SES group and
Non-Low SES group’s post-intervention reading levels. Table 2 indicatesl aieve
p = .444 meaning that there was not a difference in student reading levels after
implementing RTI interventions.

The second hypothesis stated: there will be a significant diffenertike mean
AIMSweb WRC R-CBM fall baseline scores compared to the winter benchnadssc
after receiving Tier | and Tier Il intervention for all students. Table 3 shberstatistics

for the entire group, comparing fall and winter mean scores.

Table 3:Fall and Winter Mean Scores for Entire Group

Fall Mean | Winter Mean t value
N : p
scores scores obtained
43 49.21 69.51 11.435 .000

The t score of 11.435 was used for comparison in assessing the pre and post-
intervention reading levels. Table 2 indicates a level of p =.000 meaning thattseae
significant difference in student reading levels for all studentsiaffgementing RTI

interventions.
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The third hypothesis stated: there will be a significant difference in tha me
AIMSweb WRC R-CBM fall baseline scores compared to the winter benclsoar&s
as a result of receiving Tier | and Teir Il interventions for the Non-Lo® &Hdents.
Table 4 shows the mean AIMSweb WRC on the fall and winter benchmark for the Non-

Low SES group.

Table 4: Non-Low-SES Group WRC — Fall and Winter Mean Scores

Non-Low-SES t value
Mean N SD p
Group obtained
Fall Baseline 57.2143 14 30.97437
Winter 6.308 .000
74.1429 14 33.13575
Benchmark

In a paired sampletest there was an obtained valug ©f6.308. This value is
significant as indicated by theest results 0p=.000 (wherg < 0.05). The results
indicate that the differences between the fall and winter benchmark safigelgr
affected by RTI interventions.

The fourth hypothesis tested stated: there will be a significant diffenetice
mean AIMSweb WRC fall baseline scores compared to winter benchmark s¢eres af
receiving Tier | and Tier Il interventions for Low-SES students. Regulicate that
interventions affect the Low-SES group in the same manner as the Non-Logr& S

Table 5 shows the fall and winter benchmark WRC for the Low-SES group.
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Table 5:Low-SES Group WRC - Fall and Winter Mean Scores

Low-SES t value
Mean N SD p
Group obtained
Fall Baseline 45.3448 29 22.07985
Winter 9.706 .000
67.2759 29 24.14080
Benchmark

In a paired sampletest there was an obtained valug ©f9.706. This value is
significant as indicated by thdest results op=.000 (wherg < 0.05). The results
indicate that the differences between the fall and winter benchmark safigelgr

affected by appropriate classroom instruction.

CHAPTER IV: Discussion

This study examined student SES and Tier | and Tier Il interventions on second
grade reading achievement. It was hypothesized that students coming froer &Sy
background would show less reading achievement than their higher SES peers. This
study also sought to determine if appropriate interventions affected all Stedenty
regardless of their socioeconomic classification. The use of AIMSweb RXVYBK2
benchmarking data was assessed usiAgst in both independent and paired samples.
According the data, which was analyzed, it was found that students make gainsng readi
regardless of their socioeconomic status. Students achieve reading growisuds et

appropriate instruction rather than their SES. The effects of SES wereddsss a result
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of appropriate instruction. Lower SES students are not necessarily poor readers due
their socioeconomic status.

In a group of second grade students from a rural, Midwest school districs, it wa
found that students make gains in reading regardless of their socioeconomic status.
Students achieve reading growth as a result of appropriate instruction. Tt @fffe
SES appear to be lessened as a result of appropriate instruction. As indicaeddia t
student-reading levels are not significant as a result of SES alone be#fier dhe
implementation of interventions. This finding may only apply to similar homogeneous
schools. These data do indicate reading level differences as a result ofiapgpiapr |
and Tier Il interventions for both the Low-SES group and Non-Low-SES group.

Bhattacharya found that student-reading achievement was lower in students
coming from lower income homes than was the reading achievement levels ofnchildre
coming from higher income homes (2010). Contrary to what the research has thdicate
this study found that all students made similar reading gains regartitasg o
socioeconomic status. The difference could be due to the sample of students in the study
or the manner in which reading was measured.

The R-CBM is a curriculum-based measure of reading achievementlikeshe
R-CBM are a more accurate and less biased method of assessing rediditizaski
methods that use informal observations, informal oral reading and teachgs rati
(Graney, 2008). The R-CBM allows classrooms to effectively identify students
provide appropriate interventions before the student struggles.

This study provided information on the use of classroom interventions as a result

of AIMSweb reading fluency data. AIMSweb reading probes are currentig lnsied in
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several Ohio school systems. However, little data are available regamin
specifically second grade students, are performing. This study demantimte
effectiveness of this method. AIMSweb data is helpful in identifying and adagessi
reading problems in students, thus allowing teachers to better adjust timactiostto
suit student needs. The results of this study reinforce the necessity to usesddta-ba
measures to track student progress. As the literature by Graney, 2008s5UgBbis
lessen assessment bias and provide more accurate representations to skisdent ski
The findings of this study can be used as evidence for teachers to set high
expectations for all students regardless of their economic background. Isc@ele as
evidence that effective delivery of instruction works for all students and suoirciien
minimizes the influence of a child’s socioeconomic status. Schools can use tleesgega t
the importance of early intervention in addressing reading needs and using addta ba

measure to chart reading skills.

Limitations
There are many factors that contribute to one’s SES such as maternabaducat
level, family size, family income, and paternal occupation. This study doesarirex
all those facets of SES; it looks only at the child’s lunch assistance statuseAnot
limitation of the study is that the spring AIMSweb R-CBM benchmark is not indltale
assess further growth of reading fluency among the SES groups. A largegmaould
have enabled the researcher to divide the groups into three; free lunch, reduced lunch and

no assistance. Finally, the sample size is small and lacks student giversit
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It can be concluded by the results that the effects of SES are lessengyh thr
appropriate classroom instruction. As indicated by the data, student-ré&adisare not
significant as a result of SES alone before or after the implementatioemeintions.
These data do indicate reading level differences as a result of appropiiate R
interventions for both the Low-SES group and Non-Low-SES group. Classroom data
effectively identified students and struggling readers did not fall behindezsila of
appropriate instruction.

Further research is needed to examine AIMSweb data using three benchmark
WRC scores throughout the academic school year. It would be helpful to see thg readi
growth of all students for an entire academic school year. A replicatedistad urban
school district using a larger student sample could also yield valuable itifmmma
regarding SES and instruction. Further research involving students’ movemeggmetw
tiers could also be useful in determining how the types and intensities of ini@mgent

affect reading fluency.



18

References

American Institutes for Research, 202A0Closer Look at Response to Intervention.
Retrieved from http://www.rtidsuccess.org.

Bhattacharya, A. (2010). Children and Adolescents From Poverty and Reading
Development: A Research RevieReading and Writing Quarterly26(2), 115-
139.

Bradley, R. & Corwyn, R. (2002). Socioeconomic Status and Child DevelopArenial
Review of Psychologg3 (37) 371-99.

Brozo, W. G. (2010). The Role of Content Literacy in an Effective RTI Program.
Reading Teacheb4(2), 147-150.

Cooper, L. (2008). Improving the Vocabulary of Low SES Students with Developmental
Delays: A Response to Intervention Evaluation. Retrieved from EBS§O

Davis, G., Lindo, E. J., & Compton, D. L. (2007). Children at Risk for Reading Failure.
Teaching Exceptional ChildreB9(5), 32-37. Retrieved from EBSGGOst

Graney, S. (2008). General education teacher judgments of their low-performingsstudent
short term reading progresasychology in the Schopk5(6), 537-549. Retrieved
from EBSChost

Hattie, J. (2009)Visible Learning: A Synthesis of Over 800 Meta-Analyses Relating to
AchievemeniNew York: Routledge.

Hosp, M. K., & Fuchs, L.S., (2005). Using CBM as an Indicator of Decoding, Word
Reading, and Comprehension: Do the Relations Change With G3able@|
Psychology Review34)1 9-26.

Kishiyama, M. M., Boyce, W., Jimenez, A. M., Perry, L. M., & Knight, R. T. (2009).
Socioeconomic Disparities Affect Prefrontal Function in Childdenwrnal of
Cognitive Neuroscien¢1(6), 1106-1115. Retrieved from EBSK3t

Klein. S.P., Hamilton, L.S., McCaffrey D. F., & Stecher B.M., (2000)
http://www.rand.org/pubs/issue_papers/IP202/index2.html

Mesmer, E. M., & Mesmer, H. E. (2008). Response to Intervention (RTI): What Teacher
of Reading Need to KnoviReading Teache62(4), 280-290. Retrieved from
EBSCChost

Mokhtari, K., Porter, L., & Edwards, P. (2010). Responding to Reading Instruction in a
Primary-Grade ClassroorReading TeacheB3(8), 692-697. Retrieved from
EBSChost



19

Noble, K. J., Farah, M. J., & McCandliss B.D., (2006). Socioeconomic Background
Modulates Cognition — Achievement Relationships in ReadNagional Institute
of Health 21(3): 349-368. Retrieved from EBSG&3t

Rosenshine, B. (2002). Helping Students From Low-Income Homes Read at Grade
Level.Journal of Education for Students Placed at RKR), 273-283. Retrieved
from EBSChost

Stecker, P. M., Fuchs, L. S., & Fuchs, D. (2005). Using Curriculum-Based Measurement
to Improve Student Achievement: Review of Resedpslychology in the
Schools42(8), 795-819. doi:10.1002/pits.2

Winston M., 2006Pyramid of Interventions: A Quick Guid®owerPoint Slides]
Presentation to Cincinnati Public Schools. Retrieved from
http://www.cps.k12.org/general/Pyramid/QuickGuide.pdf



Table 1:Group Fall Baseline
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t
Mean
SES N SD obtained p
WRC
Fall value
Baseline
Low-SES 29 45.34 22.080
1.445 .156
Non-Low- 14 57.21 30.974
SES
Table 2:Group Winter Benchmark
t
Mean
SES N SD obtained p
WRC
Winter value
Benchmark
Low-SES 29 67.28 24.141
T72 444
Non-Low- 14 74.14 33.136
SES
Table 3:Fall and Winter Mean Scores for Entire Group
Fall Mean | Winter Mean t value
N : p
scores scores obtained
43 49.21 69.51 11.435 .000




Table 4: Non-Low-SES Group WRC — Fall and Winter Mean Scores
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Non-Low-SES t value
Mean N SD p
Group obtained
Fall Baseline 57.2143 14 30.97437
Winter 6.308 .000
74.1429 14 33.13575
Benchmark
Table 5:Low-SES Group WRC - Fall and Winter Mean Scores
Low-SES t value
Mean N SD p
Group obtained
Fall Baseline 45.3448 29 22.07985
Winter 9.706 .000
67.2759 29 24.14080

Benchmark
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