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The purpose of this study was to investigate the longitudinal efficacy of a Tier Il intervention

model (U Steps) for struggling readers in grades 1 through 12 in Title | schools. U Steps is U n |Ve rSIty Of Utah Read | ng CI | n |C

based on several quasi-experiments published in the research literature nearly 20 years _ .
ago and implemented consistently since then. The model spans the course of reading (WWW UurC.Org ‘ nUOfU ReadlngCIlnlc )
development from “Learning About Print” (Early Steps [ES]), to “Breaking the Code” (Next : : _
Steps [NS]), to “Going For Fluency” (Higher Steps [HS]). UURC Reading Level Assessment / Informal Reading Inventory (RLA) UURC Reading Level Assessment (RLA)
Instructional components_include_: assigted reading of new text, sy_stematic, explicit word U-Steps (Tier Il) Students U Steps (Tier I1) Students All Years
study, and repeated readings delivered in small groups or 1:1 tutorials for 45 minutes. School Year 2003-2004 | 2004-2005 | 2005-2006 | 2006-2007 2007-2008 2008-2009 | 2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 | 2012-2013 | 2013-2014 | 2014-2015 2015-2016 | 2016-2017 All Years Model Early Steps | Next Steps | Higher Steps
n 129 145 105 252 159 179 94 61 245 180 175 290 32 26 2071 n 533 1329 177
METHODS Ave. Base - Ave. Exit 1.73 - 2.61 1.72 - 2.70 1.76 - 2.80 1.80 - 2.84 2.08 - 3.33 2.42 - 3.67 2.94 - 4.14 2.56 - 3.60 1.88 - 2.98 2.71 - 3.82 2.30 - 3.28 2.11 - 3.02 2.34-3.25 2.00 - 2.85 2.12 - 3.18 Ave. Base - Ave. Exit 155 — 2 42 208 —3.18 400 —5.13
*» Participants: 2,955 ethnically and linguistically diverse struggling readers (as identified : )
by screening instruments and teacher recommendation) from 80 Title | schools in grades A\ﬁo'fyilr’?ga(msm 0.88 (0.65) | 0.99(0.75) | 1.04 (0.86) | 1.04 (1.01) | 1.25(0.89) | 1.25(0.73) | 1.20 (0.84) | 1.04(0.83) | 1.09(0.66) | 1.11(0.71) | 0.98 (0.72) | 0.91(0.66) | 0.91 (0.78) | 0.85(0.64) 1.05 (0.78) Ave. Gain (SD) 0.87 (0.56) | 1.10(0.84) | 1.13 (0.80)

1 through 12. Approximately 1,400 educators from those schools provided intervention

during a year-long clinical practicum provided by the UURC, funded by NCLB/ESSA LESSON PLAN FORMS FLASH SCORING FORM
funds.
s Procedures: From 2003 tq 2017, studen_ts received _year—long U Steps |r_1tervent|on from =5 v UURC Automatic Word Reading (Flash)
teaCherS and para_prOfeSSIOnaIS (aVerag|ng 85 SGSS'O”S for ES; 52 SeSSIOnS for NS/HS). TR e P P “li __ - _ ] FLASH “ORI:LE\:[:E;.::(;EJoi[eosTlle-e\fbtbb“b\ll
Each student was pretested in the fall and posttested in the spring by trained examiners; o B e U Steps (Tier Il) Students s s s oo v i
to ensure scoring fidelity all calculations were verified by a second examiner. School Year 2006-2007 | 2007-2008 | 2008-2009 | 2009-2010 | 2010-2011 | 2011-2012 | 2012-2013 | 2013-2014 | 2014-2015 | 2015-2016 All Years e P
* Measures: n 125 110 24 92 34 180 61 72 41 30 769 el DO
> (irltci,:)r;,ns-;ge;eelsgggi(:];ests ok Ave. Base - Ave. Exit | 2.22 —3.38 2.49 - 3.64 2.58 - 3.82 3.28 - 4.31 3.10 - 3.88 0.96-2.36 | 1.29-252 | 1.96-2.99 1.72 — 2.54 3.27 - 3.69 2.06 - 3.19 e i o
o Reading Level Assessment (RLA)—grade level scores based on oral reading i — Ave. Gain (sD) 1.16 (0.76) | 1.150.75) | 1.240.83) | 1.04 (1.09) | 0.78(1.14) | 1.39(0.76) | 1.23(053) | 1.03(0.71) | 0.82 (0.89) | 0.42 (0.69) 1.13 (0.84) R
#orSssionsin i ot 1.00 = 1 year’s gain N ¢ like 8o

rate and accuracy.
= Word Reading
o Automatic Word Reading (Flash)—timed oral reading of graded word lists
leveled by frequency and complexity; grade level scores based on accuracy Mwsoox
In a 300 millisecond presentation.
» Norm-referenced tests
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= Passage Reading DIBELS Oral Reading Fluency (ORF) DIBELS Maze (DAZE)
o DIBELhS Oral Reading F.Iuené:é\((O;F) f: MaieG(DAl\ZEB)gfépectEd grﬁvgh |Is U Steps (Tier II) Students U Steps (Tier I1) Students
met when raw scor in 2 nchmar — nchmar .
St WIET) Taw Score ga 1 penenmark 164 ' benhenmark ,oa School Year 2009-2010 | 2010-2011 | 2011-2012 | 2012-2013 | 2013-2014 | 2014-2015 | 2015-2016 | 2016-2017 All Years School Year 2011-2012 | 2012-2013 | 2013-2014 | 2014-2015 | 2015-2016 | 2016-2017 All Years
o Test of Silent Contextual Reading Fluency (TOSCRF)—timed reading based 3 19 308 159 - 581 1850
on identification of word boundaries within sentences; grade equivalent n 8 1 21 103 ars 513 827 583 2543 N
. 0
W chesc’j?ta”dard scores, and percentile ranks voaenchmark | 0.0%-0.0% | 0.0%-0.0% |19.0% - 23.8% | 37.9% — 43.7% | 56.4% — 58.1% | 56.1% — 56.1% | 50.3% — 50.1% | 68.1% ~ 64.5% | | 58.5% — 58.2% o atBenchmark | 0.0%-0.0% | 8.3% - 16.79 | 32.8% — 48.1% | 39.5% — 49.3% | 59.6% — 47.5% | 60.1% —55.9% | | 53.2% —50.1%
= Word Reading - _
o WRMT--Word Attack; untimed nonsense word reading; grade equivalent % at Exit Benchmark % at Exit Benchmark
' . . . t t
o Test of Silent Word Reading Fluency (TOSWRF)—timed word reading based Expected Growth Xpeties SO
on identification of word boundaries; grade equivalent scores, standard . . . .
scores, and percentile ranks Woodcock Reading Mastery Test Word Attack (WRMT-R/NU WA) WRMT Word Attack (WRMT-III-B WA) Test of Silent Contextual Reading Fluency (TOSCRF-2) TestFIOf S"e”(tTVgg(;\j/ F?;gc;'“g
. : uenc -
All U Steps (Tier 11) Students All U Steps (Tier II) Students All U Steps (Tier Il) Students MU S y o
eps (Tier udents
School Year 2006-2007 2007-2008 2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 2013-2014 All Years School Year 2014-2015 2015-2016 All Years School Year 2014-2015 2015-2016 All Years ps ( )
RESULTS n 126 107 90 33 183 61 70 670 n 12 30 42 n 382 25 407 School Year 2015-2016
Ave. Raw Base — Exit 16.4 - 22.7 17.8 -23.9 21.6 - 28.0 20.0 — 24.4 9.6 —19.1 11.5-18.2 16.7 - 22.7 15.2-22.3 A[\C/;e- Z%aw Be}sel— Ex]it 1[0-3 - %36-]2 1[0-3 - ;39-;9 1[0-3 - ;39-]7 Ave. Raw Base — Exit 45.6 — 66.1 39.8 — 59.4 45.3 — 65.6 k 30
: : : : ' 8-4. 2-4. .8 -5. 4 -4, .0-3. 2-3. 0-4. 7-3. rade Equivalents 1.9-2. 1.9-2. 1.9-2. i _ _ _ Ave. Raw Base — EXi 67.2-81.9
< The results of this study suggest that the U Steps intervention model contributes to [Crade Fquivalents] 25-49 02243 SAhLE 044 293 2232 59-49 272359 . [Grade Fquivalents [2.2-3.2] 20-3.01 2.2 -32] (Grade Equivalents] [2.5 - 3.5]
5 s in th di Kills of Ti g . . g g Ave. SS Base — Exit 100.0 - 102.7 99.6 — 102.1 99.9 - 104.5 96.4 — 97.9 102.1 - 105.7 99.3 - 100.7 106.5-107.1 100.9 - 103.7 Ave. SS Base - Exit 79.9-82.1 84.9 —89.6 83.5—-87.5 Ave. SS Base — Exit 88.0 — 99 6 80.7 — 94.4 87.5—99 3 _
robust gains in the reading skills of Tier Il students. Consistent gains were documente [PR Equivalents] [50.0 — 57.1] [48.9 - 55.6] [49.7 - 61.8] [40.5 — 44.4] [55.6 — 64.8] [48.1 — 51.9] [66.8 — 68.2] [52.4 — 59.7] [PR Equivalents] [9.0 - 11.6] [15.7 — 24.4] [13.6 — 20.2] - _ _ _ Ave. SS Base - Exit 89.8 - 97.9
ACIOSS [PR Equivalents] [21.0 — 50.0] [10.0 — 35.0] [21.0 — 47.0] [PR Equivalents] [25.0 — 45.0]
- Ave. SS Gain (SD) 2.7 (8.2) 2.5 (5.8) 4.6 (8.5) 1.5 (4.0) 3.6 (9.8) 1.4 (8.6) 0.6 (6.6) 2.8 (8.2) Ave. SS Gain (SD) 2.2 (13.8) 4.7 (9.5) 4.0 (10.8) . .
» developmental reading levels (“Learning About Print”"->"Going for Fluency”) [PR Equiv. Gain] [29.0] [25.0] [26.0] [PR Equiv. Gain] [20.0]
» S0cCio-economic status
» ethnicities CONCLUSIONS
» English language development . . . Tol '
> spgcial edu?:ati?)n status P Aggregated and annual data from 2003 to 2017 suggest that the Tier Il intervention model under REFERENCES (Ol’lglﬂa| studles)
> schools Investigation has consistent and measurable efficacy in helping struggling readers in grades 1 through 12
» instructor experience/certification (teacher/paraprofessionals) improve thelr reading abilities. _ _ _ _
> assessment types (criterion and norm-referenced using timed and untimed Morris, D., Shaw, B., & Perney, J. (1990). Helping low readers in grades 2 and 3: An after-school volunteer tutoring program.
oresentations) Moreover, students above G2 typically began intervention a grade level or more behind, yet, on average, Elementary School Journal, 91 (2), 133-150.
2 Passage Reading: Across all years and subgroups, results indicated that students’ in 45 U Steps sessions they made a year or more of growth, met or exceeded benchmarks and/or Invernizzi, M., Rosemary, C., Juel, C., & Richards, H.C. (1997). At-risk readers and community volunteers: A 3-year perspective.
2ssaqe readin sl.<'IIs . oroved from bre to post O, erall results suaaest that the improved their standard scores on multiple norm-referenced and criterion-based measures. Scientific Studies in Reading, 1 (3), 277-300.
'pt g on | | ?‘f ; ! tp' v _ p t tp | ' d\'/ il u ugg Morris, D., Tyner, B., & Perney, J. (2000). Early Steps: Replicating the effects of a first-grade reading intervention program. Journal of
intervention is effective at improving contextual reading skills. . . . . . -
& Word Reading: A I P gd 5 ﬁ ndicated that students’ isolated The results also suggest that the Tier Il model is robust in use by a large number of educators with a wide Educational Psychology, 92 (4), 681-693.
« VVOrd neading. ACross all years ana subgroups, results indicated that stuaents Isolate range of experience and abilities in variable school settings. Brown, K.J., Morris, D., & Fields, M.K. (2005). Intervention after grade one: Serving increased numbers of struggling readers

word reading and nonsense word reading skills improved from pre to post. Overall . . . . . . ffectivelv. J | of Lit R h, 37 (1), 61-94
- on | - - - , - A caveat is noted: all educators had received at least one year of intensive, ongoing professional eftectively. Journal of Literacy Research, ' -
results suggest that the intervention is effective at improving students’ understanding of development y going p Morris, D., Bloodgood, J.W., Lomax, R.G., & Perney, J. (2003). Developmental steps in learning to read: A longitudinal study in

graphophonemic relationships and identifying high frequency words with irregular kindergarten and first grade. Reading Research Quarterly, 38 (3), 302-328.
graphophonemic patterns.



