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ABSTRACT 

AS HLEY M. VAN SICKLE, A Study of the Impact of RTF Implementation on Student 

Academic Achievement in Reading (Under the direction of DR. BEN IT A BRUSTER) 

The purpose of this study was to examine the effectiveness of RTF implementation on 

the reading achievement of students. The study compared benchmark scores of students 

receiving reading interventions for both remediation and enrichment, with students not 

receiving interventions. Student growth from the fall to winter benchmark was measured for 

the remediation and enrichment groups in grades third through fifth, to determine the 

effectiveness of the RTF program implementation. 

The population of this study consisted of 25 students receiving reading interventions for 

remediation or enrichment and 25 students not receiving interventions. The groups' growth 

scores were compared using the fall and winter benchmarks from easyCBM, measuring 

reading comprehension from the 2013-2014 school year. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Statement of the Problem 

In the United States, generally, students are not performing well in reading. In the 

latest reading data (2013) from the National Assessment of Educational Progress 

(NAEP), only 34% of fourth and eighth graders scored proficient or above in reading 

achievement (National Center for Education Statistics, 2013). This number is shocking, 

and measures must be taken to assure that more children become proficient readers. 

Students need to have solid reading foundations in order to become successful 

citizens. "Research shows that children who read well in the early grades are far more 

successful in later years; and those who fall behind often stay behind when it comes to 

academic achievement" (U.S. Department of Education, 2003). Buffum, et al. , (2010) 

stated that "students who fail in school are at greater risk of poverty, welfare dependency, 

incarceration, and early death" (p. 10). Snow. Bums, and Griffin (1998) stated, "In a 

technological society, the demands for higher literacy are ever increasing, creating more 

grievous consequences for those who fall short" (p.1 ). Without receiving the reading 

assistance they need, students ' future success could be jeopardized. Meeting students' 

needs and intervening early, instead of waiting until students fail , is the ideal choice in 

supporting students ' academic needs (Tennessee Department of Education, 2013). 

Response to Instruction (RTI) was designed to intervene on the problems that struggling 

readers face. 

Response to Instruction aims to meet the needs of struggling readers. Buffum, et 

al. , (201 O) stated that "Fortunately, compelling evidence shows that Response to 



Intervention (RTI) is our best hope for giving every student the additional time and 

support needed to learn at high levels" (p.10). Response to Instruction is a framework that 

seeks to meet students ' needs in reading through research-based targeted interventions. 

Response to Instruction has been the initiative in place in recent years to address 

students ' needs. The State of Tennessee has adapted this model by adding instruction and 

renamed it Response to Instruction and Intervention (RTF). Tennessee s framework for 

RTF is eAe that ·'relies on the premise of high-quality instruction and interventions 

tailored to student need where core instructional and intervention decisions are guided by 

student outcome data·· (Tennes e Departm nt o f ducat ion. 2013 . p. 6 . Receiving high 

quality instructi on and intervention ill a id tudent in meeting their r ading potential 

and a ure that the gap in the ir readin g ar cl ed . Re p n to In truction and 

Inte rvention i a current initi ati v in du ati n that a im t me t th ne d f truggling 

readers. 

In the ta te f Tenn . RTF w mandat d t be impl m nted in th 2014-

20 15 t Int rv nti n and In tru ti n wil l then rve the criteria 

fi r whi ch tudent a rc ubmi tted fi rte tinl! fi r p ial ducati n e 

Depart ment of du ati n. _o I ., . BufTum. ct al.. (- tat d . -- Rare l , d ial 

cducati 11 testing a c the cffc ti, ·ene and quality f the t achin g that th tudent ha 

received .. (p. 15). in c gap in in tru ti on arc not a. c cd by p ia l ducation te ting. 

RTF is c rucia l to a . c exa tly ,, hat s tudent · . pccifi need are and work to addre 

the c need . Re p n e to In tru ti n and lntervcnti n (RT I~) becom cri ti cal to 

inc rea in g tudent · readi ng u 

reach thei r read ing potent ial. 

and pr , ·iding them the upport that they need to 



Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this fi eld study was to gain insight regarding the impact that daily 

reading interventions, both for remediation and enrichment following the RTF model 
' ' 

had on students ' academic achievement in reading. One school in a Middle Tennessee 

school district participated in a pilot year of Response to Instruction and Intervention 

(RTF) during the 2013-2014 school year. Response to Instruction and Intervention was 

piloted in thi s school before it was mandated by the State of Tennessee fo r all elementary 

schools servicing students in kindergarten through fifth grades in the 2014-2015 school 

year. Due to thi s policy being a new mandate new fo r schools in Tennessee, research is 

necessary to explore the impact that RTF has on student academic reading achievement. 

Identi fy ing the impact of RTF in this school completing the pilot study was 

necessary in detem1ining whether or not the RTF program was having a positive impact 

on student academic achievement in reading and what changes could be taken to improve 

the interventions and/or instruction. The school in thi s fie ld study piloted RTF during the 

20 13-20 14 school year. and RTF will be implemented in al l elementary schools in the 

20 14-20 15 schoo l year in the state of Tennessee. a mandated by the state. Research from 

thi s study will be benefi c ial fo r the purpo e of future plann ing and implementation of 

RT F fo r di strict or other county implementation efforts as schoo l systems plan how to 

implement RT F. 

Significance of the Study 

This study wi ll benefi t the research committee. accountability coordinators in 

school di stri cts. schoo l district . admini strators. and teachers. The research committee 

will benefi t from thi s study because the data can be used to detennine if the current 
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structure of the RTF implementation in the pilot school was effective or if some 

modifications need to be made as RTF is implemented across the state. The 

accountability coordinator will be able to use these data to identify any growth in student 

achievement after the implementation of RTF and will be able to utilize this data as other 

schools in the district begin to implement RTF fully. Additionally, the district can make 

recommendations based on the findings of this study. Teachers will benefit from the 

research findings in this field study by gaining knowledge about whether or not students ' 

reading scores improved after receiving interventions under this program' s structure. 

Research Question 

Do students in third through fifth grades participating in daily, targeted RTF remediation 

or enrichment interventions experience accelerated academic growth in reading, as 

measured by the easyCBM? 

Limitations 

1. Teachers followed the fideli ty of the RTF model. In order fo r the reading 

interventions to be effecti ve for the students. The teachers need to follow the RTF 

model with fidelity, meaning that they accurately and appropriately implemented 

the interventions (Tennessee Department of Education, 201 3). Response to 

Intervention and Instruction aims to address students' reading gaps, and if 

students are not making gains due to teachers not fo llowing the RTF model, then 

educators cannot detem1ine if students· progress, or lack thereof, is due to the 

intervention or other issues, such as a learning di sabili ty. 

2. All teachers were using effective strategies and resources to deliver the 
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interventions to students. There was no measurement of the amount of training 

that teachers received on how to deliver RTF or what specific strategies and 

resources teachers were using to deliver interventions. It was assumed that 

teachers were trained on how to effectively deliver instruction and interventions. 

3. The 2013-2014 school year, which this field study utilized data from, was the 

pilot year for RTF implementation. As with any new initiative, things do not run 

flawlessly the first time. With it being the first year that interventions were 

structured following the RTF model, it may take time for students and teachers to 

adjust. 

4. Time of program interventions was limited to ten weeks. The RTF model calls for 

universal screening and intervention groups to change after ten weeks, so it was 

not possible to measure students ' scores in this study after a more significant 

amount of time, as the intervention groups changed after ten weeks, based on 

students ' universal screener scores (Tennessee Department of Education, 2013). 

5. There were fifty students included in this research study. Due to interventions 

being delivered in a small teacher to student ratio, there was not a huge population 

of students receiving interventions during the pilot year in this school in third 

through fifth grades; therefore, the number of students whose scores reading 

growth scores could be measured was limited. 

Assumptions 

1. All students performed to the best of their abilities on the assessment used in 

this field study, including easyCBM, so that a true assessment of the students ' 

reading abilities could be utilized for decision making purposes in Tier placement. 
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2. Al l teachers were trained in how to develop effecti ve interventions in reading. 

In order for the interventions to be effecti ve, they need to address the speci fie 

needs of the students. Teacher training was not analyzed as part of this study. It 

was assumed that teachers were adequately trained and therefore student lack of 

progress was not due to teachers' lack of training on delivering effective 

interventions . 

3. All teachers were consistently implementing interventions tailored to meet the 

specific needs of students in reading. This study did not monitor the 

implementation of interventions, just the students' reading achievement scores. 

Therefore, the study assumed that all teachers were implementing the 

interventions appropriately and that they were targeting students' specific reading 

needs. 

4 . Students receiving interventions had consistent attendance and, therefore, were 

able to receive daily instruction through interventions. Student attendance was not 

monitored as part of this research study. If students missed several intervention 

sessions, it could affect their rate of progress . 

Definition of Terms 

1. Response to Intervention, or RTI: Response to Intervention integrates assessment 

and intervention within a multi-level prevention system to maximize student 

achievement and reduce behavior problems. With RTI, schools use data to 

identi fy students at ri sk for poor learning outcomes, monitor student progress, 

provide evidence- based interventions, and adjust the intensity and nature of those 

interventions, depending on a student 's responsiveness; and identi fy students with 

6 



learning di sabilities or other di sabilities (Center on Response to Intervention, 

2013) . 

2. Response to Intervention and Instruction, or RTF: This framework relies on the 

premise of high-quality instruction and interventions tailored to student need 

where core instructional and intervention decisions are guided by student outcome 

data (TN Core, 2013 , p. 6). 

3. easyCBM (Curriculum-Based Measurement): easyCBM is an enhanced district 

assessment system designed by researchers at the University of Oregon as an 

integral part of an RTI (Response to Intervention) model. Distributed exclusively 

by Riverside, it provides school districts, administrators, and teachers with a full 

suite of assessment and reporting options, offering a complete solution at every 

tier of the RTI process (easyCBM, n.d.). 

7 



CHAPTER II 

Review of the Literature 

Introduction 

Student achievement is at the forefront of education today, with the focus on 

standardized tests to measure student achievement and growth. Teachers and educators 

aim to close the gaps for struggling students so that they can achieve and succeed. 

Response to Instruction and Intervention (RTF) is a relatively new initiative in education, 

intended to meet students' specific needs through targeted, research-based, data-driven 

interventions, in order to close academic gaps (Tennessee Department of Education, 

2013). As with any new reform or mandate in education, research is necessary to 

determine the impact of the initiative on student achievement. 

This field study analyzed the impact that Response to Instruction and Intervention 

(RTF) implementation had on student academic achievement in reading. What was 

formerly known as Response to Intervention (RTI) is now being referred to as Response 

to Instruction and Intervention (RTF) in the State of Tennessee, with the emphasis on 

instruction added. The study investigated the background of RTI, the components of RTI , 

the effects of R TI on special education referrals, how RTI can be implemented as 

enrichment, and the research supporting RTI , including the advantages and 

disadvantages. 

History of RTI 

Response to Intervention is a fairly new topic in education, as specific language 

.:: · RTI ·tte11 into law in 2004 after the IDEA was reauthorized. re1errmg to was wn 

S h
. d d b d ne to meet the needs of the struggling students who were not 

omet mg nee e to e o 
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necessarily learning disabled. Rather than students who were struggling readers being 

placed in special education, their reading struggles were to be addressed through 

interventions. 

Allington (2012) wrote about struggling readers and noted that since the 

Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) of 1974, many children have been 

misdiagnosed as learning disabled, as many were instead struggling readers. Response to 

Instruction and Intervention aims to correct this problem by filling in academic gaps that 

a student may have through intense, data-driven, research-based instruction and 

interventions. After struggling readers receive tailored and intensive instruction and 

interventions, students who do not demonstrate adequate progress are then considered for 

evaluation for a specific learning disability after other causes for their struggles have 

been ruled out. "This approach has come to be known as RTI, although this precise term 

is not used in the law" (International Reading Association, 2010, p. 2). Response to 

Intervention is designed to address students' specific deficits, whether the students are 

performing at their current grade level or below. 

"Schools can no longer wait for students to fail before providing intervention. 

Instead, they should employ a problem-solving method to identify and remediate areas of 

academic concern" (Tennessee Department of Education, 2013 , p. 6). Response to 

Instruction and Intervention (RTF) was designed to target students ' specific needs and 

meet these needs through instruction and interventions rather than just referring them for 

special education services. Following the RTF framework, instruction and interventions 

are implemented to meet students' specific needs based on the results of the universal 

F h f this study the easyCBM was used to access student deficits, screener. or t e purpose o , 

9 



or areas of need. 

Jenkins, Schiller, Blackorby, Thayer, and Tilly, (2013) noted that as of 2008, all 

states began initiatives to support RTI in different ways, such as training and state-level 

task forces. Thus, RTI implementation continued to grow in America. The push for 

school reform was one reason that RTI became so popular. "The reauthorization of the 

Individuals with Disabilities Education Act in 2004 (IDEA) and the overall push and 

acceptance among educators for school reform are among the main reasons that R TI has 

become so popular" (Pascopella, 2010, p. 45). Thus, those students who were not 

achieving were being lumped into the learning disability category without a proper 

evaluation to designate them. Response to Intervention was implemented to filter those 

students out, thus catering to their specific deficiencies without placing students in 

special education. 

Response to Intervention has been the framework previously followed for 

interventions for struggling students. In the 2014-2015 school year the State of Tennessee 

will fully implement Response to Instruction and Intervention, which is also referred to as 

RTF. Response to Intervention was combined with Response to Instruction, recognizing 

"that some students need modified, more intensive, or different instruction in order to be 

academically or behaviorally successful, while other students need targeted, strategic, or 

intensive intervention(s) in order to facilitate their success" (Knoff & Dyer, 2010, p. 2). 

Response to Intervention and Instruction has the instruction component added, which 

focuses on research-based interventions, as well as differentiated classroom instruction to 

meet students ' needs, and filling in any instructional gaps during interventions with 

students. The State of Tennessee mandated RTF to be implemented in all elementary 

10 



schools in the 20 14-20 15 school year. 

Detailed below are basic components of RTI that are to be followed during 

implementation. Lembke, McMaster, and Stecker (2009) outlined the necessary 

components as school wide screening, differentiated instruction occurring in Tier I for all 

students, Tier 2 interventions and progress monitoring of these students, and more 

rigorous instruction for students who were not showing sufficient growth in Tier 2. All of 

these components are vital to RTI being implemented appropriately and with fidelity. 

Additionally, teams of educators need to collaborate to make decisions as to 

which students to put into the appropriate tiers as well as produce ideas as to how to meet 

students ' needs, and which research-based interventions should be used. The components 

necessary as outlined by the State of Tennessee for RTF implementation include 

universal screening, Tier I, Tier II and III , progress monitoring, district and school RTF 

teams, fidelity of implementation, parent contact/communication, and highly trained 

personnel (Tennessee Department of Education, 2013 ). Each of these components is 

important for the appropriate implementation of RTF. Sack-Min (2009) wrote that "A 

school must implement the entire RTI framework, and if major components are missing, 

educators will not see results" (p. 39). All components of RTF are critical to a successful 

RTF program implementation and need to be present so that RTF can serve its purpose 

of addressing specific student needs. After individual needs or deficits have been 

addressed through instruction and interventions, educators can then determine if specific 

learning disabilities are present in struggling readers. 

11 



Universal Screener 

Determining which students should be placed in the Tier II and Tier III 

interventions is an important component of the RTI process. Part of the RTI framework is 

that all students receive differentiated instruction as part of Tier I instruction, which 

includes instruction for all students to meet their specific needs. A universal screener is 

used to determine students' current reading levels and subsequently which students may 

require interventions, either for remediation or enrichment. The Tennessee Department of 

Education (2013) stated 

A universal screener is a brief screening assessment of academic skills (i.e., basic 

reading skills, reading fluency, reading comprehension, math calculation, math 

problem solving, written expression) administered to ALL students to determine 

whether students demonstrate the skills necessary to achieve grade-level standards 

(p. 53). 

It is recommended that students take the universal screener three times a year in grades 

kindergarten through eighth grade. The universal screener should be given on the 

student's current grade level placement to determine their achievement below, at, or 

above their current grade level (Tennessee Department of Education, 2013). Results 

provide the information necessary to determine students' current reading level and to then 

make decisions as to which students require interventions. 

The universal screener used in this research study was easyCBM. The easyCBM 

· 1 can be used as both a universal screener as well as a progress urnversa screener 

· · 1 ( CBM 11 d ) Data from the universal screener is then analyzed and morntonng too easy . • • • 

d 1 d t · t the appropriate tiers. Once students are placed in the use to p ace stu en s m o 
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appropriate tiers, effecti ve interventions can be dete . d d . . nmne an put mto practice. 

Data should be di scussed and tier placement decided by a collaborative group of 

educators. Protheroe (200 I) wrote "There is a growi·ng b d f 'd h h f o y o ev1 ence t at t e use o 

high-quality, targeted assessment data, in the hands of school staff trained to use it 

effectively, can improve instruction" (p.1) . Discussing data and collaborating to meet 

students ' needs through interventions can be extremely effective and is an integral part of 

the R TI process. 

Tier I, II, and III Interventions 

Response to Intervention implementation is based on a three-tier structure, 

designed to meet the needs of all students. Following the R TI model, differentiated 

instruction should occur at the Tier I level for all students. Additionally, Tiers II and Ill 

are designed to meet students ' needs more intensely in a very specific, skill-based manner 

and in a smaller teacher-student ratio. The following tier structure outlined was followed 

in this field study and will be implemented in the State of Tennessee during the 2014-

2015 school year. 

Tier I refers to regular classroom instruction and includes all of the classroom 

students . Students receive research-based, differentiated instruction in reading each day 

from the classroom teacher. For 80-85% of the students, this differentiated instruction 

will successfully meet their needs. However, for the 15-20% students who still need 

extra support to be successful , interventions are necessary, and this is where Tier II and 

Tier III become essential (Tennessee Department of Education, 20 I 3 ). 

T
. II · t ' "'or remediation refer to about I 0-15% of the students who 1er mterven ions 11 

b I h 25
th ti' le based on a universal screener assessment, and require 

are at or e ow t e percen , 
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an intervention, in addition to the daily Tier I di·f-ce 1· t d · t · h · 
1 1 ren ia e ms ruction, to meet t eir 

needs in reading. Daily Tier II interventions should be administered by highly trained 

personnel , and last for 30 minutes daily. The ratio is I :5 , meaning I teacher and 5 

students. If students are meeting grade level expectations and making sufficient progress 

in Tier II , they may move back to Tier I instruction only. The school RTP team, using 

progress-monitoring data, will make this decision. However, if students are still not 

meeting grade level expectations after intensive, targeted Tier II interventions, they may 

be moved to Tier III in order to provide more intense interventions to meet their needs 

(Tennessee Department of Education, 2013). Therefore, intervention teams must make 

sure students have fluid movement between tiers, based on students' needs and progress. 

Students can also receive Tier II interventions as a form of enrichment if their 

needs cannot be met through the regular, differentiated reading instruction in Tier I. 

Enrichment for Tier II occurs for the students who scored in the top I 0
th 

percentile based 

on the universal screener assessment. These students need to be enriched so that they can 

continue to show growth in reading and meet their potential. 

Tier III interventions for remediation are designed to meet the needs of the three 

to five percent of the students that scored at or below the I 0
th 

percentile based on the 

universal screener assessment. These students are in the greatest need of reading 

interventions. Interventions at the Tier III level are more intense that than the Tier II 

· · d fi cused on students ' specific needs (Tennessee Department of mtervent1ons an are o 

Education, 2013). These interventions occur in addition to Tier I instruction. Tier III 

· · I 1 th the Tier II interventions and should be a minimum of interventions are a so onger an 

. D artment of Education, 2013 ). If students are making 
45 mmutes each day (Tennessee ep 
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, ignificant progress in Tier Ill then they can be moved b k · t T" II · · ' ac in o 1er in terventions. 

However, if students are not mak ing signifi cant progress, they can continue in the 

interventions or possibly be referred for testing for special education if they are making 

litt le or no progress. Other possibilities for a student not making progress should be 

addressed, such as a diffe rent intervention or a different educator providing the 

intervention (Tennessee Department of Education, 2013). Decisions of student 

placement in the tiers are a collective decision made by the school RTF team. 

The three-tiered intervention structure of RTF is in place to make sure all 

students' specific needs are met and to address any gaps in learning that may be 

preventing students from being successful in reading at their current grade level. Without 

RTF, students ' specific needs may not be met; therefore, students may not be reaching 

their academic potential. The goal of education is to help students reach their potential, 

and that is why RTF implementation is imperative to student success. Progress 

monitoring data are utilized to make decisions about student movement throughout the 

tiers. 

Progress Monitoring 

Under the RTF framework, all students complete the universal screener 

assessment three times a year to measure their current reading ability. Additionally, the 

data is used to place students in the appropriate tiers so that their needs can be met. In 

order to measure progress of students in Tiers II and III , they are monitored in the 

· · h kl or bi-weekly The RTI framework for targeted areas of intervent10n e1t er wee Y · 

. . . d b L bke et al (2009), stated that progress momtonng outlme Y em ., 

b 
·d t"fied as at-risk based on universal screening, their 

once students have een 1 en 1 
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progress is monitored to determine their response to intervention, whether they 

should be moved to increasingly intensive intervention tiers, and whether their 

continued risk status warrants referral to special education (p. 27) . 

Progress monitoring gives those involved in the deci sion-making process, members of the 

school RTF team, the necessary data to determine if students need to move tiers or if they 

are in the correct tier (Tennessee Department of Education, 201 3). If the current 

intervention is working, then students should remain in the current tier and the current 

intervention may continue. However, if progress monitoring data show little or no 

progress by the student, then the intervention needs to be adjusted to meet students ' 

specific needs . The anal ysi s of student data in a collaborati e group of educators is 

essentia l to making decisions about interventions that wi ll be in the best interest of the 

students . 

Collaboration 

Effective RTF implementation require the col lab ration f educat rs in each 

school to prov ide intervention fo r tud nt efTe ti\' I . Thi c llaboration can take place 

in the fo m1 of data chat after the uni given a h f th thre time 

T h · r a l ere ner h uld b given in the fall. .,,,·inter. and throughout the year. e unt 

Should lake P
lace after each of the e uni,·er al crecning and hou ld 

spring. Data chat 

include a co ll aborati ve group of educator analyzing tudent . or and making 

·1 b akd \\11 fi r pla ement in ach tier. 
decisions based on these score and the per entt e re · 

as menti oned in the previou 
ection. The data are arranged by tudent . per enti le 

I d . ti e appropriate tie ba ed on their core . The 
scores. and students are P ace 111 1 

. . ( 0 13) recommends that the collaborati,·e group also 
Tennessee Department o f Educatt on -
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meets every 4.s weeks to discuss progress of interventions and instruction towards 

student goals and to make any tier placement changes if necessary 

School RTI collaboration teams should include the classroom teachers, principal, 

academic coaches, schools psychologists, special education teachers, ESL teachers, and 

guidance counselors (Tennessee Department of Education, 2013). "The culture of 

collaboration at the school level requires an understanding that multiple staff members 

must share the responsibility for ensuring that all students are receiving appropriate 

instruction, intervention, and/or enrichment" (Tennessee Department of Education, 2013 , 

p. 20). Students in Tier II and III interventions may receive these interventions from 

teachers other than their classroom teacher, therefore creating a shared responsibility for 

students ' education. Shanahan (2008) also wrote about collaboration related to the 

implications for the reading teacher based on RTI and stated that "Neither teachers nor 

students can be isolated in RTI because the increasing intensification of these efforts 

requires the coordination of the skills and involvement of a variety of professionals, 

including reading professionals" (Shanahan, 2008, pg. I 07). Response to Instruction and 

Intervention implementation must occur in a collaborative climate in which all involved 

are working together to put students ' needs first. 

Fidelity of Interventions 

For RTP to be implemented effectively. it needs to be done wi th fidelity . Fidelity 

checks are necessary to assure that RTF is implemented appropriately. 
nder the RTF 

model , fidelity checks should be implemented to assure interventions are being 

· · I th t Jack of effective instruction cannot be a fac tor in a 
implemented appropriate y so a 

. k"ll f readino . .. Fideli ty monitoring is the systematic 
student not mastering an area or s 1 0 0 
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monitoring by a responsible instructional leader t d t · h • 
o e ermine t e extent to which the 

deli very of instruction or an intervention adheres t th 1 o e protoco s or program models 

ori ginall y developed'. (Tennessee Department of Education, 2013 , p. 109). This is a 

necessary component of any RTI model. Keller-Margulis (2012) wrote about the 

importance of fidelity monitoring in RTI implementation, and stated "The fidelity of 

implementation of the RTI system is arguably one of the most important components 

identified as necessary for RTI implementation" (p. 343). Without fidelity in RTI 

implementation, the interventions may not be successful and therefore may have been a 

waste of a time for both the students and teachers. Fidelity monitoring is crucial to RTI ' s 

success. 

Keller-Margulis (20 I 2) added "Student response depicted in progress monitoring 

data may be difficult to interpret if intervention implementation was not evaluated for the 

necessary frequency, recommended intensity, and specified duration originally intended" 

(p. 343). The components of RTF implementation that must be monitored include 

assessment integrity, instructional and intervention integrity, and procedural integrity. 

Fidelity checks are crucial to ensure the success of the initiative and rule out certain 

factors as to why students may or may not be making gains. 

Research-Based Interventions 

If a student is placed in Tier II or III , it may be due to a gap in instruction; 

th c- •1 · · rtant that teachers are using research-based instruction not only in ere1ore, 1 1s 1mpo . 

· · · 11 I t dents but also in the more intense interventions Tier I mstruct10n for a c assroom s u , 

h 
. T. II d Ill "The success of RTI depends on the classroom teacher ' s use 

t at occur m 1ers an . 

. ,, . 1 Readino Association, 2010, p.2) . It is 
of research-based practices (Intematwna 0 
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imperati ve that teachers use strate · d · 
gies an materials that are research-based to assure that 

students are receiving the best possible instruction th t th I so a ey can c ose any gaps that 

students have due to lack of instruction If students have d t · ffi · · gaps ue o me ect1ve 

instruction, they must be addressed through research-based interventions. However, if 

students have a true learning disability, this disability may not be able to be addressed 

through interventions. Therefore, special education services may be required. It is 

imperative that research-based instruction is delivered so that ineffective instruction can 

be ruled out as a student's reason for struggling in reading and students who do indeed 

have a learning disability can get the assistance they need. 

Interventions by Highly Trained Teachers 

Students receive interventions, in the case ofremediation, because of a lack of 

mastery of a skill. This lack of mastery may be due to several factors, one of them being a 

gap in instruction. It is even more crucial that students in Tier II and Tier III interventions 

for remediation are taught by teachers highly trained in reading. 

Teacher expertise is central to instructional improvement, particularly for students 

who encounter difficulty in acquiring language and literacy. Response to 

Intervention may involve a range of professionals; however, the greater the 

literacy difficulty, the greater the need for expertise in literacy teaching and 

learning (International Reading Association, 2010, p. 4). 

Interventions should be provided by educators who are highly trained and prepared to 

d 1. r-.:: t· d. ·nterventions The Tennessee Department of Education stated, e 1ver e 1ec 1ve rea mg 1 · 

I · d t deliver the selected instruction as intended, that is, with "Teachers adequate y trame o 

• . D artment of Education, 2013 , p. 232). Teachers need 
fidelity to design." (Tennessee ep 
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training on how to deliver effective instruction and interventions to students in 

intervention groups in order to successfull y meet their needs. Interventions provided with 

fidelity by highly trained professionals allow students the best possible instruction to 

meet their needs and to help them grow in their reading abili ty. 

Effecti ve interventions fo r remediation need to be planned ba ed on a tudent" s 

specific gap or deficit. The Tennes ee Departm nt of ducation 01 tat d that 

Corse State tandard ] in tru ti n and inter.1 mi n in lud th fi undati nal 

skill s of reading, p aki ng and Ii t nin . lit rature. infi nn ti naJ t x . writing. 

and language v hi! d I ping th ruditi n f hi t ry. iaJ udie . and 

(p. 15). 

Therefor . ff e ti c int r.· r ith r r m n r c.:nri hm n 

tud nt · peci fie n 

defi cit . 

. utili zin d t fr m th univ re n r 

In tcnn · t r: it " i II n t he dd f int r.· nt i n f r cnn 1mcnt. c11 . but 

f Pu Ii in tcad a tud ' nt' learning trcn th will • th fi rn 

· du ation (- rekrrcd I nri hm 'nt an 

·d ramrnin •. are w d t 

de cribc tiered in tru ti n. 111 • 

t impl ·m nt p priat •. rig us and rclc, ant 
~trcnl.!th and intcrc ·t 

. 11· 11 re I ncth curriculum and tn tru 

. . 1 , • , i en d t i m ln tc r\'enti n tor cnn ,mull an: --

I I t ·tudcnt arc h II ·n..1 ·J be rig rous en ug 1 t rn 

_o 

fRTI p. 

trcngth_. and h uld 

th. t th-~ n ntinuc.: t m kc.: gain 



and meet their potential. High achievi d 
ng stu ents also need the opportunity to be 

challenged and meet their potential. 

Parent Contact/Communication 

Parents must be kept awa f th · h" , re O eir c ild s progress in the tiers. The RTF model 

outlines parent letters for students in Tiers II O III t h , r o s ow the student s progress toward 

their goal. The Tennessee Department of Education (2013) stated that 

Communicating with parents/guardians is of utmost importance in gaining the 

support and understanding of parents. The more parents understand concerning 

their children's education, the more likely they will be to cooperate and 

participate in assisting their children at home and encouraging their children to do 

their best at school, day-to-day (p. 59). 

Parents need to know about their child ' s education so that they can help them as well. In 

addition to parent communication, knowing how RTI relates to special education is 

imperative for the effective implementation. 

RTI and Special Education 

Response to Intervention implementation is designed to provide interventions for 

students who are not achieving at their specific grade level's expectation and may have 

gaps in their learning. Response to Intervention is not designed to decrease the amount of 

students receiving special education services. Fuchs and Fuchs (2009) wrote about this 

myth of R TI trying to decrease the number of students receiving special education 

services, and stated that "Rather, it's twin aims are to prevent serious, long-term negative 

consequences associated with exiting school without adequate academic competence and 

to identify children with disabilities" (p. 25 I). The goal of RTI implementation is not to 
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take the place of special educati on Instead •t 1 . · , 1 s goa 1s to address the core of a student ' s 

struggles or gaps, provide instruction to improve these area f akn d s o we ess, an prevent 

students from being placed in special education h th 1 · · w en e rea reason for their struggles 1s 

gaps in learning or instruction . Response to Intervention aims to address the fundamental 

reason of a student ' s learning problem. 

Following Response to Intervention procedures will prevent students from being 

placed into special education services without addressing the real issue, which may be a 

gap in instruction. Harlacher, Walker, and Sanford (2010) also wrote about RTI in 

respect to special education placement stating that "Because information gathered 

throughout the tiers can guide special education decisions, the quality of implementation 

and the decisions made about instructional changes are important factors in 

distinguishing students with true disabilities from students who have not received 

appropriate instruction" (p. 31-32). Understanding each student' s specific needs and only 

placing students in special education if they truly need it is what is best for students. 

In a recent survey of teachers who have implemented R TI, completed by Scanlon 

(2013), they were asked about how RTI affected their disability classifications or special 

education referrals. Forty-three percent of teachers who responded to the survey stated 

that they saw a decrease in the number of special education referrals. "Of those teachers 

reporting a decrease in special education services, 75% stated that the decrease was due 

to struggling readers getting stronger and more timely instruction" (p. 7). This finding is 

· · · 1 · 1· 1·s key to preventing long-term reading encouragmg, cons1dermg ear y mterven 10n 

struggles (Scanlon, 2013 ). Response to Intervention may reduce the number of students 

• · d · b e the interventions were successful in closing learning 
placed m special e ucat10n ecaus 
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gap for students. This will prevent stud t f: · • 
en s rom being placed incorrectly in special 

education services. Response to Instruction and I t · 
n erventJon can serve as an avenue to 

accurately pinpoint students ' learning needs and add th hr h · ress em t oug general educat10n 

services. 

RTI as Enrichment 

Response to Intervention can serve not only as interventions for remediation but , 

for enrichment as well. Just as struggling learners and readers will continue to suffer if 

their needs are not met, high achieving students may not grow academically at the rate 

that they could if their specific needs are not met through instruction. High achieving 

students' performance rates can fall over time (Hughes & Rollins, 2009). Response to 

Intervention for enrichment is crucial to assuring that high achieving students are also 

making reading gains. If these gifted students are expected to grow academically, they 

need to be challenged to reach their potential. In this case, the same percentile ranks used 

to place students into remediation interventions can be used to place students into 

enrichment interventions. Therefore, the top 3-5% of students could receive Tier III 

interventions based on their universal screening assessment results. Students performing 

at the top 10-15% could receive Tier II interventions for reading enrichment. 

The State of Tennessee ' s RTF model allows for interventions for enrichment as 

well. "Response to Instruction and Intervention provides support systems for students 

· h · 1 b·1·t otential Hioh achievino students require special provisions wit except10na a 1 1 y or p • e e 

because of their strengths and above-grade instructional level or potential" (Tennessee 

D f Ed 
· 2013 p 114) Advanced students need the opportunity and epartment o ucat10n, . • · 

. . 1 II · st as strugoling learners do. 
support to meet their potentia as we , JU e 
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Advantages of RTI 

There are several advantages to R I · esponse to ntervenhon that make it appealing to 

educators in order to help them best meet students ' n d s· RTI · f: · 1 ee s. mce 1s air y new to 

education, there is not an abundance of research or case stud· th · 1· · f 1es on e imp 1cat10ns o 

RTL However, there are some promising research and findings to support RTI, including 

the necessary support for struggling students, increased student achievement in reading, 

and its preventative nature. 

One study by Robinson, Bursuck, and Sinclair (2013) looked at the 

implementation of Response to Intervention in rural school districts and stated that "In 

our view, RTI can play a key role in creating an integrated system where students who 

struggle to learn can be supported without necessarily having to receive special 

education" (p. 7). Providing students the support they need can be achieved through RTI 

implementation. Buffum et al. , (2010) wrote about how RTI can be successful and stated 

that 

RTI's underlying premise is that schools should not wait until students fall far 

enough behind to qualify for special education to provide them with the help they 

need. Instead, schools should provide targeted and systematic interventions to all 

students as soon as they demonstrate the need (p. 10). 

Th. · d t t RTI that it aims to address students ' specific needs before they 1s 1s one a van age o , 

fa ll too far behind. 

d b G · ldi· & Robertson (2011 ), the effectiveness of RTI 
In a research stu y y nma 

. . d . Ttle I school district in Massachusetts that 
1mplementat10n was assesse m a 1 

· 1 Reading Association ' s (IRA) RTI guidelines of 
implemented RTI before the Intemat10na 
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2010 were published. The study used research-based practices to implement RTL A few 

successes were found from the study, such as only 30 first graders from a district of 2300 

elementary students not making the Developmental Reading Assessment (DRA) 

benchmark level and at one school, only one student in grades third through fifth fell into 

the warning/failing category on the reading assessment used (Grimaldi & Robertson, 

2011 ). Response to Intervention can be effective in improving student reading 

achievement. 

Another research study assessing the effectiveness of RTI performed by Goode 

(20 13) looked at the effect of RTI interventions for at-risk students in grades first through 

third in reading in a Title I school. The research indicated that RTI was effecti e 

specifically for at-risk African-American and male student in reading. dditionall , the 

study concluded that, overall, RT! was effecti e in impro ing tudent · reading cores. 

Data from this research study supported the idea that RT! implementation i effecti e for 

struggling readers. 

Another advantage of RTI implementation i that it can impro e tudent 

achievement. Hughes and Dexter (20 11 ) e 'amin d I.., field tudie on th 

implementation of R TI and found that ··all f th tudie examining th impact of an RTI 

program on academic achievement or p rfom1ance reported ome level f improvement .. 

Upports the idea that RTI i effective fo r improving tudent . 
(p. 9). This research 

reading ability within the parameters of th i tudy. 

. . f RTI i that it i pre,·entati , ·e in nature . It e k to 
An add1t10nal advantage 0 

h before it i too late for them to get caught up. 
close learning gaps that tudents may ave 

k ounty chool district·s implementation of RTI 
Sack-Min (2009) wrote about a Kentuc Y c 
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and stated " If done well even some of th d 
' e stu ents most struggling avoid special 

education entirely because they get the help they d d h · · nee , an t ose with leammg 

disabilities can be diagnosed and start receiving services more quickly" (p. 38). In the 

county that Sack-Min wrote about, there was a 300% decrease in referrals for special 

education. Students' needs were instead being met through interventions. Response to 

Intervention implementation can provide students the support they need before it is too 

late. 

Stecker, Fuchs, and Fuchs (2008) wrote about the advantage of the preventive 

aspect of R TI and stated that 

Within a multitiered R TI system, students are likely to receive help at earlier 

stages in their learning with perhaps some disabilities even being prevented from 

developing or their overall impact lessened. This preventive aspect has prompted 

many schools to adopt an RTI framework as a means for reforming their 

educational practices (p. 10). 

Response to Intervention's advantages include necessary support for struggling students, 

increased student achievement in reading, and its preventative nature. These components 

make RTI make it an appealing initiative for educators. 

Disadvantages of RTI 

Although there are several advantages of Response to Instruction, there are also 

d
. d · t d with RTI Some of these disadvantages include a lack of some 1sa vantages associa e · 

fu d
. l k f research to support assessments, and an overall lack of 

resources or n mg, ac o 

research on the outcomes of R Tl. 

. RTI . 1 mentation is the use of resources, including staff 
One disadvantage to imp e 
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that it requires. Fuchs, Fuchs and Co t 
' mp on <2012) stated that "it is costly in time and 

resources. It requires assessments and · t · 
m ervenhons that educators rarely conducted a 

decade ago. Moreover, because of its relative ne . . 
wness, there are senous mefficiencies in 

its application" (p. 264). Respo t In 
nse o tervention can be very time consuming and 

requires educators to teach in a different manne th h h · 
r an t ey ave m the past and complete 

more assessments than in the past. 

Additionally, Response to Intervention requires teachers to teach in a way they 

may have never taught before. Grimaldi & Robertson (201 I) referred to the change in 

instruction required by R TI, in that 

Such forced change, done so with only positive intentions over the long term, has 

brought to light the very real feelings of vulnerability and anxiety among staff 

who want to provide the best learning environments for students yet struggle to 

align their current practices with the tenets of the RTI model (p. 25). 

Teachers need the appropriate support and professional development in order to deliver 

RTI interventions appropriately. Not knowing how to implement RTI effectively and not 

having the appropriate funding and resources seems to be a roadblock found in Robinson, 

Bursuck, and Sinclair ' s research. Without these components implemented appropriately 

and with fidelity , RTI may not reach its intended benefits for students. 

While the study by Robinson et al. , (2013) concluded that RTI implementation in 

rural schools seemed promising and worthwhile, there was a concern over funding for the 

needed resources to implement RTL "Based on our findings , providing evidence-based 

· · d h II · The challenges in providin° evidence-based instruction mstruction prove c a engmg. r::, 

b d b h hr · funding shortfalls experienced in rural schools" (p. 6). 
may e exacerbate y t e c oruc 
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Accord ing to Robinson et al. , (201 3) some f h . 
0 t ese fundmg deficits affect teacher 

professional development or training on how t d r . . 
o e iver effective mterventions, being up 

to date on the latest technology, as well as not b . . . . 
emg able to hire an mstruct10nal coach 

(Robinson, et.al. 2013 ). All of these compon t b · 
en s are arners to providing the most 

effective interventions for students. 

Another disadvantage of R TI implementation 1-s th f . 
1 e use o a uruversa screener to 

determine student placement in the tiers Using a si·ngle as t c-. 1 · sessmen can create 1a se 

positives, and students may not show their true abili·ty on the one 1· - 1me assessment. 

(Fuchs et al., 2012). With so much extra instructional time at stake for students, and with 

limited spots for interventions, it is important that the school RTI team has a true picture 

of students' abilities and deficits. 

Wixson and Valencia (2011) wrote about what teachers and specialists need to 

know for RTI and that the universal screener can tell if students are reading below, at, or 

above grade level. They go on to state that "However, because the measures used for 

screening are fairly generic and can be mismatched to an individual student's actual 

reading abilities, they rarely provide the specific information needed to determine the 

most appropriate intervention or instruction" (p. 467). While universal-screening 

assessments can reveal that a student struggles or excels in reading, it may not accurately 

pinpoint the students ' areas of strength or weakness for which interventions are needed. 

Ball & Christ (2012) wrote about using assessments in an RTI framework, and 

c-. · • 1 th state "There is clear evidence that neither screeners re1errmg to a umversa screener ey 

· ffi · t · formation to guide intervention 
nor high-stakes assessments provide su 1cien m 

. . . ,, (p r 5) Universal screeners may not be able to 
development for md1v1dual students · ., · 
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fully assess students ' reading needs. S 
tudents have diverse needs when it comes to 

reading, and a uni versal screener may n t full . . 0 Y pmpomt these needs. 

An additional disadvantage of RTI is th h . 
at t ere is not an ab~dance of research to 

support it. Danielson, Doolittle, and Bradle (2007) 
Y wrote about the need for more 

research on R TI and stated 

In our discussions of professional development and building capacity for 

sustainability, we saw that an emerging knowled b · b · ge ase 1s present, ut agam, the 

research base will need to expand greatly if educators are to be supported in 

improving the achievement of all students-the ultimate goal of the No Child Left 

Behind Act of 2001 (p. 636). 

Since RTI is so new, more research is necessary to determine its overall effect on student 

achievement in reading. 

Sparks (2011) stated in her article about RTI implementation that "Response to 

intervention has exploded into one of the most popular school initiatives in the country, 

but experts caution that R TI' s use is far outstripping its research base" (p. 16). There is 

research to support some of the individual components of RTI but not necessarily to 

support the overall effectiveness of its components. "One downside of the research focus 

on individual interventions or tiers is that the disparate evidence can lead educators to 

confuse the trees for the forest during implementation" (Sparks, 2011 , p. 16). In 

situations in which an RTI framework is not fully implemented, but instead only some 

components, it can be difficult to determine the overall effect of RTL For Response to 

Intervention to be effective, all of its components need to be fully implemented with 

fidelity , which can be difficult and include several barriers. 
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There are several di sadvantages to RTl, such as a lack of resources or funding, 

lack of research to support assessments, and an overall lack of research on the outcomes 

of RTL Since Response to Intervention is such a new topic in education, further research 

is necessary to support any positive effects of implementation. 
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Introduction 

CHAPTER III 

Methodology 

The purpose of this field st d . . 
u y was to identify the impact that implementation of 

RTF, for both remediation and enrichment h d t d , . . 
' a on s u ents readmg achievement. 

Response to Instruction and Intervention is a thr t· d · • 
ee- 1ere mtervention plan that aims to 

meet the specific needs of all students. Students needs are met through differentiated 

Tier I instruction for all students in the regular classroom as II · · · , we as more mtens1ve Tier 

II and Tier III interventions for struggling students or for students who need to be 

challenged and enriched. 

Research Design 

This research design was a quantitative study that used archival data to determine 

the impact that RTF implementation and instruction had on student academic 

achievement in reading. At-test was utilized to determine whether there was a 

statistically significant difference between means for students in third through fifth grade 

that received RTF interventions for remediation or enrichment in reading, and for those 

students that did not receive RTF interventions. The t-tests were also used to determine 

whether or not the null hypotheses should be retained or rejected. The independent 

variable in this study was the RTF interventions for remediation and enrichment. The 

dependent variable in this study was the easyCBM reading assessment scores. 

Participants 

Th I 
· .: th. tudy consisted of students in third, fourth , and fifth grades 

e popu at10n 1or 1s s 

· h I · h I district that implemented RTF during the 2013-2014 
m one elementary sc oo m a sc oo 
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school year as a pilot study. Participants were st d h . . 
u ents w o received mterventions for 

remediation and enrichment as well as student h d"d • . . . 
s w o I not receive mtervent10ns. This 

particular school piloted RTF before it was fully· 1 d · h · · 
imp emente m t e school d1stnct as 

mandated by the State of Tennessee. 

Instruments 

The instruments utilized in this study in reading achievement were the easyCBM 

fall and winter benchmark assessments. The easyCBM consists of assessments specific 

to each grade level based on the "big five" components of reading, including phonics, 

phonemic awareness, fluency, comprehension, and vocabulary. In third, fourth, and fifth 

grades, the assessment used for this research was the reading comprehension assessment, 

as this is the main focus ofreading in grades third through fifth (easyCBM, n.d.) . 

In the fall and winter benchmarks, students were assigned a passage to read on the 

computer. The passage was the same for all the students in the grade level, and the 

passage was on the students ' current grade's reading level. Students read the passage and 

answered 20 comprehension questions about the passage. The reading comprehension 

passage was not a timed test and was completed independently by each student on the 

computer. 

Procedure 

Initially, a letter was sent to the Director of Curriculum and Instruction of the 

· · h h t dy took place to request the use of archival data to school d1stnct where t e researc s u 

determine the effects of RTF implementation on students ' reading achievement on the 

A d·x A) Additionally a request to complete 
easyCBM universal screener (see ppen 1 · ' 

. . , itutional Review Board, requesting permission to 
research was sent to the university s Inst 
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complete this fi eld study. Once pennission d 
was grante from both, archival data from the 

20 13-20 14 school year was used. 

In order to determine which students should b 1 d · h · 
e p ace m t e companson groups, 

students ' Lexile scores were analyzed. Lexile scores were given based on the 

LeamingLink reading assessment. Students in this study also took the LeamingLink 

assessment very close to the same time that they took the easyCBM assessment. Both 

scores were used when determining which students should be placed into the different 

Tiers during the school's data chats. Therefore, both scores were used to determine which 

students should be placed in the comparison groups. 

When determining which students should be placed in the remediation comparison 

group for each grade level, the students that scored the next lowest Lexile score, just 

above the students receiving interventions, were placed in the comparison group. If 

students who had the next lowest Lexile score were students receiving special education 

services, their scores were not used, as a noted learning disability was present and 

students were already receiving special education services to address these learning 

disabilities. 

When determining which students should be placed in the enrichment comparison 

c- h d 1 1 the students who had the next highest Lexi le scores, below the group 1or eac gra e eve , 

· · · · 1 d · n the enrichment comparison group for students rece1vmg mtervent10ns, were P ace 1 

h h d the next highest Lexile score were already receiving each grade level. If students w o a 

. h e not placed in the comparison group, as they gifted special education services, t ey wer 

h . eeds Comparison ~roup students ' scores • · · es to meet t eir n · 0 were already rece1vmg serv1c 



were used to detem1ine if there was t r . 
a s a ist1cally significant difference in the scores of 

students receiv ing interventions and th . . 
, ose not rece1vmg interventions. 

Archival scores for students on the eas CBM . 
Y reading assessment scores were 

collected in grades third through fifth St d t · • 
. u en s rece1vmg remediation and enrichment 

interventions ' scores were used. Additionall tud · 
Y' s ents nght above or below the cutoff 

line for remediation and enrichment were incl d d · h 
u e mt e study as members of the 

comparison groups, and the growth scores were compared with the t d t · · s u ens rece1vmg 

interventions. 

Research Question 

Do students in third through fifth grades participating in daily, targeted RTF remediation 

or enrichment interventions experience accelerated academic growth in reading, as 

measured by the easyCBM? 

Null Hypotheses 

1. There will be no statistically significant difference in the academic reading growth 

experienced by students participating in targeted remediation interventions, as compared 

to students not participating in reading interventions as measured by diagnostic growth 

scores from the easyCBM assessment for students in grades third through fifth. 

2. There will be no statistically significant difference in the academic reading growth 

experienced by students participating in targeted enrichment interventions, as compared 

to students not participating in reading interventions as measured by diagnostic growth 

scores from the easyCBM assessment for students in grades third through fifth. 
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Data Analysis Plan 

Data were collected on all students in grades thi'rd fiourth d fifth h · d , , an 1 , w o receive 

interventions between the fall and winter universal screener. These students received 

daily interventions, both remediation and enrichment, for ten weeks. Their scores on the 

fall easyCBM assessment were used to determine if students needed to receive 

interventions. This score was compared with the student' s winter benchmark score. 

Growth scores were calculated by comparing how many questions the student answered 

correctly on the fall easyCBM assessment with how many questions they answered 

correctly on the winter easyCBM assessment. Data were also collected on a comparison 

group of students in grades third, fourth, and fifth for both remediation and intervention. 

There were six intervention groups: third grade remediation, third grade enrichment, 

fourth grade remediation, fourth grade enrichment, fifth grade remediation, and fifth 

grade enrichment. Therefore, there were also six comparison groups, one for each 

intervention group. These students were the next students directly above or below the 

cutoff line for being placed in interventions for both remediation and enrichment. 
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CHAPTER IV 

Results 

After data were collected two-t .1 d 
' ai e t-tests were run, and then the data were 

analyzed. The t-test was used to determ· . .fi 
me s1gm icance set at a p< .05 level. The purpose 

of the first t-test for grades third, fourth and fifth . . 
' I ' was to determme if there was a 

statistically significant difference in the growth f d . . . 
o stu ents rece1vmg mterventions for 

reading remediation compared with those stud t h · • . ens w o were not rece1vmg daily reading 

interventions. 

The purpose of the second t-test for grades third, fourth, and fifth, was to 

determine if there was a statistically significant difference in the growth of students 

receiving interventions for reading enrichment, compared with those students who were 

not receiving daily reading interventions. 

Description of the Data Sets 

The statistical test used in this field study was at-test, which was utilized to 

compare the data sets for each grade level, comparing students receiving interventions in 

reading with students who were not receiving reading interventions, for both remediation 

and enrichment. The difference in students ' scores on the easyCBM reading assessment 

between fall and winter were compared, and a growth score was calculated. The growth 

score was calculated by subtracting students ' fall benchmark scores on the easyCBM 

reading comprehension assessment from their winter benchmark score. Students either 

Sh d ·1· wth ati·ve growth or no chancre in their score at all. Then at-test owe pos1 JVe gro , neg , o 

· h d d th t test score was converted into a p value, which was was run usmg t ese ata, an e -

then used to determine if the null hypotheses should be accepted or rejected. 
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Re ults for Each Null Hypothesis 

Do students in 
th

i
rd through fifth grades participating in daily, targeted RTF remediation 

or enrichment interventions experience accelerated academi·c g wth · d. 
ro m rea mg, as 

measured by standardized assessments? 

Null Hypothesis 1 

There will be no statistically significant difference in the academic reading growth 

experienced by students participating in targeted remediation interventions as compared 

to students not participating in reading interventions as measured by diagnostic growth 

scores from the easyCBM assessment for students in grades third through fifth. 

Table 1. Summary of Fifth Grade Remedial Reading Growth Scores 

N M SD p 
Remediation Group 3 0 2.65 

Comparison Group 3 2.67 3.21 .33 .77 

Table 1 displays the results of the growth scores of fifth grade students in the 

. h · oup The t-test showed a value of remediation intervention group and t e comparison gr · 

1 1 d 77 The p value was set at p<.05 level to determine .33 , and the p value was ca cu ate as. • 

d. to this data there was no statistically statistical significance. Therefore, accor mg ' 

h f fifth grade students receiving reading 
significant difference between the growt scores 0 

. group of students not receiving 
interventions for remediation and the comparison ° 

interventions. 
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Table 2. Summary of Fourth Grade Remedial R d" G 
ea mg rowth Scores 

N M SD t p Remediation Group 5 -0.6 3.21 

Comparison Group 5 0.8 3.56 .53 .62 

Table 2 displayed the results of the growth scores of fourth grade students in the 

remediation intervention group and the comparison group. The t-test showed a value of 

.53, and the p value was calculated at .62. The p value was set at p<. 05 level to 

determine statistical significance. Therefore, according to this data, there was no 

statistically significant difference between the growth scores of fourth grade students 

receiving reading interventions for remediation and students not receiving interventions. 

Table 3. Summary of Third Grade Remedial Reading Growth Scores 

Remediation Group 

Comparison Group 

N M 
6 0.83 

6 -0.67 

SD 
2.71 

1.63 0.28 

p 

0.79 

Table 3 displayed the results of the growth scores of third grade students in the 

· · · · d h · aroup The t-test showed a value of remediation mterventlon group an t e companson o · 

1 1 t d 79 The p value was set at p<.05 level to determine .28, and the p value was ca cu a e as . • 

d. t this data there was no statistically statistical significance. Therefore, accor mg O , 

of third grade students receiving reading 
significant difference between the growth scores 

. . d ts not receiving interventions. interventions for remediat10n and stu en 

wth scores between the students receiving 
Tables 1, 2, and 3 compared the gro 

. . . . and those students in the comparison group who 
mterventions for readmg remediation 
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were not receiving interventions. Table 1 compared fifth d tud d h 
gra e s ents, an t e p value 

was .77. Table 
2 

compared the fourth grade students, and the p value was .62. Table 3 

compared third grade students, and the p value was .79. The p value was set at P <.05 

level. Based on the data generated by the t-tests, the Null Hypothesis 1 is accepted. 

Null Hypothesis 2 

There will be no statistically significant difference in the academic reading growth 

experienced by students participating in targeted enrichment interventions as compared to 

students not participating in reading interventions as measured by diagnostic growth 

scores from the easyCBM assessment for students in grades third through fifth. 

Table 4. Summary of Fifth Grade Enrichment Read ing Growth Scores 

Enrichment Group 

Comparison Group 

N 

4 

4 

M 

1.75 

SD 

1.1 5 

2.2 1 .58 

p 

.5 

h f fifth grad tudent in the Table 4 di splayed the results of the gro'vvt core 

enrichment intervention gro up and the compari on group. Th wed a value f 

.58 , and the p value was .59. The P ' alue wa et at p<.05 lev I to determine tati ti al 

d . to thi s data there wa n significance .. Therefore, accor mg · 
tati ticall ignificant 

d tudent re i\'ing reading 
difference between the growth scores of fifth gra e 

. d tudents not recei ving interventi n . interventions for ennchment an 
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Table 5. Summary of Fourth Grade Enrichment R d" G 
ea mg rowth Scores 

Enrichment Group 

Comparison Group 

N 

2 

2 

M 

-2.5 

0 

SD 

0.71 

0 .13 

p 

.92 

Table 5 displayed the results of the growth scores of fourth grade students in the 

enrichment intervention group and the comparison group. The t-test showed a value of 

.13 , and the p value was .92. The p value was set at p<.05 level to determine statistical 

significance. Therefore, according to this data, there was no statistically significant 

difference between the growth scores of fourth grade students receiving reading 

interventions for enrichment and students not receiving interventions. 

Table 6. Summary of Third Grade Enrichment Reading Growth Scores 

Enrichment Group 

Comparison Group 

5 

5 

N M 

-2.4 

0.2 

SD 

1.52 

3.35 

p 

.17 .87 

Table 6 displayed the results of the growth scores of third grade students in the 

. oup The t test showed a value of enrichment intervention group, and the companson gr · 

t t p< 05 Therefore according to this .17, and the p value was .87. The P value was se a · · ' 

. . "fference between the growth scores of fifth 
data there was no statistically s1gmficant di 

' 
. fi . hment and students not receiving 

d . . tervent10ns or ennc grade students receiving rea mg m 

interventions. 

40 



Tables 4. 5. and 6 compared the growth score betwee th t d · · n e s u ents rece iving 

interventions for reading enrichment and those students not receiving interventions. Table 

4 compared fifth grade tudent , and the p value was .59. Table 5 compared the fourth 

grade students. and the P value was .92. Table 6 compared third grade students, and the p 

val ue was .87. The p value was set at p <.05 level. Therefore, the null hypothesis, which 

stated that there would be no statistically significant difference between the growth score 

of students receiving reading interventions for enrichment, as compared with students not 

receiving interventions, was accepted. There was no statistically significant difference 

between students receiving interventions for reading enrichment and students not 

receiving interventions. Based on the data generated by the t-tests, the Null Hypothesis 2 

is accepted. 
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CHAPTER V 

Findings 

Effect of Daily Reading Interventions on Stud t , R . . 
en s eadmg Achievement 

This chapter presents the findings on this field t d h . . 
s u Y t at aimed to detennme the 

effect of reading interventions for both remediation and · t · . 
m ervention on students' readmg 

achievement. 

In this field study, reading growth scores for students in third, fourth, and fifth 

grades, as measured by the easyCBM assessment, were compared for students receiving 

interventions for remediation and students not receiving interventions who were in the 

comparison group. The p value for third grade was .79. The p value for fourth grade was 

.62. The p value for fifth grade was .77. The p value was set at p<.05. Therefore, it can be 

concluded from the data in this research study that there is not a statistically significant 

difference between the reading growth scores of students receiving reading interventions 

for remediation and students not receiving interventions. 

In this field study, students in grades third, fourth, and fifth , reading growth 

scores, as measured by the easyCBM assessment, were compared for students receiving 

interventions for enrichment, and students not receiving interventions. The P value for 

third grade was .87. The p value for fourth grade was .92. The P value for fifth grade was 

e: · b concluded from the data in this .59. The p value was set at p<.05. There1ore, it can e 

. . . 'fi t difference between the reading 
field study that there was not a statistically s1gm ican 

. . . . entions for remediation and students 
growth scores of students rece1vmg readmg mterv 

not receiving interventions. 
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One not iceable trend that the data for the . 
ennchment groups showed is that both 

the third and fo urth grade enrichment groups h d . 
a negative growth scores from the fall to 

winter benchmarks as measured by the easyCBM ct · 
rea mg assessment. There are several 

factors that could have caused this such as the int 
1
-

, erven ions used, whether all 

interventions were research-based or lacked research rt h . . 
suppo , teac er trammg on 

effective interventions, and/or whether or not the intervent1·0 
· 

1 
• 

ns were imp emented with 

fideli ty. 

This field study did not measure the interventions being used, and whether they 

were research-based or not. However, a specific research-based intervention program was 

not followed in this research study, and that could have contributed to the students in 

enrichment groups in third and fourth grades not making gains in their reading scores, as 

teachers may have utilized interventions that were not research-based. It could have been 

that not all interventions for the enrichment students were research-based, and therefore 

the students did not demonstrate growth in their reading achievement, as measured by the 

easyCBM assessment utilized in this field study. 

This field study did not measure teacher training on the delivery of effective 

interventions. Teachers need to be trained on how to deliver effective interventions. A 

lack of teacher training on how to deliver effective interventions could have contributed 

. hm t ups not showirlg growth in their 
to the students in third and fourth grade enric en gro 

CBM assessment utilized in this field 
reading achievement, as measured by the easy 

study. 

. . el important to making sure that 
Following the RTF model with fidehty is extrem y 

. ot fidelity monitoring under this field study, and 
mterventions are successful. There was n 
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this could have contributed to the enrichm . 
ent students m third and fourth grades not 

showing growth in their reading. Fidelity check . 
s are crucial to the implementation of 

RTF implementation, and RTP cannot bes ful . 
uccess without fidelity monitoring. 

Due to N ull Hypothesis I and Null Hy th . 2 b . 
po es1s oth bemg accepted, and there 

not being a statistically si gnificant difference betw tud . . . 
een s ents rece1vmg mterventions for 

reading remediation and enrichment and those not the · l • 
, imp ementation and structure of 

the RTF interventions in this pilot study should be analyzed t t h o no e any c anges that 

could be made based on the data, in order for the interventions to meet students' needs 

and help them make gains in their reading achievement. 

Recommendations for Future Research 

While this field study used data that measured growth scores from a pilot year of 

RTF, future research should be done to determine the effect of interventions for both 

remediation and enrichment in the long term. As with any new initiative, it takes time for 

both teachers and students to become acclimated. The data used in this research study 

was from a pilot year of RTF implementation. It would be beneficial to complete a 

follow-up study on the RTF implementation in following school years, to see how 

students did and if the interventions were successful in meeting students' needs in 
' 

helping them make gains in reading achievement. 

Further research could also be completed that follows students through the RTF 

This research study measured students ' 
intervention process longer than ten weeks. 

further research that measures students ' 
scores from fall to winter benchmarks, and 

. ear would be beneficial for educators. 
reading achievement scores throughout the entire Y 
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Data from an entire school year would g· 
ive a more detailed and in-depth summary of 

students' reading achievement scores after re · • . 
ceiving interventions. 

Additionally, further research could b 
e completed to analyze the reading 

achievement scores for students who have receiv d · . 
e interventions and then made enough 

progress to so that they no longer required intervenf 
1 

. 
ions. t would be beneficial to see 

how students achieved in reading after they received read · · . . 
mg interventions, to see 1f the 

interventions were indeed successful in filling in gaps in student , 1 · ·f d 
s earning, or 1 stu ents 

ended up being placed back in interventions. 

Additional research of RTF in the primary grades would also be beneficial. Data 

from this case study used third , fourth, and fifth grade reading scores. It would be 

beneficial to see the impact of reading interventions at a younger age, in grades 

kindergarten, first, and second, to see if students' needs can be met before they become 

too far behind. 

Further research could also be completed on remediation for reading enrichment. 

This study looked at both enrichment and remediation, but there is a great deal more 

research on interventions for remediation than there is for enrichment. It would be 

beneficial to look more specifically at enrichment interventions and student-reading 

· c: d struoglino reads Since RTF is still achievement, as past RTI research 1s more 1ocuse on o o · 

research l·s necessary to determine its impact on students ' new in education, further 

reading achievement. 

Conclusion 

. . . ht on the impact that dail y reading 
The purpose of this field study was to garn msig 

. . . ent following the RTF model. have on 
interventions both for remediation and ennchm , 
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student' s academic achievement in reading. The independent variable was the students' 

growth scores on the easyCBM reading comprehension assessment from fall to winter 

benchmarks. This study suggested that there was no statistically significant difference 

between students receiving interventions, both remediation and enrichment for reading, 

following the RTF framework and students not receiving interventions for reading. This 

field study used data from the pilot year for RTF implementation. Further research is 

necessary to determine the overall impact of RTF on students' reading achievement, both 

for remediation and enrichment. 
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from further re1wiew. Exemption is ~t~ under the Common Rule 45 CFR46.101 (b) {4); the 
research involves only the study of existmg data, and the data is recorded in such a manner that 
the subjects cannot be identified directly or through identifiers. 

You may conduct your study as described in your application, effective immediately. Please note 
that any changes to the study have the potential for changing the exempt status of your study, and 
must be promptly reported and approved by APIRB before continuing. Some changes may be 
approve.d by expedited review: others require full board review. If you have any questions or 
require further information, you can contact me by phone {931-221-6106) or email 
(shepherdo®,apsu.edu ). 

<J 

Again, thank you for your cooperation with the APSU IRB and the human research review 
process. 

Sincerely 

/ \ ( ': . • 1,· ,. . 
I/ /, 'J ' ' , • • I , 1,, .... f -' \ • ... • 

Omie Shepherd., Chair 
Austin Peay Institutional Review Board 

Cc: Dr. Benita Bruster 
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