Arvans Study Analysis

The Arvans study summary analysis underestimated the effect of the Read Naturally group on oral
reading fluency. The Read Naturally group had a large effect size of .81 for fluency. The control EAU
group had a moderate effect size of .57 for fluency. Both groups had excellent fluency gains. It should be
noted that the use of the Read Naturally Intervention was extensive at the school before the study was
conducted. The teachers were well versed in the Read Naturally strategy. Students used Read Naturally
materials in the first and second grade in the two years prior to the study. Also, some students in the
EAU group used Read Naturally materials during the study. Due to this, it seems as though the EAU
group may not have been demonstrative of a true control group. The difference between the Read
Naturally group’s .81 effect size and EAU’s .57 effect size was .24 after eight weeks. An effect size
difference of .24 is significant when extrapolated over a school year.

Ethan R. Van Norman, M.A., performed an analysis of the Arvans study that is similar to what appeared
in the Christ and Davie study (2008). In the Christ and Davie study, the authors first calculated a slope
estimate from three time points for each student in the EAU and the experimental group. The slope
estimate represented the number of words read correct per minute (WCPM) improvement per week.
The mean and standard deviation of slopes were then calculated for each group. The percent of
improvement of the experimental group in relation to the EAU group was calculated. After this, the
authors used the percent of improvement and applied it to an aggressive rate of growth (1.50 WCPM
improvement per week). That value and 1.50 were each multiplied by 36. The difference between those
two values was then interpreted as a hypothetical effect if the Read Naturally Intervention was
delivered across an entire school year.

Van Norman conducted a similar analysis on the Arvans dataset. Slope estimates were calculated for
each student from two observations eight weeks apart. The mean slope value for the experimental
group was 2.92 WCPM improvement per week (SD = 1.54) compared to the EAU group, which had a
mean slope estimate of 2.24 (SD = 2.36). The .68 difference in mean slope for the Read Naturally
Intervention group represents a 30% improvement over the EAU group. Assuming an aggressive rate of
growth of 1.50 WCPM for typical students, a 30% increase would translate to a 1.95 rate of growth.
Extended across 36 weeks, this represents a net increase of 70 WCPM, compared to 54 WCPM with a
typical rate of growth (1.50 WCPM improvement per week across 36 weeks).

Although not ideal, slope estimates from two time points have been used to summarize growth in
previous CBM-R research studies (e.g., Christ, Silberglit, Yeo & Cormier, 2010). See the attached
document for further details.

Another way to analyze the Arvans study is to use the Hasbrouck-Tindal Oral Reading Fluency Norms.
This table suggests that third grade students at the 50" percentile have an average weekly improvement
of 1.1 WCPM. Van Norman analyzed the Arvans dataset to extrapolate growth using these normative
values. For third grade students, weekly growth estimates for students in the 50" percentile typically
approximate 1.10 WCPM per week. Assuming the Read Naturally group’s 30% improvement over the
EAU group, and assuming the intervention is delivered for 36 weeks, a student in the 50" percentile, on
average, would be improving at a rate of 1.43 WCPM per week. After 36 weeks, this would translate to
an improvement of 51 WCPM compared to 40 WCPM if the student did not receive the intervention.
This is a substantial difference. Thus, the performance of the Read Naturally group in the Arvans study is
impressive when compared to the typical rate of fluency growth of third grade students.




Considering all of this information, Read Naturally programs should receive a positive effects rating for
fluency. A timely reevaluation is critical so that WWC may change Read Naturally’s effectiveness rating
for fluency from mixed effects to positive effects.
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Abstract. Curriculum-based measurement of oral reading (CBM-R) is often used
to benchmark growth in the fall, winter, and spring. CBM-R is also used to set
goals and monitor student progress between benchmarking occasions. The results
of previous research establish an expectation that weekly growth on CBM-R tasks
is consistently linear throughout the academic year. The patterns of CBM-R
growth were examined for a large sample of students (N = 3808) from both
general education and special education populations in second to sixth grades.
Results support four general conclusions: (a) annual growth is more substantial
within the general education population; (b) growth is more substantial in earlier
elementary grades; (c) more growth occurs in the fall than the spring season (i.e..
seasonal effect), especially within the early primary general education population;
and (d) the seasonal effect is less pronounced within the special education
population. Estimates of growth within and across seasons are presented and
implications are discussed.

Curriculum-based measurement (CBM)
is used to index annual student growth across
the primary grades. Procedures and measure-
ment metrics are developed for mathematics,
spelling, written expression, and reading.
CBM oral reading (CBM-R) rate is the most

researched and well established of those avail-
able procedures (Wayman, Wallace, Wiley,
Ticha, & Espin, 2007). CBM-R is used as an
index of reading rate and fluency, which are
identified as critical skills to target for instruc-
tion and intervention within the early stages of
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reading development (National Reading Panel,
2000; National Research Council, 1998).
CBM-R outcome also functions as a robust
indicator of overall reading development
throughout the primary grades (Wayman et al.,
2007).

CBM-R progress monitoring data are
collected and used to evaluate instructional
effects, determine when to modify the instruc-
tion, and evaluate response o intervention
(Deno, 1985, 1986). Teachers who use
progress monitoring data are likely to use
more specific and measurable goals, rely more
substantially on data to guide instruction, and
modify instruction more frequently (Fuchs,
Fuchs, & Hamlett, 1989; Fuchs, Fuchs, &
Stecker, 1989). Progress monitoring applica-
tions of CBM-R have the potential to confer
the most substantial benefit to students.
Progress monitoring can be conceptualized as
either interim benchmark/screening assess-
ments when data are collected three to four
times per year, or time series continuous as-
sessments when data are collected daily or
weekly.

Both interim and time series CBM-R
data are plotted graphically and evaluated
against goals and goal lines. Fuchs and Shinn
(1989) recommended that the rate of expected
growth should derive from local normative
performance so that individual student achieve-
ment can be compared against the local nor-
mative performance of grade-level peers. A goal
line is established by connecting the CBM-R
data point for the observed level of performance
from Week 1 (initial performance) to the expect-
ed/typical level of performance at Week 36 (end-
ing performance). Once graphed, the goal line
provides a graphic trajectory of expected growth
for the academic year. Ongoing time series data
are then plotted on the graph and evaluated
against the goal line. For example, if a student’s
initial level of CBM-R performance in Septem-
ber was 20 words read correctly per minute
(WRCM) and in May that student was expected
to read 60 WRCM, then the expected annual
growth is 40 WRCM across 8 months, or 32
weeks. That translates to ~1.25 WRCM per
week of growth (1.25 WRCM = 40 WRCM/32
weeks). The goal line and trajectory of expected
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growth is based on the assumption of a mono-
tonic and linear trend.

Monotonic Linear Growth

Standards of expected performance within
and across the year provide the foundation to
establish instructional goals and goal lines.
There are two influential studies that estab-
lished standards of weekly CBM-R growth
(Deno, Fuchs, Marston, & Shin, 2001; Fuchs,
Fuchs, Hamlett, Walz, & Germann, 1993),
which have application in both research and
practice. Fuchs et al. (1993) analyzed a CBM-R
data set comprised of 103 students in general
education and 14 students in special education.
Each student was assessed weekly for an entire
academic year using CBM-R procedures. Al-
though some students evidenced a negatively
accelerating annual growth, the researchers con-
cluded that annual growth is, on average, mono-
tonic and linear. They also observed a negatively
accelerating trend across grades. That is, the rate
of CBM-R growth was positive in all grades, but
the rate of growth declined in each successive
grade. The resulting analysis yielded grade-spe-
cific estimates of standard and ambitious rates of
growth—and assumed a pattern of monotonic
linear growth. Respectively, the growth, deter-
mined by the number of WRCM, were 1.5
and 2.0 in first and second grade, 1.0 and 1.5 in
third, 0.85 and 1.1 in fourth, 0.5 and 0.8 in fifth,
and 0.3 and 0.63 in sixth.

Deno et al. (2001) analyzed a large data
set comprised of 2675 students in general ed-
ucation and 324 in special education classes.
The student sample was from school districts
across the country. The researchers relied on
the assumption of monotonic linear annual
growth. Ordinary least squares regression was
used to calculate weekly growth. The study
yielded useful estimates of observed and ex-
pected growth across grades and populations.
The authors estimated that beginning readers
in the general education population can be
expected to improve 2 WRCM/week until they
achieve 30 WRCM; thereafter, students in the
general education population can be expect to
improve at least | WRCM/week. Researchers
observed that students in the special education
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population demonstrated substantially less
growth, which approximated 0.5-0.8 WRCM/
week, unless they are provided with robust
evidence-based instruction, which might im-
prove the observed rate of growth to 1.39
WRCM/week.

Prior studies provide useful estimates of
typical, ambitious, and expected rates of
CBM-R growth; however, those estimates de-
pend on the assumption that growth is mono-
tonic and linear across the academic year. That
assumption should be examined more closely
to determine its veracity. The prior studies
also rely on analyses that neglect the inherent
nesting of students within classrooms and
schools, which establish potential bias in the
linear and quadratic functions derived.

Improved Modeling of Annual and

Seasonal Growth

Research is necessary to evaluate alter-
nate models of annual growth and test the
predominant assumption that annual growth is
monotonic and linear. This study will evaluate
both linear (constant) and piece wise (noncon-
stant) models of growth from fall to winter to
spring; moreover, this study will employ the
superior approach of linear mixed model
(LMM) rather than that of ordinary least
squares used in prior research (Deno et al.,
2001; Fuchs et al., 1993).

Ordinary least squares only estimates
the fixed effects, which assumes that all cases
have identical parameter estimates for inter-
cept and growth. This is a limitation when
modeling CBM-R growth because it is likely
to be an erroneous assumption in most cases.
The results of published research provide ev-
idence for substantial magnitudes of variance
in both intercept and growth among students
in a sample (Shin, Deno, & Espin, 2000;
Stage, 2001). It is likely that the intercept and
growth rates should be treated as random ef-
fects in many instances. LMM can be used to
estimate both the fixed effects and the random
effects, which are the intercepts and growth
rates for individual student cases in the sam-
ple. LMM takes into account the variances
within and across individuals in the sample.

Finally, ordinary least squares requires that
missing data are removed casewise whereas
LMM can handle missing data, which is likely
to yield less biased estimates of intercept and
slopes while enhancing power (Duncan, Dun-
can, & Strycker, 2006). This approach facili-
tates analysis of both seasonal effects, as pur-
sued by two previous studies (Ardoin &
Christ, 2008; Graney, Missall, Martinez, &
Bergstrom, 2009), and compares those effects
to that of linear growth as assumed in other
studies (Deno et al., 2001; Fuchs et al., 1993).

The calendar year was divided into three
seasons for the purpose of this study. The
seasons were defined by those periods be-
tween standard tri-annual assessment occa-
sions: fall, winter and spring. The duration
between fall and winter assessments defines
the fall season, that between winter and spring
defines the spring season, and that between
spring and fall defines the summer season. If
growth is consistent and linear throughout the
calendar year, then there is no seasonal effect.
Conversely, i growth is not consistent and
linear throughout the calendar year, then there
is a seasonal effect whereby there is more
growth observed for some seasons than for
others.

The summer season is the most distinct
for the majority of students because they are
not exposed to formal instruction. The rate of
achievement is likely to decline in the summer
months (Kim, 2004) unless formal instruction
is provided through summer school programs
(Stage, 2001). A seasonal effect in the summer
is expected because the conditions for learning
are substantially different from that which oc-
curs in the spring and fall seasons. The effect,
however, does not seem specific to those dif-
ferences between summer and the academic
year. Ardoin and Christ (2008) observed sta-
tistically significant differences in CBM-R
growth between the fall and spring seasons.
That is, among a sample of second-grade stu-
dents there was more growth in the fall than in
the spring season. That result replicated across
three combinations of CBM-R passages sam-
pled from the Dynamic Indicators of Basic
Early Literacy Skills. A subsequent study
aimed to replicate and extend those findings
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with a sample of third- through fifth-grade
students across a variety of CBM curriculum
domains (Graney et al., 2009). However,
Graney et al. (2009) concluded that there was
more CBM-R growth in the spring season than
in the fall season, failing to replicate the work
of Ardoin and Christ. Graney et al. speculated
that the failure to replicate findings across
studies might relate to the specification of data
collection schedules, sample characteristics,
issues of instrumentation. or the distribution of
instructional intensity across the academic
year. Although it is difficult to make a single
attribution, it should be noted that the student
sample used by Graney et al. derived from a
school—university partnership program that
included features to promote data use and ev-
idence-based interventions. Indeed, that pro-
gram might influence the pattern of student
growth; however, additional research and rep-
lications are necessary to help determine
whether specific patterns for seasonal effects
should be expected.

There are limitations to the analytic pro-
cedures used in the two prior studies. Both gen-
erated estimates of growth from difference
scores across seasons. That is, growth was esti-
mated as the difference between performance at
Time 1 and Time 2, which was then divided by
the number of intervening weeks to yield an
estimate of weekly growth. Although this
method is intuitive, and it was useful for the
preliminary work to examine seasonal effects,
the method of difference scores to estimate
change has long been criticized as an unreliable
method of analysis (Cronbach & Furby, 1970)
and may have contributed to the inconsistent
findings. The analytic procedures used in this
study improve on those of prior studies that
examined seasonal effects and modeled annual
growth. The analytic procedures used in this
study will compare the hypothesized seasonal
effect directly with that of linear growth.

Purpose

The purposes of this study were to (a)
estimate the rate of growth within and across
seasons for general education and special ed-
ucation populations; (b) evaluate whether the
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rate of CBM-R growth is likely to be consis-
tent (i.e., linear model) or inconsistent (i.e.,
piecewise model) throughout the academic
year; and (c) test the hypothesis that the sea-
sonal effect is typically characterized by more
robust growth in the fall than for the spring
season. That hypothesis is counter to the as-
sumptions inherent to the linear models as
applied in many previous studies and it is
counter to the findings of Graney et al. (2009).

Method
Participants and Setting

A total of 4824 students (52% male,
48% female) in the second through sixth
grades were included in the sample. The eth-
nicity breakdown of the sample was 94%
White, not Hispanic; 2% Native American;
2% Asian or Pacific Islander; 1% Hispanic;
and 1% Black, not Hispanic. Participants were
enrolled in seven elementary schools, located
within five school districts in the rural and
suburban Midwest. The sample consisted of
31% students receiving free or reduced-price
lunch, and 8% students receiving special edu-
cation services.

As part of an ongoing benchmark as-
sessment plan and response to intervention
implementation (see Bollman, Silberglitt, &
Gibbons, 2007, for additional information), all
students in participating schools were assessed
using CBM-R every fall, winter, and spring of
every year across the grade levels studied. All
students for whom relevant data were col-
lected participated in the study. Data were
gathered between the years of 2001 and 2005
for each student in the sample. Data from
across multiple years were available for many
of the students in the sample; thus many stu-
dents participated in the study at multiple
grade levels.

Measures

The CBM-R measures were developed
or selected to be curriculum-independent,
grade-level appropriate, and of equivalent dif-
ficulty across probes within each grade level.
Each probe contained approximately 250
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words typed on an 8 by 10 piece of paper in a
grade-appropriate font (range = 12—14 point
with larger print for the second and third
grades). Probes were selected from a standard-
ized set of commercially available published
passages (AIMSweb; Howe & Shinn, 2002).
The technical manual for AIMSweb passages
(Howe & Shinn, 2002) and peer-reviewed re-
search (Wayman et al., 2007) provide evi-
dence that test-retest reliability and alternate-
form reliabilities approximate or exceed .90.
Criterion-related validity coefficients typically
approximate the .70-.90 range. The same set
of CBM-R probes were used across all dis-
tricts for all 4 years of the study.

Procedure

CBM-R data were collected in 4-month
intervals in the fall, winter, and spring of each
academic year. Standardized administration
and scoring procedures were implemented for
each administration, which was conducted by
trained school-based personnel and high
school honors students. These individuals
were trained to administer three successive
CBM-R probes and score WRCM using stan-
dardized procedures that have appeared in the
published literature (Howe & Shinn, 2002;
Shinn, 1988, 1989). Administration occurred
outside of the classroom to minimize distrac-
tions, in a separate room or quiet hallway
while the administrator and student were
seated at desks or in chairs.

Training included a brief instructional
session that lasted approximately 1 hr. Each
training session was followed by an assess-
ment of competency that included practice and
evaluation of scoring procedures. No formal
criterion for scoring was established until the
final years of the study. In 2003-2004 and
2004 -2005, each scorer was required to come
within 2 WCPM of the correct score on three
consecutive videotaped assessments. Although
data were not maintained, few scorers required
more than one opportunity to meet criterion.
Finally, inter-rater reliability was not evaluated;
however, CBM-R procedures have established
high levels of inter-rater reliability that appear
consistently within the published literature. A

survey of 10 arbitrarily selected CBM-R studies
that were published between 1995 and 2005
reported inter-rater reliabilities that were consis-
tently above .95.

Analytical Plan

A LMM analysis was performed to in-
vestigate evidence of seasonal effects for
CBM-R. The present LMM analysis consid-
ered two hypothesized growth models: linear
and piecewise (Duncan et al.,, 2006; Flora,
2008). The linear model assumes a static
growth rate across time points—meaning that
regardless of change over time, the estimated
growth rate from the linear model is identical
to the sample’s growth rate. In contrast, the
piecewise model assumes that the develop-
mental trajectory is not consistent across time,
making it possible to provide two different
linear trends. Thus, the piecewise model takes
into account a possible nonlinear trajectory for
CBM-R. Based on the three CBM-R data
points used in this study, the piecewise model
can be parameterized into two levels of anal-
yses. First, Level 1 can be expressed as

Vi = Bo + Bu Ay + Bady T €, (1)

where v,, is the outcome of CBM-R for subject
i at time f, B, is the value of CBM-R for
subject / in fall, B, is the first linear trend of
subject i from fall to winter, \,, is the value of
the linear trend at time t (Week 0 and Week
18), B,; is the second linear trend of subject i
from winter to spring, \,, is the value of the
linear trend at time ¢t (Week 18 and Week 36),
and €, is unique measurement error for subject
i at time f.
Level 2 can be described as

Bor = Bolw: (2)
B = Bilu (3)
Bai = Baly (4)

where B, represents the average initial status
for all subjects, B, refers to the average of the
first linear growth rate for all subjects, and B,
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refers to the average of the second slope trend
for all subjects. g, C;;, and {5, refer to the
random deviation of the initial status, the first
growth rate, and the second growth rate, re-
spectively. As a result, the piecewise model
presented earlier assumes that the second
slope is statistically different from the first
slope, indicating that there is a seasonal effect
for CBM-R throughout the academic year.

The first step in this analysis was (o
compare the two models (linear and piecewise
models) using fit indices, which included the
likelihood ratio test (LRT), Akaike informa-
tion criterion (AIC), and Bayesian information
criterion (BIC). The three fit indices are con-
sidered to be “goodness-of-fit” indices, where
the smallest fit statistics are viewed as the best
model. If results from these goodness-of-fit
indices reveal that the linear model is better
than the piecewise model, then the slope is the
same from fall to spring and there is no evi-
dence of a significant seasonal effect for
CBM-R across the academic year. Conversely,
if goodness-of-fit indices are better for the
piecewise model than the linear model, then
we conclude that the slopes are different from
fall to winter and from winter to spring and
there is evidence of a seasonal effect across
the academic year. If the piecewise model is
the better fit, then an additional model is
needed to estimate the extent to which the first
slope differs from the second slope.

The additional model, which is called
added growth model, would be identical to the
piecewise model described earlier, except for
the supplementary time factor loading matrix
(Flora, 2008). For example, in the piecewise
model, the time factor loading can be de-
scribed as

1 0 0 Week 0
1 18 0 Week 18 (5)
1 18 18 | Week 36

where the first column is set at 1, meaning that
the outcome of the fall CBM-R score (inter-
cept) does not change across time. The second
column refers to the first linear time metric
indicating change in CBM-R score from fall to
winter (Flora, 2008). Similarly, the third col-
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umn represents change in CBM-R score from
winter to fall.

For the added growth model, the time
factor loading can be expressed as:

1 0 0 Week 0
1 18 0 Week 18 (6)
1 36 18 | Week 36

The matrix in Equation 6 is identical to the
matrix in Equation 5, with the exception of the
second column with 0, 18, and 36. The differ-
ent time factor loadings for the additional
model is applied to examine the extent to
which linear change in CBM-R from fall to
winter increases or decreases compared to that
from winter to spring. In other words, the
added growth model analysis makes it possi-
ble to contrast the first linear slope and the
second linear slope. The results from the ad-
ditional analysis can also be viewed as an
effect size estimate between the first and sec-
ond linear slope (Flora, 2008).

Data Preparation

Overall, the rates of missing data for
fall, winter, and spring seasons were less than
4% for all grade levels. Al LMM analyses
were conducted using the SAS MIXED pro-
gram with full maximum likelihood estimation
that automatically conducts all adjustments for
missing data. Monthly CBM data used in this
study were nested within districts. Therefore, a
three-level LMM was used to satisfy an as-
sumption that data collected in this study
might not be independent among school dis-
tricts. An alpha level for all statistical tests in
this study was set at .001.

Model assumptions were evaluated,
which included a test of normality using Kol-
mogorov-Smirnove statistics, skew, and kur-
tosis, and homoscedasticity of residuals by
plotting raw residuals at each level (Levels 1
and 2). No violations were detected. The
Level 3 LMM analysis was used to test
whether CBM data used in the study were
nested within school districts. As a result, vari-
ations in the slopes and intercepts between
school districts were not significantly different
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Table 1
Descriptive Statistics for the Level and Change of CBM-R

Seasonal Benchmark Levels

Weekly Change

Fall Season Spring Season

Fall Winter Spring (Fall-Winter) (Winter—Spring)
Population M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)
General education
Second 57 (32) 88 (34) 107 (35) 1.71 (.73) 1.02 (.64)
Third 82 (37) 107 (38) 125 (40) 1.38 (.79) 0.97 (.75)
Fourth 106 (38) 128 (39) 141 (41) 1.19 (.72) 0.78 (.70)
Fifth 125 (40) 145 (41) 160 (42) 1.12 (.76) 0.83 (.75)
Sixth 142 (41) 158 (42) 171 (43) 0.89 (.71) 0.74 (.75)
Total 99 (47) 122 (45) 137 (46) 1.26 (.74) 0.87 (.72)
Special education
Second 33(28) 55 (35) 74 (38) 1.17 (81) 1.08 (.63)
Third 52 (33) 72 (39) 88 (41) 1.09 (.81) 0.89 (.78)
Fourth T7 (40) 96 (43) 108 (45) 0.99 (.72) 0.67 (.65)
Fifth 89 (43) 106 (45) 118 (47) 0.90 (.76) 0.67 (.79)
Sixth 106 (47) 119 (50) 132 (51) 0.70 (.72) 0.73 (.69)
Total 72 (45) 89 (48) 104 (49) 0.97 (.77) 0.81 (.71)

Note. CBM-R = curriculum-based measurement of oral reading. Skew and kurtosis were within reasonable limits (z =
2.00) for all conditions. N values for second, third, fourth, fifth, and sixth grades were, respectively, 1790, 1885, 1913,
1942, and 1144 for general education; 111, 134, 170, 192, and 116 for special education.

from zero for all grade levels, meaning that
both the slopes and intercepts at the district
levels were identical. In addition, such a result
supports evidence that the Level 2 LMM anal-
ysis introduced in the method section is ap-
propriate for this study.

Results

Summaries of the means and standard
deviations for CBM-R at each time point are
presented in Table 1. As shown in Table 1, the
average growth as measured with CBM-R was
positive for all conditions across seasons (fall—
winter, winter—spring), grade levels (second to
sixth) and populations (general education, spe-
cial education).

Comparison Between Linear Model and
Piecewise Model

Results for the comparisons of linear
and piecewise models are presented in Table

2. For students in general education, the piece-
wise model provided the best fit for tri-annual
assessment data, as evidenced by the magni-
tudes of LRT, AIC, and BIC observed for the
linear and piecewise models respectively. The
x difference test between the two models also
revealed that the piecewise model fit signifi-
cantly better than the linear model.

For students in special education, on the
basis of the LRT criterion, the piecewise
model for all grade levels was viewed as the
best-fitting model. Significant differences in
LRTSs between the two models, however, were
found in the second through fourth grades.
There were inconsistencies with respect to
AIC and BIC criteria, which might indicate
the linear model fit better in some cases within
the sample of special education students. Al-
though the results of AIC and BIC are noted,
the LRT was the primary test/criterion used
here.
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Students and Special Education Students

Table 2
Deviation Between Linear and Piecewise Models for General Education

Linear Model

Piecewise Model

Differences (Linear-
Piecewise Model)

Grade LRT AIC BIC LRT AIC BIC LRT AIC BIC
General education
Second 46231.7 46239.7 46261.7 45542.6 45556.6 45595.0 689.1* 683.1 666.7
Third 49566.9 495749 49597.0 493577 49371.7 494105 209.2% 203.2 186.5
Fourth 49768.1 49776.1 49798.3 49520.1 49534.1 49573.0 248.0% 2420 2253
Fifth 509749 50982.9 51005.2 50866.6 50880.6 50919.6 108.3* 1023 856
Sixth 208929 29900.9 29921.1 29873.6 29887.6 299229 193* 133 -—1.8
Special education
Second 2816.3 28243 28351 28026 28166 28356 13.7* 7.7 =05
Third 3501.8  3507.8 35165 34879 34959 35075 139* 119 9.0
Fourth 43949 44029 44154 43789 43929 44149 16.0* 10.0 0.5
Fifth 5090.6  5098.6 5111.6 5083.3 5097.3 5120.1 T3 1.3 —8.5
Sixth 3048.2 3056.2 3067.2 3046.3 30603 3079.5 1.9 —4.1 —12.3

Note. LRT = likelihood ratio test;
o< 001,

AIC = Akaike information criterion; BIC = Bayesian information criterion.

Comparison Between the First Slope and
Second Slope for General and Special
Education

Table 3 presents estimates of both the
first (fall-winter) and second (winter—spring)
linear slope. In the cases of both students in
general education and special education, all of
the seasonal linear slopes were positive with
magnitudes significantly different than zero
(p < .001). That observation was consistent
with the conclusion that reading achievement
accelerated continuously throughout the aca-
demic year for all student samples. Although
the mean rate of growth across seasons was
consistently greater for students in general ed-
ucation as compared with students in special
education, it was the first slopes that were
most distinct. Further, the differences in the
second slopes varied by grade level.

Additional analysis was conducted to
examine whether the first linear slopes (fall)
were significantly different from the second
slopes (spring). Table 3 presents the differ-
ences between the two linear slopes along with
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the results of significance tests. Figure 1 de-
picts the slopes and model differences.

In the sample of general education stu-
dents, statistically significant differences (p <
.001) were observed between the first and sec-
ond slopes in all grade-level conditions (Table
3). That is, the rate of growth for all grade
levels dropped in the second part of the aca-
demic year. It is relevant to note that the
magnitude of difference between the two
slopes (seasonal effects) and standardized ef-
fect sizes consistently decreased as grade level
increased. This might indicate that the sea-
sonal effect in reading is larger in the lower
primary grades than the upper primary grades.
The power estimates for detecting seasonal
effects for students in general education were
very large for all grade levels (range = 0.96—
1.00). This indicates a good chance of detect-
ing a false null hypothesis (linear model) when
the alternative model (piecewise model) is
correct (Duncan et al., 2006).

In the sample of special education stu-
dents, the average of the first slope (fall) was
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Table 3
Comparison Between the First Slope and the Second Slope for General
Education Students and Special Education Students

Spring/
Second Difference
Fall/First Slope Between Fall
Slope (Fall  (Winter to Slope and
Intercept to Winter) Spring) Spring Slopes Standardized
Grade B, (SE) B, (SE) B, (SE) $," (SE)  Effect Sizes” Power
General education
Second 57.42% (.76) L.71* (.02) 1.02* (.01) 0.69% (.02) 34.50 1.00
Third 82.31* (.85) 1.38% (.02)  0.97*(.02) 0.41* (.03) 13.60 1.00
Fourth 105.78%* (.93) 1.19% (.02)  0.78% (.02) 0.41% (.12) 341 1.00
Fifth 124.43% (.89) 1.12% (.02)  0.83* (.02) 0.29* (.12) 241 1.00
Sixth 142.49% (1.21)  0.88% (.02)  0.74* (.02) 0.14* (.16) 0.87 0.96
Special education
Second 34.02% (2.67)  1.17*(.08) 1.08* (.06) 0.09 (.10) 0.90 0.86
Third 50.85% (2.81)  1.09% (07)  0.89* (.06) 0.20 (.10) 2.00 0.87
Fourth 75.50% (2.99)  0.99* (05) 0.67* (.05)  0.32* (.08) 4.00 0.92
Fifth 86.28% (3.06)  0.90* (.05) 0.67* (.06) 0.23 (.09) 2.50 0.54
Sixth 106.98* (4.40)  0.69*% (.07) 0.73* (.06) —0.04 (.10) 0.40 0.11
Note. SE = standard error.

“The estimated coefficients of the second slope from an added growth model.
“Standardized effect sizes = B./SE, which is a strategy developed by Satorra and Saris (19835), was used to calculate

power.
*n < 001

greater than the second slope (spring) in all
grades except for sixth; however, those dif-
ferences were not statistically significant ex-
cept in the fourth-grade condition (Table 3).
Moreover, the pattern of reduced seasonal
effects for progressively higher grades did
not generalize to the sample of special edu-
cation students. Instead, the magnitude was
greatest in fourth grade (difference in
slopes = 0.32, p < .001), somewhat smaller
in third (0.20, p = .001) and fifth (0.23, p =
.001), and hardly perceptible in second
(0.09, p = .001) and sixth grades (—0.04,
p < .001). The range of standardized effect
sizes and power was variable across grades.
Based on the results, it appears that, in gen-
eral, the observed slopes in the sample of
special education students were relatively
consistent across seasons—in all conditions
but fourth grade.

Discussion

Many of the published estimates of
CBM-R annual growth rates rely on the as-
sumption that the pattern is consistent and
linear throughout the academic year (Deno et
al., 2001; Fuchs et al., 1993). Although there
is evidence for seasonal effects within some
studies (Ardoin & Christ, 2009; Fuchs et al.,
1993; Graney et al., 2009), the phenomenon of
seasonal effects are generally ignored within
the professional literature. This study yielded
(a) estimates for the magnitude CBM-R an-
nual growth along with those within the fall
and spring seasons, and estimates were de-
rived for both general education and special
education populations; (b) both linear and
piecewise growth models; and (c) hypothesis
tests to examine whether fall growth is typi-
cally more substantial than spring growth.
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Figure 1. Differences for linear (L, solid line) and piecewise (P, dashed line)
models of growth (G) for students in second through sixth grade within either
the general (left) or special education population (right)

CBM-R growth was modeled and analyzed for
five primary grades (second through sixth) and
two student populations within and across sea-
sons.

The results of this study support four
general conclusions. Descriptive data make
clear that, first, annual growth is greater
among students in the general education pop-
ulation than for those in the special education
population, especially in the fall season; and,
second, more growth occurs in the early
grades with less in the upper grades. Modeling
and inferential analysis provide support for the
third and fourth conclusions that follow. That
is (third conclusion), there is a significant sea-
sonal effect such that more growth occurs in
the fall season than in the spring season for
general education, but the magnitude of that
effect declines with each progressive grade
level. Finally, the seasonal effect is less pro-
nounced among students in the special educa-
tion population. In general, linear growth
should not be assumed, seasonal effects
should be expected—at least within the gen-
eral education population—and piecewise
models tend to fit better than linear models of
growth.
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Grade and Population Effects

Larger magnitudes of growth were ob-
served for students in general education as
compared to special education. This outcome
was observed across five districts where
CBM-R was used to screen, monitor, and eval-
uate instructional effects as part of a problem
solving model. The systematic and ongoing use
of CBM-R for these purposes did not establish
equivalent growth rates between the student
populations. Despite inconsistent growth rates
across student groups, the rate of growth among
students in the special education population was
greater than observed in other studies (Deno et
al., 2001; Fuchs et al., 1993). For example, the
most recent estimates for average growth among
students in the special education population were
~0.60 WRCM/week (Deno et al., 2001). That
rate of growth was relatively consistent across
grades. In contrast, the average growth estimates
among students in the sample of students in
special education used in this study were within
the range of 0.67-1.17 WRCM/week (Table 3).
Although cross-study comparisons cannot be
used to establish that differences in systems-
level practices (e.g., problem solving) and in-
structional practices were causally related to
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the observed differences in growth rates, fu-
ture research should investigate the phenom-
ena more closely.

The results of this study converge with
previous research (Deno et al., 2001; Fuchs et
al., 1993) to support the conclusion that there
is more CBM-R growth within the early pri-
mary grades. This phenomenon was consistent
for both fall and spring seasons in both the
general education and special education pop-
ulations (Table 1). There was a steady decline
for both general education and special educa-
tion in weekly growth as grade level was in-
creased. There was a corresponding decline in
the magnitude of seasonal effects as grade
levels increased. Results also support the con-
clusion that seasonal effects are more robust
for students served within general education
and less robust for students served within spe-
cial education.

Seasonal Effect

The primary purpose of this research
was to determine whether the rate of CBM-R
growth is consistent across the year. Notwith-
standing limitations, a seasonal effect was suf-
ficiently robust and consistent across grades
and student populations to warrant serious
consideration. Estimates of weekly CBM-R
growth within season are reported in Table I.
They are also depicted in Figure 1. Both visual
analysis and statistical analysis of growth
models support the conclusion that there was a
difference in the average rate of growth across
seasons, and that difference occurred in all
grades, but was generally more robust in the
lower grades of general education (Figure 1).
With few exceptions, more growth occurred in
the fall than in the spring, which is depicted as
the differences in the slopes within Table 3.

The magnitudes of seasonal effects were
inconsistent across grades and student popula-
tions. In general education, the difference be-
tween fall and spring slopes ranged from (.14
to 0.69 per week, and all the differences were
statistically significant with substantial effect
sizes (Table 3). That effect is illustrated in
Figure 1, which reveals that the interactions
between seasonal effect and student popula-

tion were most distinct in second grade. That
is, the seasonal effect was most robust for the
sample of students in second-grade general
education classes, with a difference in growth
from fall to winter of 0.69, and minor in com-
parison for students in second-grade special
education classes, with a difference of 0.09.

The results of this study support the
conclusion that growth differs between fall
and spring seasons, which is inconsistent with
a number of currently held views in the field.
The consistency of the results across grades
for general education begs the question of why
this effect may be occur and what are the
potential implications. There are a number of
alternate hypotheses that offer some insight on
the phenomenon and directions for future re-
search.

Explanatory Hypotheses

This study was designed to examine
whether seasonal effects are likely to occur in
cases of CBM-R tri-annual assessment and
challenge the assumption of linear growth.
Indeed, the results do provide support for sea-
sonal effects; however, this study was not de-
signed to examine the cause of seasonal ef-
fects. That is left to future research to isolate
the cause(s) and potential remedies to accel-
erate reading achievement within seasons with
deficit growth. The result of both this study
and Ardoin and Christ (2008) converge to
provide evidence that the seasonal effect is
likely to coincide with deficit levels of growth
in the latter part of the academic year, or the
spring season, especially for the students in
the early primary general education popula-
tion. It seems that changes in instructional
conditions, or student motivation, might ex-
plain deficit rates of growth within the spring
season unless there is an active intervention to
prevent those changes. It seems that data-
based decision making could function to re-
duce, or reverse, the pattern of seasonal effects
that were replicated across this study and that
of Ardoin and Christ.

Teacher expectations. There are a
number of ways in which teacher expectations
can have an influence on student behavior,
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which might be conveyed through discrepant
use of praise and punishment statements, con-
tent-relevant feedback, individualized atten-
tion, differentiated instruction, and variability
in the opportunities to respond and engage in
instructionally relevant practice (Good, 1981).
Prior research yielded conclusions that there
are indeed sometimes differences in teacher
treatment of high- and low-achieving students
over the course of the year, which affected the
amount and type of instruction and feedback
that students received at different points in the
academic year (Good et al., 1980). Research-
ers concluded that teachers are more invested
in influencing and shaping student behavior at
the beginning of the school year than later in
the year. Furthermore, the differentiation in
teacher behavior may have sustained effects
and become more influential as the school year
progresses, resulting in lower achievement
and growth later in the school year in low-
achieving students. Other research also dem-
onstrated the potential influence of teacher
expectations, including expectation biases
across ethnic groups (McKown & Weinstein,
2007) and ability groups (Rosenthal & Jacob-
son, 1966).

Classroom management. There is ev-
idence that classroom management and orga-
nizational strategies are implemented with
greater fidelity and effort in the early part of
the academic year (Cameron, Connor, & Mor-
rison, 2004). The same research provides ev-
idence that that those educators who approach
classroom management and organization with
the greatest fervor early in the year are those
same educators whose practices drop off most
substantially later in the academic year. Im-
proved levels of engagement and instructional
gain are clearly associated with good class-
room management and organization, and are
among better predictors of student achieve-
ment (Brophy, 1987). Taken together, re-
search provides a foundation to postulate that
differential levels of classroom management
and organization across seasons might influ-
ence student achievement. This effect is hy-
pothesized to be the greatest at lower grade
levels, as younger students require greater di-
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rection in organization practices (Cameron et
al., 2004). The pattern of seasonal effects ob-
served in this study coincides with a classroom
management and organizational hypothesis.

Intervention to accelerate seasonal
growth. The results of this study indicate that
the seasonal effect with deficit growth in the
spring season was most pronounced in the
middle primary grades (second and third) and
were minimized for the special education pop-
ulation. The results of Graney et al. (2009)
indicate that the seasonal effect can function
so that there is deficit growth in the fall season
and accelerated growth in the spring. As noted
in the Introduction, the data set that was ana-
lyzed by Graney et al. (2009) derived from a
university and school partnership to imple-
ment a data-based decision making and evi-
dence-based interventions. Those factors
might have influenced the patterns of seasonal
effects. There is a substantial literature base to
support the conclusion that data-based deci-
sion making can function to accelerate aca-
demic growth (Carnine & Granzin, 2001;
Fuchs & Fuchs, 1986; Fuchs, Fuchs, Hamlett,
& Ferguson, 1992; Fuchs, Fuchs, Hamlett, &
Whinnery, 1991; Graney et al., 2009), and
there is substantial theoretical support for the
use of evidence-based practices, which were
both components of service delivery that were
targeted by the partnership program. It might
be that progress monitoring and data use ac-
celerated learning and ameliorated the deficit
growth associated with seasonal effects. In-
deed, students who are served within special
education have explicit goals and their
progress is monitored. Although it is not pos-
sible to draw any final conclusions, it may
well be that the lack of convergence in sea-
sonal patterns between Graney et al. and other
studies—along with minimal seasonal effects
observed for the special education popula-
tion—provides further evidence for the use of
data-based decision making to improve
growth during otherwise deficit periods.

Limitations and Future Research

The sample studied was entirely from
five relatively ethnically homogeneous dis-
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tricts in a single midwestern state. Future re-
search should attempt to corroborate these
findings across a more diverse sample of stu-
dents and educational programs. Finally, the
results of this study derive from data collected
at three points in the academic year (fall, win-
ter, spring). Future research should examine
whether the same conclusions would result
from the analysis of a more robust data set
(e.g., weekly, monthly) and with more precise
dates that define the data collection schedule.
Graney et al. (2009) correctly criticize the
methods of this study and that of Ardoin and
Christ (2008) because the precise dates of data
collection were not used in the analysis;
rather, both studies rely on data that are cen-
tered by month and not day. Although the
authors of this and the prior study believe the
conclusions would be substantially similar
with different centering methods or more pre-
cise dates, the criticism ought to be accounted
for in future research. Future research should
investigate the nature of growth across sum-
mative and formative measurement condi-
tions. Research should also examine the effect
on educational decisions when the potential
for seasonal effects is ignored and consistent
annual growth is assumed.

Implications for School-Based Decision
Making

CBM-R was developed to guide routine
instructional decisions and enhance instruc-
tional effects (Deno, 1986), and it has emerged
as one of the primary methods of assessment
to guide problem solving (Deno, 2005, 2002;
Shinn, 2008) and response to intervention
models of service delivery (National Associa-
tion of State Directors of Education, 2005). As
described in the Introduction of this study,
CBM-R is used to establish expectations for
both the level and rate of reading achievement
throughout the primary grades; therefore, the
results of this study provide at least two clear
implications. First, there is good reason to
question the validity of linear growth esti-
mates as criteria to guide progress monitoring
(i.e., discrepant in rate) and dual-discrepancy
decisions (i.e., discrepant in both level and

rate; Fuchs, Fuchs, McMaster & Al Otaiba,
2003). Second, seasonal effects can be either
admired as a phenomenon or targeted for in-
tervention. These implications are addressed
in what follows.

First, if CBM-R estimates of growth are
used to evaluate instructional effects and re-
sponse to intervention, then those who inter-
pret data should be aware that the magnitude
of growth might be less in the spring than in
the fall. There are two weighty implications
that derive from this study. First, a dual-dis-
crepancy approach to special education eligi-
bility, which compares the observed level and
rate of achievement to criterion standards
(Fuchs, Fuchs, McMaster & Al Otaiba, 2003),
might function to overidentify students during
deficit seasons of growth and underidentify
students during accelerated seasons of growth.
If the data follow the pattern observed in this
study, then it is likely that the dual-discrep-
ancy model might underidentify students in
the fall season and overidentify students in the
spring season. That consequence is counter to
the values of early intervention and prevention
inherent within problem solving and response
to intervention. Researchers and practitioners
should pay close attention to the patterns of
growth and the potential for seasonal effects to
influence decisions at the local level. Acceler-
ated rates of growth should be expected in the
fall.

Second, the pattern of seasonal effects
that are observed across populations and stud-
ies provide preliminary evidence that goal set-
ting, progress monitoring and data-based de-
cision making can minimize, eliminate or re-
verse the pattern of seasonal effects (e.g.,
Graney et al., 2009). Although future research
1S necessary, it is a working thesis that the
systematic use of data to evaluate instructional
effects and select effective instructional strat-
egies effectively accelerates learning and pre-
vents problems at the individual, group, and
systems level. After all, data-based decision
making is a central tenet of problem solving
(Deno, 2005, 2002; Shinn, 2008) and response
to intervention (National Association of State
Directors of Education, 2005); however, data
must be both systematically collected and sys-
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tematically used to establish effects (Fuchs et
al., 1992, 1991; Fuchs & Fuchs, 1986). The
mere act of data collection without data use
typically fails to establish effects (Fuchs &
Fuchs, 1986). The explanatory hypotheses
proposed in the previous section establish that
deficit growth in the spring season might be
remediated at the systems level if data are
systematically collected and systematically
used. If detected, this problem (seasonal ef-
fect) is ripe for problem analysis at the local
level. Deficit growth within a single season
should not be admired as an acceptable phe-
nomenon, but, instead, it should be targeted
for analysis and intervention.

Christ (2008) defined problem analysis
as the “collection, summary, and use of infor-
mation to systematically test, reject, or verify
relevant hypotheses to establish problem solu-
tions” (p. 159). That is, deficit rates of growth
in the spring season might be remediated if
expectations remain high and data are used to
evaluate and maintain high standards for in-
structional effects. There is no reason to as-
sume that the seasonal effect is inherent to the
educational system. Instead, hypotheses re-
lated to the causal and maintaining variables
should be developed—such as those presented
earlier—and tested through intervention to re-
mediate the problem. It is likely that the pat-
tern of seasonal effects is causally related to
what occurs in the classroom; and what occurs
in the classroom can be influenced by the
systematic used of data to evaluate of response
to intervention for universal, supplemental,
and intensive tiers of service delivery. This
study provides evidence of seasonal effects as
a potential target for intervention at the sys-
tem, grade, or classroom level.
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Susanne James-Burdumy,

Thank you for What Works Clearinghouse’s email of February 27, 2014 with the revised Read Naturally
report.

There is clear rationale that the Heistad study should be included in the reading fluency domain of this
report. | do not understand why it isn’t. | believe Dr. Heistad clarified the mistake he made in his
summary report (The Effects of Read Naturally on Grade 3 Reading). To review Dr. Heistad’s clarification,
please see the emails sent from Heistad on 10/28/13 and 12/10/13. Upon reviewing this information,.|
would appreciate an explanation as to why the Heistad study is not part of WWC’s fluency domain
review. | am still hopeful that the statistically significant fluency results in the Heistad study will be
included in this review.

As | have stated before, including the Hancock and Kemp studies in the fluency domain review is
inaccurate. In each of these studies, the Read Naturally strategy was not implemented and the author
did not intend to evaluate Read Naturally. WW(C'’s policy of reviewing these studies anyway results in
WWC giving educators inaccurate information. The damaging effects of this process are explained here.

In the case of the Arvans study, Ethan Van Norman'’s analysis makes a strong case that Rebecca Arvans
underestimated the effect of the Read Naturally group on oral reading fluency. Please see the
attachment, a Word document entitled Arvans Analysis, for more details.

Finally, | have been attempting to communicate with WWC about its review process for over seven
years. The correspondence has been very frustrating and disappointing. | am never able to speak to
anyone, and there is no place for an appeal. Are you willing to work with me on this issue?

| look forward to your response about the Heistad study and my other concerns.

Sincerely,

Tom lhnot

CEO

Read Naturally, Inc..

2945 Lone Oak Drive, Suite 190
St. Paul, MN 55121
www.readnaturally.com
www.oneminutereader.com
651-452-4085

800-788-4085
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Arvans Study Analysis

The Arvans study summary analysis underestimated the effect of the Read Naturally group on oral
reading fluency. The Read Naturally group had a large effect size of .81 for fluency. The control EAU
group had a moderate effect size of .57 for fluency. Both groups had excellent fluency gains. It should be
noted that the use of the Read Naturally Intervention was extensive at the school before the study was
conducted. The teachers were well versed in the Read Naturally strategy. Students used Read Naturally
materials in the first and second grade in the two years prior to the study. Also, some students in the
EAU group used Read Naturally materials during the study. Due to this, it seems as though the EAU
group may not have been demonstrative of a true control group. The difference between the Read
Naturally group’s .81 effect size and EAU’s .57 effect size was .24 after eight weeks. An effect size
difference of .24 is significant when extrapolated over a school year.

Ethan R. Van Norman, M.A., performed an analysis of the Arvans study that is similar to what appeared
in the Christ and Davie study (2008). In the Christ and Davie study, the authors first calculated a slope
estimate from three time points for each student in the EAU and the experimental group. The slope
estimate represented the number of words read correct per minute (WCPM) improvement per week.
The mean and standard deviation of slopes were then calculated for each group. The percent of
improvement of the experimental group in relation to the EAU group was calculated. After this, the
authors used the percent of improvement and applied it to an aggressive rate of growth (1.50 WCPM
improvement per week). That value and 1.50 were each multiplied by 36. The difference between those
two values was then interpreted as a hypothetical effect if the Read Naturally Intervention was
delivered across an entire school year.

Van Norman conducted a similar analysis on the Arvans dataset. Slope estimates were calculated for
each student from two observations eight weeks apart. The mean slope value for the experimental
group was 2.92 WCPM improvement per week (SD = 1.54) compared to the EAU group, which had a
mean slope estimate of 2.24 (SD = 2.36). The .68 difference in mean slope for the Read Naturally
Intervention group represents a 30% improvement over the EAU group. Assuming an aggressive rate of
growth of 1.50 WCPM for typical students, a 30% increase would translate to a 1.95 rate of growth.
Extended across 36 weeks, this represents a net increase of 70 WCPM, compared to 54 WCPM with a
typical rate of growth (1.50 WCPM improvement per week across 36 weeks).

Although not ideal, slope estimates from two time points have been used to summarize growth in
previous CBM-R research studies (e.g., Christ, Silberglit, Yeo & Cormier, 2010). See the attached
document for further details.

Another way to analyze the Arvans study is to use the Hasbrouck-Tindal Oral Reading Fluency Norms.
This table suggests that third grade students at the 50" percentile have an average weekly improvement
of 1.1 WCPM. Van Norman analyzed the Arvans dataset to extrapolate growth using these normative
values. For third grade students, weekly growth estimates for students in the 50" percentile typically
approximate 1.10 WCPM per week. Assuming the Read Naturally group’s 30% improvement over the
EAU group, and assuming the intervention is delivered for 36 weeks, a student in the 50" percentile, on
average, would be improving at a rate of 1.43 WCPM per week. After 36 weeks, this would translate to
an improvement of 51 WCPM compared to 40 WCPM if the student did not receive the intervention.
This is a substantial difference. Thus, the performance of the Read Naturally group in the Arvans study is
impressive when compared to the typical rate of fluency growth of third grade students.




Considering all of this information, Read Naturally programs should receive a positive effects rating for
fluency. A timely reevaluation is critical so that WWC may change Read Naturally’s effectiveness rating
for fluency from mixed effects to positive effects.
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Abstract. Curriculum-based measurement of oral reading (CBM-R) is often used
to benchmark growth in the fall, winter, and spring. CBM-R is also used to set
goals and monitor student progress between benchmarking occasions. The results
of previous research establish an expectation that weekly growth on CBM-R tasks
is consistently linear throughout the academic year. The patterns of CBM-R
growth were examined for a large sample of students (N = 3808) from both
general education and special education populations in second to sixth grades.
Results support four general conclusions: (a) annual growth is more substantial
within the general education population; (b) growth is more substantial in earlier
elementary grades; (c) more growth occurs in the fall than the spring season (i.e..
seasonal effect), especially within the early primary general education population;
and (d) the seasonal effect is less pronounced within the special education
population. Estimates of growth within and across seasons are presented and
implications are discussed.

Curriculum-based measurement (CBM)
is used to index annual student growth across
the primary grades. Procedures and measure-
ment metrics are developed for mathematics,
spelling, written expression, and reading.
CBM oral reading (CBM-R) rate is the most

researched and well established of those avail-
able procedures (Wayman, Wallace, Wiley,
Ticha, & Espin, 2007). CBM-R is used as an
index of reading rate and fluency, which are
identified as critical skills to target for instruc-
tion and intervention within the early stages of
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reading development (National Reading Panel,
2000; National Research Council, 1998).
CBM-R outcome also functions as a robust
indicator of overall reading development
throughout the primary grades (Wayman et al.,
2007).

CBM-R progress monitoring data are
collected and used to evaluate instructional
effects, determine when to modify the instruc-
tion, and evaluate response o intervention
(Deno, 1985, 1986). Teachers who use
progress monitoring data are likely to use
more specific and measurable goals, rely more
substantially on data to guide instruction, and
modify instruction more frequently (Fuchs,
Fuchs, & Hamlett, 1989; Fuchs, Fuchs, &
Stecker, 1989). Progress monitoring applica-
tions of CBM-R have the potential to confer
the most substantial benefit to students.
Progress monitoring can be conceptualized as
either interim benchmark/screening assess-
ments when data are collected three to four
times per year, or time series continuous as-
sessments when data are collected daily or
weekly.

Both interim and time series CBM-R
data are plotted graphically and evaluated
against goals and goal lines. Fuchs and Shinn
(1989) recommended that the rate of expected
growth should derive from local normative
performance so that individual student achieve-
ment can be compared against the local nor-
mative performance of grade-level peers. A goal
line is established by connecting the CBM-R
data point for the observed level of performance
from Week 1 (initial performance) to the expect-
ed/typical level of performance at Week 36 (end-
ing performance). Once graphed, the goal line
provides a graphic trajectory of expected growth
for the academic year. Ongoing time series data
are then plotted on the graph and evaluated
against the goal line. For example, if a student’s
initial level of CBM-R performance in Septem-
ber was 20 words read correctly per minute
(WRCM) and in May that student was expected
to read 60 WRCM, then the expected annual
growth is 40 WRCM across 8 months, or 32
weeks. That translates to ~1.25 WRCM per
week of growth (1.25 WRCM = 40 WRCM/32
weeks). The goal line and trajectory of expected
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growth is based on the assumption of a mono-
tonic and linear trend.

Monotonic Linear Growth

Standards of expected performance within
and across the year provide the foundation to
establish instructional goals and goal lines.
There are two influential studies that estab-
lished standards of weekly CBM-R growth
(Deno, Fuchs, Marston, & Shin, 2001; Fuchs,
Fuchs, Hamlett, Walz, & Germann, 1993),
which have application in both research and
practice. Fuchs et al. (1993) analyzed a CBM-R
data set comprised of 103 students in general
education and 14 students in special education.
Each student was assessed weekly for an entire
academic year using CBM-R procedures. Al-
though some students evidenced a negatively
accelerating annual growth, the researchers con-
cluded that annual growth is, on average, mono-
tonic and linear. They also observed a negatively
accelerating trend across grades. That is, the rate
of CBM-R growth was positive in all grades, but
the rate of growth declined in each successive
grade. The resulting analysis yielded grade-spe-
cific estimates of standard and ambitious rates of
growth—and assumed a pattern of monotonic
linear growth. Respectively, the growth, deter-
mined by the number of WRCM, were 1.5
and 2.0 in first and second grade, 1.0 and 1.5 in
third, 0.85 and 1.1 in fourth, 0.5 and 0.8 in fifth,
and 0.3 and 0.63 in sixth.

Deno et al. (2001) analyzed a large data
set comprised of 2675 students in general ed-
ucation and 324 in special education classes.
The student sample was from school districts
across the country. The researchers relied on
the assumption of monotonic linear annual
growth. Ordinary least squares regression was
used to calculate weekly growth. The study
yielded useful estimates of observed and ex-
pected growth across grades and populations.
The authors estimated that beginning readers
in the general education population can be
expected to improve 2 WRCM/week until they
achieve 30 WRCM; thereafter, students in the
general education population can be expect to
improve at least | WRCM/week. Researchers
observed that students in the special education
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population demonstrated substantially less
growth, which approximated 0.5-0.8 WRCM/
week, unless they are provided with robust
evidence-based instruction, which might im-
prove the observed rate of growth to 1.39
WRCM/week.

Prior studies provide useful estimates of
typical, ambitious, and expected rates of
CBM-R growth; however, those estimates de-
pend on the assumption that growth is mono-
tonic and linear across the academic year. That
assumption should be examined more closely
to determine its veracity. The prior studies
also rely on analyses that neglect the inherent
nesting of students within classrooms and
schools, which establish potential bias in the
linear and quadratic functions derived.

Improved Modeling of Annual and

Seasonal Growth

Research is necessary to evaluate alter-
nate models of annual growth and test the
predominant assumption that annual growth is
monotonic and linear. This study will evaluate
both linear (constant) and piece wise (noncon-
stant) models of growth from fall to winter to
spring; moreover, this study will employ the
superior approach of linear mixed model
(LMM) rather than that of ordinary least
squares used in prior research (Deno et al.,
2001; Fuchs et al., 1993).

Ordinary least squares only estimates
the fixed effects, which assumes that all cases
have identical parameter estimates for inter-
cept and growth. This is a limitation when
modeling CBM-R growth because it is likely
to be an erroneous assumption in most cases.
The results of published research provide ev-
idence for substantial magnitudes of variance
in both intercept and growth among students
in a sample (Shin, Deno, & Espin, 2000;
Stage, 2001). It is likely that the intercept and
growth rates should be treated as random ef-
fects in many instances. LMM can be used to
estimate both the fixed effects and the random
effects, which are the intercepts and growth
rates for individual student cases in the sam-
ple. LMM takes into account the variances
within and across individuals in the sample.

Finally, ordinary least squares requires that
missing data are removed casewise whereas
LMM can handle missing data, which is likely
to yield less biased estimates of intercept and
slopes while enhancing power (Duncan, Dun-
can, & Strycker, 2006). This approach facili-
tates analysis of both seasonal effects, as pur-
sued by two previous studies (Ardoin &
Christ, 2008; Graney, Missall, Martinez, &
Bergstrom, 2009), and compares those effects
to that of linear growth as assumed in other
studies (Deno et al., 2001; Fuchs et al., 1993).

The calendar year was divided into three
seasons for the purpose of this study. The
seasons were defined by those periods be-
tween standard tri-annual assessment occa-
sions: fall, winter and spring. The duration
between fall and winter assessments defines
the fall season, that between winter and spring
defines the spring season, and that between
spring and fall defines the summer season. If
growth is consistent and linear throughout the
calendar year, then there is no seasonal effect.
Conversely, i growth is not consistent and
linear throughout the calendar year, then there
is a seasonal effect whereby there is more
growth observed for some seasons than for
others.

The summer season is the most distinct
for the majority of students because they are
not exposed to formal instruction. The rate of
achievement is likely to decline in the summer
months (Kim, 2004) unless formal instruction
is provided through summer school programs
(Stage, 2001). A seasonal effect in the summer
is expected because the conditions for learning
are substantially different from that which oc-
curs in the spring and fall seasons. The effect,
however, does not seem specific to those dif-
ferences between summer and the academic
year. Ardoin and Christ (2008) observed sta-
tistically significant differences in CBM-R
growth between the fall and spring seasons.
That is, among a sample of second-grade stu-
dents there was more growth in the fall than in
the spring season. That result replicated across
three combinations of CBM-R passages sam-
pled from the Dynamic Indicators of Basic
Early Literacy Skills. A subsequent study
aimed to replicate and extend those findings
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with a sample of third- through fifth-grade
students across a variety of CBM curriculum
domains (Graney et al., 2009). However,
Graney et al. (2009) concluded that there was
more CBM-R growth in the spring season than
in the fall season, failing to replicate the work
of Ardoin and Christ. Graney et al. speculated
that the failure to replicate findings across
studies might relate to the specification of data
collection schedules, sample characteristics,
issues of instrumentation. or the distribution of
instructional intensity across the academic
year. Although it is difficult to make a single
attribution, it should be noted that the student
sample used by Graney et al. derived from a
school—university partnership program that
included features to promote data use and ev-
idence-based interventions. Indeed, that pro-
gram might influence the pattern of student
growth; however, additional research and rep-
lications are necessary to help determine
whether specific patterns for seasonal effects
should be expected.

There are limitations to the analytic pro-
cedures used in the two prior studies. Both gen-
erated estimates of growth from difference
scores across seasons. That is, growth was esti-
mated as the difference between performance at
Time 1 and Time 2, which was then divided by
the number of intervening weeks to yield an
estimate of weekly growth. Although this
method is intuitive, and it was useful for the
preliminary work to examine seasonal effects,
the method of difference scores to estimate
change has long been criticized as an unreliable
method of analysis (Cronbach & Furby, 1970)
and may have contributed to the inconsistent
findings. The analytic procedures used in this
study improve on those of prior studies that
examined seasonal effects and modeled annual
growth. The analytic procedures used in this
study will compare the hypothesized seasonal
effect directly with that of linear growth.

Purpose

The purposes of this study were to (a)
estimate the rate of growth within and across
seasons for general education and special ed-
ucation populations; (b) evaluate whether the
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rate of CBM-R growth is likely to be consis-
tent (i.e., linear model) or inconsistent (i.e.,
piecewise model) throughout the academic
year; and (c) test the hypothesis that the sea-
sonal effect is typically characterized by more
robust growth in the fall than for the spring
season. That hypothesis is counter to the as-
sumptions inherent to the linear models as
applied in many previous studies and it is
counter to the findings of Graney et al. (2009).

Method
Participants and Setting

A total of 4824 students (52% male,
48% female) in the second through sixth
grades were included in the sample. The eth-
nicity breakdown of the sample was 94%
White, not Hispanic; 2% Native American;
2% Asian or Pacific Islander; 1% Hispanic;
and 1% Black, not Hispanic. Participants were
enrolled in seven elementary schools, located
within five school districts in the rural and
suburban Midwest. The sample consisted of
31% students receiving free or reduced-price
lunch, and 8% students receiving special edu-
cation services.

As part of an ongoing benchmark as-
sessment plan and response to intervention
implementation (see Bollman, Silberglitt, &
Gibbons, 2007, for additional information), all
students in participating schools were assessed
using CBM-R every fall, winter, and spring of
every year across the grade levels studied. All
students for whom relevant data were col-
lected participated in the study. Data were
gathered between the years of 2001 and 2005
for each student in the sample. Data from
across multiple years were available for many
of the students in the sample; thus many stu-
dents participated in the study at multiple
grade levels.

Measures

The CBM-R measures were developed
or selected to be curriculum-independent,
grade-level appropriate, and of equivalent dif-
ficulty across probes within each grade level.
Each probe contained approximately 250
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words typed on an 8 by 10 piece of paper in a
grade-appropriate font (range = 12—14 point
with larger print for the second and third
grades). Probes were selected from a standard-
ized set of commercially available published
passages (AIMSweb; Howe & Shinn, 2002).
The technical manual for AIMSweb passages
(Howe & Shinn, 2002) and peer-reviewed re-
search (Wayman et al., 2007) provide evi-
dence that test-retest reliability and alternate-
form reliabilities approximate or exceed .90.
Criterion-related validity coefficients typically
approximate the .70-.90 range. The same set
of CBM-R probes were used across all dis-
tricts for all 4 years of the study.

Procedure

CBM-R data were collected in 4-month
intervals in the fall, winter, and spring of each
academic year. Standardized administration
and scoring procedures were implemented for
each administration, which was conducted by
trained school-based personnel and high
school honors students. These individuals
were trained to administer three successive
CBM-R probes and score WRCM using stan-
dardized procedures that have appeared in the
published literature (Howe & Shinn, 2002;
Shinn, 1988, 1989). Administration occurred
outside of the classroom to minimize distrac-
tions, in a separate room or quiet hallway
while the administrator and student were
seated at desks or in chairs.

Training included a brief instructional
session that lasted approximately 1 hr. Each
training session was followed by an assess-
ment of competency that included practice and
evaluation of scoring procedures. No formal
criterion for scoring was established until the
final years of the study. In 2003-2004 and
2004 -2005, each scorer was required to come
within 2 WCPM of the correct score on three
consecutive videotaped assessments. Although
data were not maintained, few scorers required
more than one opportunity to meet criterion.
Finally, inter-rater reliability was not evaluated;
however, CBM-R procedures have established
high levels of inter-rater reliability that appear
consistently within the published literature. A

survey of 10 arbitrarily selected CBM-R studies
that were published between 1995 and 2005
reported inter-rater reliabilities that were consis-
tently above .95.

Analytical Plan

A LMM analysis was performed to in-
vestigate evidence of seasonal effects for
CBM-R. The present LMM analysis consid-
ered two hypothesized growth models: linear
and piecewise (Duncan et al.,, 2006; Flora,
2008). The linear model assumes a static
growth rate across time points—meaning that
regardless of change over time, the estimated
growth rate from the linear model is identical
to the sample’s growth rate. In contrast, the
piecewise model assumes that the develop-
mental trajectory is not consistent across time,
making it possible to provide two different
linear trends. Thus, the piecewise model takes
into account a possible nonlinear trajectory for
CBM-R. Based on the three CBM-R data
points used in this study, the piecewise model
can be parameterized into two levels of anal-
yses. First, Level 1 can be expressed as

Vi = Bo + Bu Ay + Bady T €, (1)

where v,, is the outcome of CBM-R for subject
i at time f, B, is the value of CBM-R for
subject / in fall, B, is the first linear trend of
subject i from fall to winter, \,, is the value of
the linear trend at time t (Week 0 and Week
18), B,; is the second linear trend of subject i
from winter to spring, \,, is the value of the
linear trend at time ¢t (Week 18 and Week 36),
and €, is unique measurement error for subject
i at time f.
Level 2 can be described as

Bor = Bolw: (2)
B = Bilu (3)
Bai = Baly (4)

where B, represents the average initial status
for all subjects, B, refers to the average of the
first linear growth rate for all subjects, and B,
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refers to the average of the second slope trend
for all subjects. g, C;;, and {5, refer to the
random deviation of the initial status, the first
growth rate, and the second growth rate, re-
spectively. As a result, the piecewise model
presented earlier assumes that the second
slope is statistically different from the first
slope, indicating that there is a seasonal effect
for CBM-R throughout the academic year.

The first step in this analysis was (o
compare the two models (linear and piecewise
models) using fit indices, which included the
likelihood ratio test (LRT), Akaike informa-
tion criterion (AIC), and Bayesian information
criterion (BIC). The three fit indices are con-
sidered to be “goodness-of-fit” indices, where
the smallest fit statistics are viewed as the best
model. If results from these goodness-of-fit
indices reveal that the linear model is better
than the piecewise model, then the slope is the
same from fall to spring and there is no evi-
dence of a significant seasonal effect for
CBM-R across the academic year. Conversely,
if goodness-of-fit indices are better for the
piecewise model than the linear model, then
we conclude that the slopes are different from
fall to winter and from winter to spring and
there is evidence of a seasonal effect across
the academic year. If the piecewise model is
the better fit, then an additional model is
needed to estimate the extent to which the first
slope differs from the second slope.

The additional model, which is called
added growth model, would be identical to the
piecewise model described earlier, except for
the supplementary time factor loading matrix
(Flora, 2008). For example, in the piecewise
model, the time factor loading can be de-
scribed as

1 0 0 Week 0
1 18 0 Week 18 (5)
1 18 18 | Week 36

where the first column is set at 1, meaning that
the outcome of the fall CBM-R score (inter-
cept) does not change across time. The second
column refers to the first linear time metric
indicating change in CBM-R score from fall to
winter (Flora, 2008). Similarly, the third col-
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umn represents change in CBM-R score from
winter to fall.

For the added growth model, the time
factor loading can be expressed as:

1 0 0 Week 0
1 18 0 Week 18 (6)
1 36 18 | Week 36

The matrix in Equation 6 is identical to the
matrix in Equation 5, with the exception of the
second column with 0, 18, and 36. The differ-
ent time factor loadings for the additional
model is applied to examine the extent to
which linear change in CBM-R from fall to
winter increases or decreases compared to that
from winter to spring. In other words, the
added growth model analysis makes it possi-
ble to contrast the first linear slope and the
second linear slope. The results from the ad-
ditional analysis can also be viewed as an
effect size estimate between the first and sec-
ond linear slope (Flora, 2008).

Data Preparation

Overall, the rates of missing data for
fall, winter, and spring seasons were less than
4% for all grade levels. Al LMM analyses
were conducted using the SAS MIXED pro-
gram with full maximum likelihood estimation
that automatically conducts all adjustments for
missing data. Monthly CBM data used in this
study were nested within districts. Therefore, a
three-level LMM was used to satisfy an as-
sumption that data collected in this study
might not be independent among school dis-
tricts. An alpha level for all statistical tests in
this study was set at .001.

Model assumptions were evaluated,
which included a test of normality using Kol-
mogorov-Smirnove statistics, skew, and kur-
tosis, and homoscedasticity of residuals by
plotting raw residuals at each level (Levels 1
and 2). No violations were detected. The
Level 3 LMM analysis was used to test
whether CBM data used in the study were
nested within school districts. As a result, vari-
ations in the slopes and intercepts between
school districts were not significantly different
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Table 1
Descriptive Statistics for the Level and Change of CBM-R

Seasonal Benchmark Levels

Weekly Change

Fall Season Spring Season

Fall Winter Spring (Fall-Winter) (Winter—Spring)
Population M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)
General education
Second 57 (32) 88 (34) 107 (35) 1.71 (.73) 1.02 (.64)
Third 82 (37) 107 (38) 125 (40) 1.38 (.79) 0.97 (.75)
Fourth 106 (38) 128 (39) 141 (41) 1.19 (.72) 0.78 (.70)
Fifth 125 (40) 145 (41) 160 (42) 1.12 (.76) 0.83 (.75)
Sixth 142 (41) 158 (42) 171 (43) 0.89 (.71) 0.74 (.75)
Total 99 (47) 122 (45) 137 (46) 1.26 (.74) 0.87 (.72)
Special education
Second 33(28) 55 (35) 74 (38) 1.17 (81) 1.08 (.63)
Third 52 (33) 72 (39) 88 (41) 1.09 (.81) 0.89 (.78)
Fourth T7 (40) 96 (43) 108 (45) 0.99 (.72) 0.67 (.65)
Fifth 89 (43) 106 (45) 118 (47) 0.90 (.76) 0.67 (.79)
Sixth 106 (47) 119 (50) 132 (51) 0.70 (.72) 0.73 (.69)
Total 72 (45) 89 (48) 104 (49) 0.97 (.77) 0.81 (.71)

Note. CBM-R = curriculum-based measurement of oral reading. Skew and kurtosis were within reasonable limits (z =
2.00) for all conditions. N values for second, third, fourth, fifth, and sixth grades were, respectively, 1790, 1885, 1913,
1942, and 1144 for general education; 111, 134, 170, 192, and 116 for special education.

from zero for all grade levels, meaning that
both the slopes and intercepts at the district
levels were identical. In addition, such a result
supports evidence that the Level 2 LMM anal-
ysis introduced in the method section is ap-
propriate for this study.

Results

Summaries of the means and standard
deviations for CBM-R at each time point are
presented in Table 1. As shown in Table 1, the
average growth as measured with CBM-R was
positive for all conditions across seasons (fall—
winter, winter—spring), grade levels (second to
sixth) and populations (general education, spe-
cial education).

Comparison Between Linear Model and
Piecewise Model

Results for the comparisons of linear
and piecewise models are presented in Table

2. For students in general education, the piece-
wise model provided the best fit for tri-annual
assessment data, as evidenced by the magni-
tudes of LRT, AIC, and BIC observed for the
linear and piecewise models respectively. The
x difference test between the two models also
revealed that the piecewise model fit signifi-
cantly better than the linear model.

For students in special education, on the
basis of the LRT criterion, the piecewise
model for all grade levels was viewed as the
best-fitting model. Significant differences in
LRTSs between the two models, however, were
found in the second through fourth grades.
There were inconsistencies with respect to
AIC and BIC criteria, which might indicate
the linear model fit better in some cases within
the sample of special education students. Al-
though the results of AIC and BIC are noted,
the LRT was the primary test/criterion used
here.

453



School Psychology Review, 2010, Volume 39, No. 3

Students and Special Education Students

Table 2
Deviation Between Linear and Piecewise Models for General Education

Linear Model

Piecewise Model

Differences (Linear-
Piecewise Model)

Grade LRT AIC BIC LRT AIC BIC LRT AIC BIC
General education
Second 46231.7 46239.7 46261.7 45542.6 45556.6 45595.0 689.1* 683.1 666.7
Third 49566.9 495749 49597.0 493577 49371.7 494105 209.2% 203.2 186.5
Fourth 49768.1 49776.1 49798.3 49520.1 49534.1 49573.0 248.0% 2420 2253
Fifth 509749 50982.9 51005.2 50866.6 50880.6 50919.6 108.3* 1023 856
Sixth 208929 29900.9 29921.1 29873.6 29887.6 299229 193* 133 -—1.8
Special education
Second 2816.3 28243 28351 28026 28166 28356 13.7* 7.7 =05
Third 3501.8  3507.8 35165 34879 34959 35075 139* 119 9.0
Fourth 43949 44029 44154 43789 43929 44149 16.0* 10.0 0.5
Fifth 5090.6  5098.6 5111.6 5083.3 5097.3 5120.1 T3 1.3 —8.5
Sixth 3048.2 3056.2 3067.2 3046.3 30603 3079.5 1.9 —4.1 —12.3

Note. LRT = likelihood ratio test;
o< 001,

AIC = Akaike information criterion; BIC = Bayesian information criterion.

Comparison Between the First Slope and
Second Slope for General and Special
Education

Table 3 presents estimates of both the
first (fall-winter) and second (winter—spring)
linear slope. In the cases of both students in
general education and special education, all of
the seasonal linear slopes were positive with
magnitudes significantly different than zero
(p < .001). That observation was consistent
with the conclusion that reading achievement
accelerated continuously throughout the aca-
demic year for all student samples. Although
the mean rate of growth across seasons was
consistently greater for students in general ed-
ucation as compared with students in special
education, it was the first slopes that were
most distinct. Further, the differences in the
second slopes varied by grade level.

Additional analysis was conducted to
examine whether the first linear slopes (fall)
were significantly different from the second
slopes (spring). Table 3 presents the differ-
ences between the two linear slopes along with
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the results of significance tests. Figure 1 de-
picts the slopes and model differences.

In the sample of general education stu-
dents, statistically significant differences (p <
.001) were observed between the first and sec-
ond slopes in all grade-level conditions (Table
3). That is, the rate of growth for all grade
levels dropped in the second part of the aca-
demic year. It is relevant to note that the
magnitude of difference between the two
slopes (seasonal effects) and standardized ef-
fect sizes consistently decreased as grade level
increased. This might indicate that the sea-
sonal effect in reading is larger in the lower
primary grades than the upper primary grades.
The power estimates for detecting seasonal
effects for students in general education were
very large for all grade levels (range = 0.96—
1.00). This indicates a good chance of detect-
ing a false null hypothesis (linear model) when
the alternative model (piecewise model) is
correct (Duncan et al., 2006).

In the sample of special education stu-
dents, the average of the first slope (fall) was
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Table 3
Comparison Between the First Slope and the Second Slope for General
Education Students and Special Education Students

Spring/
Second Difference
Fall/First Slope Between Fall
Slope (Fall  (Winter to Slope and
Intercept to Winter) Spring) Spring Slopes Standardized
Grade B, (SE) B, (SE) B, (SE) $," (SE)  Effect Sizes” Power
General education
Second 57.42% (.76) L.71* (.02) 1.02* (.01) 0.69% (.02) 34.50 1.00
Third 82.31* (.85) 1.38% (.02)  0.97*(.02) 0.41* (.03) 13.60 1.00
Fourth 105.78%* (.93) 1.19% (.02)  0.78% (.02) 0.41% (.12) 341 1.00
Fifth 124.43% (.89) 1.12% (.02)  0.83* (.02) 0.29* (.12) 241 1.00
Sixth 142.49% (1.21)  0.88% (.02)  0.74* (.02) 0.14* (.16) 0.87 0.96
Special education
Second 34.02% (2.67)  1.17*(.08) 1.08* (.06) 0.09 (.10) 0.90 0.86
Third 50.85% (2.81)  1.09% (07)  0.89* (.06) 0.20 (.10) 2.00 0.87
Fourth 75.50% (2.99)  0.99* (05) 0.67* (.05)  0.32* (.08) 4.00 0.92
Fifth 86.28% (3.06)  0.90* (.05) 0.67* (.06) 0.23 (.09) 2.50 0.54
Sixth 106.98* (4.40)  0.69*% (.07) 0.73* (.06) —0.04 (.10) 0.40 0.11
Note. SE = standard error.

“The estimated coefficients of the second slope from an added growth model.
“Standardized effect sizes = B./SE, which is a strategy developed by Satorra and Saris (19835), was used to calculate

power.
*n < 001

greater than the second slope (spring) in all
grades except for sixth; however, those dif-
ferences were not statistically significant ex-
cept in the fourth-grade condition (Table 3).
Moreover, the pattern of reduced seasonal
effects for progressively higher grades did
not generalize to the sample of special edu-
cation students. Instead, the magnitude was
greatest in fourth grade (difference in
slopes = 0.32, p < .001), somewhat smaller
in third (0.20, p = .001) and fifth (0.23, p =
.001), and hardly perceptible in second
(0.09, p = .001) and sixth grades (—0.04,
p < .001). The range of standardized effect
sizes and power was variable across grades.
Based on the results, it appears that, in gen-
eral, the observed slopes in the sample of
special education students were relatively
consistent across seasons—in all conditions
but fourth grade.

Discussion

Many of the published estimates of
CBM-R annual growth rates rely on the as-
sumption that the pattern is consistent and
linear throughout the academic year (Deno et
al., 2001; Fuchs et al., 1993). Although there
is evidence for seasonal effects within some
studies (Ardoin & Christ, 2009; Fuchs et al.,
1993; Graney et al., 2009), the phenomenon of
seasonal effects are generally ignored within
the professional literature. This study yielded
(a) estimates for the magnitude CBM-R an-
nual growth along with those within the fall
and spring seasons, and estimates were de-
rived for both general education and special
education populations; (b) both linear and
piecewise growth models; and (c) hypothesis
tests to examine whether fall growth is typi-
cally more substantial than spring growth.
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Figure 1. Differences for linear (L, solid line) and piecewise (P, dashed line)
models of growth (G) for students in second through sixth grade within either
the general (left) or special education population (right)

CBM-R growth was modeled and analyzed for
five primary grades (second through sixth) and
two student populations within and across sea-
sons.

The results of this study support four
general conclusions. Descriptive data make
clear that, first, annual growth is greater
among students in the general education pop-
ulation than for those in the special education
population, especially in the fall season; and,
second, more growth occurs in the early
grades with less in the upper grades. Modeling
and inferential analysis provide support for the
third and fourth conclusions that follow. That
is (third conclusion), there is a significant sea-
sonal effect such that more growth occurs in
the fall season than in the spring season for
general education, but the magnitude of that
effect declines with each progressive grade
level. Finally, the seasonal effect is less pro-
nounced among students in the special educa-
tion population. In general, linear growth
should not be assumed, seasonal effects
should be expected—at least within the gen-
eral education population—and piecewise
models tend to fit better than linear models of
growth.
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Grade and Population Effects

Larger magnitudes of growth were ob-
served for students in general education as
compared to special education. This outcome
was observed across five districts where
CBM-R was used to screen, monitor, and eval-
uate instructional effects as part of a problem
solving model. The systematic and ongoing use
of CBM-R for these purposes did not establish
equivalent growth rates between the student
populations. Despite inconsistent growth rates
across student groups, the rate of growth among
students in the special education population was
greater than observed in other studies (Deno et
al., 2001; Fuchs et al., 1993). For example, the
most recent estimates for average growth among
students in the special education population were
~0.60 WRCM/week (Deno et al., 2001). That
rate of growth was relatively consistent across
grades. In contrast, the average growth estimates
among students in the sample of students in
special education used in this study were within
the range of 0.67-1.17 WRCM/week (Table 3).
Although cross-study comparisons cannot be
used to establish that differences in systems-
level practices (e.g., problem solving) and in-
structional practices were causally related to
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the observed differences in growth rates, fu-
ture research should investigate the phenom-
ena more closely.

The results of this study converge with
previous research (Deno et al., 2001; Fuchs et
al., 1993) to support the conclusion that there
is more CBM-R growth within the early pri-
mary grades. This phenomenon was consistent
for both fall and spring seasons in both the
general education and special education pop-
ulations (Table 1). There was a steady decline
for both general education and special educa-
tion in weekly growth as grade level was in-
creased. There was a corresponding decline in
the magnitude of seasonal effects as grade
levels increased. Results also support the con-
clusion that seasonal effects are more robust
for students served within general education
and less robust for students served within spe-
cial education.

Seasonal Effect

The primary purpose of this research
was to determine whether the rate of CBM-R
growth is consistent across the year. Notwith-
standing limitations, a seasonal effect was suf-
ficiently robust and consistent across grades
and student populations to warrant serious
consideration. Estimates of weekly CBM-R
growth within season are reported in Table I.
They are also depicted in Figure 1. Both visual
analysis and statistical analysis of growth
models support the conclusion that there was a
difference in the average rate of growth across
seasons, and that difference occurred in all
grades, but was generally more robust in the
lower grades of general education (Figure 1).
With few exceptions, more growth occurred in
the fall than in the spring, which is depicted as
the differences in the slopes within Table 3.

The magnitudes of seasonal effects were
inconsistent across grades and student popula-
tions. In general education, the difference be-
tween fall and spring slopes ranged from (.14
to 0.69 per week, and all the differences were
statistically significant with substantial effect
sizes (Table 3). That effect is illustrated in
Figure 1, which reveals that the interactions
between seasonal effect and student popula-

tion were most distinct in second grade. That
is, the seasonal effect was most robust for the
sample of students in second-grade general
education classes, with a difference in growth
from fall to winter of 0.69, and minor in com-
parison for students in second-grade special
education classes, with a difference of 0.09.

The results of this study support the
conclusion that growth differs between fall
and spring seasons, which is inconsistent with
a number of currently held views in the field.
The consistency of the results across grades
for general education begs the question of why
this effect may be occur and what are the
potential implications. There are a number of
alternate hypotheses that offer some insight on
the phenomenon and directions for future re-
search.

Explanatory Hypotheses

This study was designed to examine
whether seasonal effects are likely to occur in
cases of CBM-R tri-annual assessment and
challenge the assumption of linear growth.
Indeed, the results do provide support for sea-
sonal effects; however, this study was not de-
signed to examine the cause of seasonal ef-
fects. That is left to future research to isolate
the cause(s) and potential remedies to accel-
erate reading achievement within seasons with
deficit growth. The result of both this study
and Ardoin and Christ (2008) converge to
provide evidence that the seasonal effect is
likely to coincide with deficit levels of growth
in the latter part of the academic year, or the
spring season, especially for the students in
the early primary general education popula-
tion. It seems that changes in instructional
conditions, or student motivation, might ex-
plain deficit rates of growth within the spring
season unless there is an active intervention to
prevent those changes. It seems that data-
based decision making could function to re-
duce, or reverse, the pattern of seasonal effects
that were replicated across this study and that
of Ardoin and Christ.

Teacher expectations. There are a
number of ways in which teacher expectations
can have an influence on student behavior,
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which might be conveyed through discrepant
use of praise and punishment statements, con-
tent-relevant feedback, individualized atten-
tion, differentiated instruction, and variability
in the opportunities to respond and engage in
instructionally relevant practice (Good, 1981).
Prior research yielded conclusions that there
are indeed sometimes differences in teacher
treatment of high- and low-achieving students
over the course of the year, which affected the
amount and type of instruction and feedback
that students received at different points in the
academic year (Good et al., 1980). Research-
ers concluded that teachers are more invested
in influencing and shaping student behavior at
the beginning of the school year than later in
the year. Furthermore, the differentiation in
teacher behavior may have sustained effects
and become more influential as the school year
progresses, resulting in lower achievement
and growth later in the school year in low-
achieving students. Other research also dem-
onstrated the potential influence of teacher
expectations, including expectation biases
across ethnic groups (McKown & Weinstein,
2007) and ability groups (Rosenthal & Jacob-
son, 1966).

Classroom management. There is ev-
idence that classroom management and orga-
nizational strategies are implemented with
greater fidelity and effort in the early part of
the academic year (Cameron, Connor, & Mor-
rison, 2004). The same research provides ev-
idence that that those educators who approach
classroom management and organization with
the greatest fervor early in the year are those
same educators whose practices drop off most
substantially later in the academic year. Im-
proved levels of engagement and instructional
gain are clearly associated with good class-
room management and organization, and are
among better predictors of student achieve-
ment (Brophy, 1987). Taken together, re-
search provides a foundation to postulate that
differential levels of classroom management
and organization across seasons might influ-
ence student achievement. This effect is hy-
pothesized to be the greatest at lower grade
levels, as younger students require greater di-
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rection in organization practices (Cameron et
al., 2004). The pattern of seasonal effects ob-
served in this study coincides with a classroom
management and organizational hypothesis.

Intervention to accelerate seasonal
growth. The results of this study indicate that
the seasonal effect with deficit growth in the
spring season was most pronounced in the
middle primary grades (second and third) and
were minimized for the special education pop-
ulation. The results of Graney et al. (2009)
indicate that the seasonal effect can function
so that there is deficit growth in the fall season
and accelerated growth in the spring. As noted
in the Introduction, the data set that was ana-
lyzed by Graney et al. (2009) derived from a
university and school partnership to imple-
ment a data-based decision making and evi-
dence-based interventions. Those factors
might have influenced the patterns of seasonal
effects. There is a substantial literature base to
support the conclusion that data-based deci-
sion making can function to accelerate aca-
demic growth (Carnine & Granzin, 2001;
Fuchs & Fuchs, 1986; Fuchs, Fuchs, Hamlett,
& Ferguson, 1992; Fuchs, Fuchs, Hamlett, &
Whinnery, 1991; Graney et al., 2009), and
there is substantial theoretical support for the
use of evidence-based practices, which were
both components of service delivery that were
targeted by the partnership program. It might
be that progress monitoring and data use ac-
celerated learning and ameliorated the deficit
growth associated with seasonal effects. In-
deed, students who are served within special
education have explicit goals and their
progress is monitored. Although it is not pos-
sible to draw any final conclusions, it may
well be that the lack of convergence in sea-
sonal patterns between Graney et al. and other
studies—along with minimal seasonal effects
observed for the special education popula-
tion—provides further evidence for the use of
data-based decision making to improve
growth during otherwise deficit periods.

Limitations and Future Research

The sample studied was entirely from
five relatively ethnically homogeneous dis-
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tricts in a single midwestern state. Future re-
search should attempt to corroborate these
findings across a more diverse sample of stu-
dents and educational programs. Finally, the
results of this study derive from data collected
at three points in the academic year (fall, win-
ter, spring). Future research should examine
whether the same conclusions would result
from the analysis of a more robust data set
(e.g., weekly, monthly) and with more precise
dates that define the data collection schedule.
Graney et al. (2009) correctly criticize the
methods of this study and that of Ardoin and
Christ (2008) because the precise dates of data
collection were not used in the analysis;
rather, both studies rely on data that are cen-
tered by month and not day. Although the
authors of this and the prior study believe the
conclusions would be substantially similar
with different centering methods or more pre-
cise dates, the criticism ought to be accounted
for in future research. Future research should
investigate the nature of growth across sum-
mative and formative measurement condi-
tions. Research should also examine the effect
on educational decisions when the potential
for seasonal effects is ignored and consistent
annual growth is assumed.

Implications for School-Based Decision
Making

CBM-R was developed to guide routine
instructional decisions and enhance instruc-
tional effects (Deno, 1986), and it has emerged
as one of the primary methods of assessment
to guide problem solving (Deno, 2005, 2002;
Shinn, 2008) and response to intervention
models of service delivery (National Associa-
tion of State Directors of Education, 2005). As
described in the Introduction of this study,
CBM-R is used to establish expectations for
both the level and rate of reading achievement
throughout the primary grades; therefore, the
results of this study provide at least two clear
implications. First, there is good reason to
question the validity of linear growth esti-
mates as criteria to guide progress monitoring
(i.e., discrepant in rate) and dual-discrepancy
decisions (i.e., discrepant in both level and

rate; Fuchs, Fuchs, McMaster & Al Otaiba,
2003). Second, seasonal effects can be either
admired as a phenomenon or targeted for in-
tervention. These implications are addressed
in what follows.

First, if CBM-R estimates of growth are
used to evaluate instructional effects and re-
sponse to intervention, then those who inter-
pret data should be aware that the magnitude
of growth might be less in the spring than in
the fall. There are two weighty implications
that derive from this study. First, a dual-dis-
crepancy approach to special education eligi-
bility, which compares the observed level and
rate of achievement to criterion standards
(Fuchs, Fuchs, McMaster & Al Otaiba, 2003),
might function to overidentify students during
deficit seasons of growth and underidentify
students during accelerated seasons of growth.
If the data follow the pattern observed in this
study, then it is likely that the dual-discrep-
ancy model might underidentify students in
the fall season and overidentify students in the
spring season. That consequence is counter to
the values of early intervention and prevention
inherent within problem solving and response
to intervention. Researchers and practitioners
should pay close attention to the patterns of
growth and the potential for seasonal effects to
influence decisions at the local level. Acceler-
ated rates of growth should be expected in the
fall.

Second, the pattern of seasonal effects
that are observed across populations and stud-
ies provide preliminary evidence that goal set-
ting, progress monitoring and data-based de-
cision making can minimize, eliminate or re-
verse the pattern of seasonal effects (e.g.,
Graney et al., 2009). Although future research
1S necessary, it is a working thesis that the
systematic use of data to evaluate instructional
effects and select effective instructional strat-
egies effectively accelerates learning and pre-
vents problems at the individual, group, and
systems level. After all, data-based decision
making is a central tenet of problem solving
(Deno, 2005, 2002; Shinn, 2008) and response
to intervention (National Association of State
Directors of Education, 2005); however, data
must be both systematically collected and sys-
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tematically used to establish effects (Fuchs et
al., 1992, 1991; Fuchs & Fuchs, 1986). The
mere act of data collection without data use
typically fails to establish effects (Fuchs &
Fuchs, 1986). The explanatory hypotheses
proposed in the previous section establish that
deficit growth in the spring season might be
remediated at the systems level if data are
systematically collected and systematically
used. If detected, this problem (seasonal ef-
fect) is ripe for problem analysis at the local
level. Deficit growth within a single season
should not be admired as an acceptable phe-
nomenon, but, instead, it should be targeted
for analysis and intervention.

Christ (2008) defined problem analysis
as the “collection, summary, and use of infor-
mation to systematically test, reject, or verify
relevant hypotheses to establish problem solu-
tions” (p. 159). That is, deficit rates of growth
in the spring season might be remediated if
expectations remain high and data are used to
evaluate and maintain high standards for in-
structional effects. There is no reason to as-
sume that the seasonal effect is inherent to the
educational system. Instead, hypotheses re-
lated to the causal and maintaining variables
should be developed—such as those presented
earlier—and tested through intervention to re-
mediate the problem. It is likely that the pat-
tern of seasonal effects is causally related to
what occurs in the classroom; and what occurs
in the classroom can be influenced by the
systematic used of data to evaluate of response
to intervention for universal, supplemental,
and intensive tiers of service delivery. This
study provides evidence of seasonal effects as
a potential target for intervention at the sys-
tem, grade, or classroom level.
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WhatWorks

From:WhatWorks

Sent:12 Mar 2014 17:20:12 +0000
To:'Info@readnaturally.com'

Subject:RE: Read Naturally - Tom [hnot (WWCPC 4597)
Dear Mr. Thnot,

Thank you for your email. The QRT is reviewing your email and preparing a response.
What Works Clearinghouse

From: info@readnaturally.com [mailto:Info@readnaturally.com]

Sent: Wednesday, March 05, 2014 1:36 PM

To: What Works
Subject: Read Naturally. - Tom Ihnot

Susanne James-Burdumy,

Thank you for What Works Clearinghouse’s email of February 27, 2014 with the revised Read Naturally
report.

There is clear rationale that the Heistad study should be included in the reading fluency domain of this
report. | do not understand why it isn’t. | believe Dr. Heistad clarified the mistake he made in his
summary report (The Effects of Read Naturally on Grade 3 Reading). To review Dr. Heistad’s clarification,
please see the emails sent from Heistad on 10/28/13 and 12/10/13. Upon reviewing this information, |
would appreciate an explanation as to why the Heistad study is not part of WWC’s fluency domain
review. | am still hopeful that the statistically significant fluency results in the Heistad study will be
included in this review.

As | have stated before, including the Hancock and Kemp studies in the fluency domain review is
inaccurate. In each of these studies, the Read Naturally strategy was not implemented and the author
did not intend to evaluate Read Naturally. WW(C’s policy of reviewing these studies anyway results in
WWC giving educators inaccurate information. The damaging effects of this process are explained here.

In the case of the Arvans study, Ethan Van Norman’s analysis makes a strong case that Rebecca Arvans
underestimated the effect of the Read Naturally group on oral reading fluency. Please see the
attachment, a Word document entitled Arvans Analysis, for more details.

Finally, | have been attempting to communicate with WWC about its review process for over seven
years. The correspondence has been very frustrating and disappointing. | am never able to speak to
anyone, and there is no place for an appeal. Are you willing to work with me on this issue?

| look forward to your response about the Heistad study and my other concerns.

Sincerely,



Tom lhnot

CEO

Read Naturally, Inc.

2945 Lone Oak Drive, Suite 190
St. Paul, MN 55121
www.readnaturally.com
www.oneminutereader.com
651-452-4085

800-788-4085

651-452-9204 - fax

CELEBRATING

Ny
ReadNaturally’ 20 YEARS
\J/



WhatWorks

From:WhatWorks.

Sent:9 Apr 2014 14:01:40 +0000
To:'Info@readnaturally.com'

Subject:RE: Read Naturally - Tom [hnot WWCPC 4644
Hello Mr. lThnot,

Thank you for your email. The quality review team will be providing a response to your most recent
concerns soon.

What Works Clearinghouse

From: info@readnaturally.com [mailto:Info@readnaturally.com]
Sent: Monday, April 07, 2014 12:00 PM

To: What Works

Subject: Read Naturally. - Tom Ihnot

Susanne James-Burdumy,

I recently requested that What Works Clearinghouse (WWC) reevaluate the fluency results of the
Heistad study for the following reasons:

i i

Originally, WWC thought that the Heistad study’s use of Reading Fluency Monitor passages
caused an over-alignment between the assessment passages and the curriculum passages. This
assumption is due to a mistake Dr. Heistad made in the original summary of his study. In his
emails of October 28, 2013 and December 10, 2013, Heistad clarifies that the assessment
passages used in his study were independent from the Read Naturally curriculum passages. (See
attachments.) Heistad has since corrected his mistake in the test instruments section of his
study. The facts are clear:
a. . .Read Naturally passages were developed by Read Naturally staff as curriculum.
b. The Reading Fluency Monitor was developed by RMC Research Corporation, located in
Portsmouth, New Hampshire, as a benchmark assessment tool.
c. . Read Naturally curriculum passages and the Reading Fluency Monitor are completely
different tools developed by different companies.

... The Heistad study found statistically significant positive fluency results in its study of the Read

Naturally strategy.

. Including the Heistad study fluency results will change the effectiveness rating for fluency from

mixed to potentially positive effects.

I am still hopeful that WWC will include the Heistad fluency results in its reviews of Read
Naturally programs.

I look forward to your response.



Sincerely,
Tom Thnot

Read Naturally, Inc.

2945 Lone Oak Drive, Suite 190
St. Paul, MN 55121
www.readnaturally.com
www.oneminutereader.com
651-452-4085

800-788-4085

651-452-9204 - fax

CELEBRATING

Rea[d\N'at/m]ally" 20 YEARS
\l/
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What Works Clearinghouse WWIC,

A central and trusted source of scientific evidence for what works in education.

April 9, 2014
Mr. Thomas lhnot
CEO
Read Naturally, Inc.
2945 Lone Oak Drive, Suite 190
St. Paul, MN 55121
info@readnaturally.com

Dear Mr. lhnot,

Thank you for your email concerning the What Works Clearinghouse (WWC) Beginning Reading
intervention report of Read Naturally® (Updated July 2013; and modified September 16, 2013 and
January 31, 2014). In response to your inquiry, we conducted an independent quality review to
address the issues you raised. The WWC quality review team responds to concerns raised about
WW(C reviews published on our website. When a quality review is conducted, a researcher who was
not involved in the initial review undertakes an independent assessment of the study in question.
The researcher also investigates the procedures used and decisions made during the original review
of the study. These quality reviews are one of tools used to ensure that the standards established
by the Institute of Education Sciences (IES) are upheld on every review conducted by the WWC.

In your email dated March 5, 2014, you provided questions and feedback on four studies that were
included in the revised Read Naturally® report:

1. Heistad (2008): You requested an explanation as to why results of this study were not
included in the fluency domain given that Dr. Heistad clarified that the assessment passages
used in his study were independent from the Read Naturally® curriculum (there was no
over-alignment problem).

2. Hancock (2002): You indicated that including this study’s results in the fluency domain was
inaccurate because the Read Naturally® strategy was not implemented and the author did
not intend to evaluate Read Naturally®.

3. Kemp (2006): You indicated that including this study’s results in the fluency domain was
inaccurate because the Read Naturally® strategy was not implemented and the author did
not intend to evaluate Read Naturally®.

4. Arvans (2010): You provided an analysis from Ethan Van Norman that extrapolated reading
fluency slope estimates and weekly growth estimates from the Arvans study, and indicated
that this analysis provides an indication that reading fluency outcomes in the study were
understated.

The quality review investigated each of these issues, revisited our review of the studies, and came
to the following conclusions.

Issue 1: Heistad (2008) Study. The quality review confirmed that the WWC properly excluded the
Heistad (2008) study outcomes from the fluency domain because the author could not provide
evidence of baseline equivalence on the Reading Fluency Monitor (RFM) findings. We were able to.

whatworks.ed.gov * PO Box 2393, Princeton, NJ 08543-2393 + 1-866-503-6114
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What Works Clearinghouse WWIC,

A central and trusted source of scientific evidence for what works in education.

confirm in separate communication with Dr. Heistad that overalignment of the RFM outcomes was
not a concern. However, the WWC requires that baseline equivalence be established on the analytic
samples for quasi-experimental studies (please see p. 15 of the WWC'’s Procedures and Standards
Handbook for more information on our baseline equivalence standards for quasi-experimental
designs). Dr. Heistad confirmed in an e-mail to the WW(C (dated January 7, 2014) that unadjusted
standard deviations on baseline RFM results were not available. Given equivalence of the samples
at baseline cannot be established, the WWC cannot include the study’s fluency outcomes.in the
fluency domain.

Issue 2: Hancock (2002) Study. The quality review confirmed, as was noted in a previous
correspondence to you (dated February 26, 2013), that WWC procedures were correctly followed
when including the Hancock (2002) study in this intervention report. Deviations in implementation
were noted in the revised version of the intervention report, and a statement can be found in
footnote 5 of the latest version that indicates “The Hancock (2002) study excluded Read
Naturally®'s pre-reading vocabulary instruction component and the Read Naturally® placement
system to individualize instruction.” No other concerns with implementation were reported by the
author. The WWC does not screen studies for review based on whether the author(s) explicitly
intended the study as an evaluation of an intervention, but rather whether the study presents a
primary analysis of the effect of an intervention. The quality review team concluded that inclusion
of the Hancock (2002) study is appropriate because it presents a primary analysis of the effect of
Read Naturally®.

Issue 3: Kemp (2006) Study. The quality review concluded that the study implemented the Read
Naturally® curriculum and noted that the study does not provide any indication of deviation from
program design. The Kemp (2006) study states, “... it could be concluded that all teachers
implemented the Read Naturally® program as prescribed” (page 40). As mentioned above, the
WW(C does not screen studies for review based on whether the author(s) explicitly intended the
study as an evaluation of an intervention, but rather whether the study presents a primary analysis
of the effect of an intervention. The quality review team concluded that inclusion of the Kemp
(2006) study is appropriate because it presents a primary analysis of the effect of Read Naturally®.

Issue 4: Arvans (2010) Study. Under WWC standards and procedures, the WWC reports only on the
actual findings as presented in a publication. It does not conduct or report extrapolations of
outcomes. Rather, the WW(C's policy is to clearly describe the intervention as implemented to
provide context for the findings. The quality review concluded that the implementation for the
intervention studied in Arvans (2010) is appropriately described in the Intervention Group section
of Appendix A.1.

| hope that this letter has addressed your concerns. If you have other concerns, please do not
hesitate to contact the WWC through info@whatworks.ed.gov. Due to the need to maintain a
written record of key decisions, we ask that you submit questions to us in writing.

whatworks.ed.gov * PO Box 2393, Princeton, NJ 08543-2393 « 1-866-503-6114
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Sincerely,

(0)(6)

Neil Seftor
Director, What Works Clearinghouse

whatworks.ed.gov ¢ PO Box 2393, Princeton, NJ 08543-2393 + 1-866-503-6114



Sent:9 Apr 2014 16:24:45 +0000
To:'info@readnaturally.com'

Subject:RE: Read Naturally - Tom Thnot WWCPC 4644
Attachments:QRT 2014003 Response_4.9.2014.pdf
Dear Mr. lhnot,

Attached is a response to the questions you raised on March 5, 2014 in your inquiries concerning the
What Works Clearinghouse Beginning Reading effectiveness rating on reading fluency for Read
Naturally®.

Thank you,

What Works Clearinghouse

From: WhatWorks

Sent: Wednesday, April 09, 2014 10:02 AM

To: 'Info@readnaturally.com'

Subject: RE: Read Naturally - Tom Ihnot WWCPC 4644

Hello Mr. lThnot,

Thank you for your email. The quality review team will be providing a response to your most recent
concerns soon.

What Works Clearinghouse

From: info@readnaturally.com [mailto:Info@readnaturally.com]
Sent: Monday, April 07, 2014 12:00 PM

To: What Works

Subject: Read Naturally - Tom Ihnot

Susanne James-Burdumy,

I recently requested that What Works Clearinghouse (WWC) reevaluate the fluency results of the
Heistad study for the following reasons:

1.. . Originally, WWC thought that the Heistad study’s use of Reading Fluency Monitor passages
caused an over-alignment between the assessment passages and the curriculum passages. This
assumption is due to a mistake Dr. Heistad made in the original summary of his study. In his
emails of October 28, 2013 and December 10, 2013, Heistad clarifies that the assessment
passages used in his study were independent from the Read Naturally curriculum passages. (See
attachments.) Heistad has since corrected his mistake in the test instruments section of his
study. The facts are clear:

a. Read Naturally passages were developed by Read Naturally staff as curriculum.
b. The Reading Fluency Monitor was developed by RMC Research Corporation, located in
Portsmouth, New Hampshire, as a benchmark assessment tool.



¢. Read Naturally curriculum passages and the Reading Fluency Monitor are completely
different tools developed by different companies.

2. The Heistad study found statistically significant positive fluency results in its study of the Read
Naturally strategy.

3. . Including the Heistad study fluency results will change the effectiveness rating for fluency from
mixed to potentially positive effects.

I am still hopeful that WWC will include the Heistad fluency results in its reviews of Read
Naturally programs.

[ look forward to your response.
Sincerely,
Tom Ihnot

Read Naturally, Inc.

2945 Lone Oak Drive, Suite 190
St. Paul, MN 55121
www.readnaturally.com
www.oneminutereader.com.
651-452-4085

800-788-4085

651-452-9204 - fax

CELEBRATING
ReadNaturaIIy 20 YEARS
3
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April 14, 2014
Mr. Thomas lhnot
CEO
Read Naturally, Inc.
2945 Lone Oak Drive, Suite 190
St. Paul, MN 55121
info@readnaturally.com

Dear Mr. lhnot,

Thank you for your email concerning the What Works Clearinghouse (WWC) Beginning Reading
intervention report of Read Naturally® (Updated July 2013; and modified September 16, 2013 and
January 31, 2014). In response to your inquiry, we conducted an independent quality review to
address the issues you raised. The WWC quality review team responds to concerns raised about
WW(C reviews published on our website. When a quality review is conducted, a researcher who was
not involved in the initial review undertakes an independent assessment of the study in question.
The researcher also investigates the procedures used and decisions made during the original review.
of the study. These quality reviews are one of tools used to ensure that the standards established
by the Institute of Education Sciences (IES) are upheld on every review conducted by the WWC.

In your email dated March 5, 2014, you provided questions and feedback on four studies that were
included in the revised Read Naturally® report:

1. Heistad (2008): You requested an explanation as to why results of this study were not
included in the fluency domain given that Dr. Heistad clarified that the assessment passages
used in his study were independent from the Read Naturally® curriculum (there was no
over-alignment problem).

2. Hancock (2002): You indicated that including this study’s results in the fluency domain was
inaccurate because the Read Naturally® strategy was not implemented and the author did
not intend to evaluate Read Naturally®.

3. Kemp (2006): You indicated that including this study’s results in the fluency domain was
inaccurate because the Read Naturally® strategy was not implemented and the author did
not intend to evaluate Read Naturally®.

4. Arvans (2010): You provided an analysis from Ethan Van Norman that extrapolated reading
fluency slope estimates and weekly growth estimates from the Arvans study, and indicated
that this analysis provides an indication that reading fluency outcomes. in the study were
understated.

The quality review investigated each of these issues, revisited our review of the studies, and came
to the following conclusions.

Issue 1: Heistad (2008) Study. The quality review confirmed that the WWC properly excluded the
Heistad (2008) study outcomes from the fluency domain because the author could not provide
evidence of baseline equivalence on the Reading Fluency Monitor (RFM) findings. We were able to

whatworks.ed.gov * PO Box 2393, Princeton, NJ 08543-2393 + 1-866-503-6114
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confirm in separate communication with Dr. Heistad that overalignment of the RFM outcomes was
not a concern. However, the WWC requires that baseline equivalence be established on the analytic
samples for quasi-experimental studies (please see p. 15 of the WWC'’s Procedures and Standards
Handbook for more information on our baseline equivalence standards for quasi-experimental
designs). Dr. Heistad confirmed in an e-mail to the WW(C (dated January 7, 2014) that unadjusted
standard deviations on baseline RFM results were not available. Given equivalence of the samples
at baseline cannot be established, the WWC cannot include the study’s fluency outcomes.in the
fluency domain.

Issue 2: Hancock (2002) Study. The quality review confirmed, as was noted in a previous
correspondence to you (dated February 26, 2013), that WWC procedures were correctly followed
when including the Hancock (2002) study in this intervention report. Deviations in implementation
were noted in the revised version of the intervention report, and a statement can be found in
footnote 5 of the latest version that indicates “The Hancock (2002) study excluded Read
Naturally®'s pre-reading vocabulary instruction component and the Read Naturally® placement
system to individualize instruction.” No other concerns with implementation were reported by the
author. The WWC does not screen studies for review based on whether the author(s) explicitly
intended the study as an evaluation of an intervention, but rather whether the study presents a
primary analysis of the effect of an intervention. The quality review team concluded that inclusion
of the Hancock (2002) study is appropriate because it presents a primary analysis of the effect of
Read Naturally®.

Issue 3: Kemp (2006) Study. The quality review concluded that the study implemented the Read
Naturally® curriculum and noted that the study does not provide any indication of deviation from
program design. The Kemp (2006) study states, “... it could be concluded that all teachers
implemented the Read Naturally® program as prescribed” (page 40). As mentioned above, the
WW(C does not screen studies for review based on whether the author(s) explicitly intended the
study as an evaluation of an intervention, but rather whether the study presents a primary analysis
of the effect of an intervention. The quality review team concluded that inclusion of the Kemp
(2006) study is appropriate because it presents a primary analysis of the effect of Read Naturally®. .

Issue 4: Arvans (2010) Study. Under WWC standards and procedures, the WWC reports only on the
actual findings as presented in a publication. It does not conduct or report extrapolations of
outcomes. Rather, the WW(C's policy is to clearly describe the intervention as implemented to
provide context for the findings. The quality review concluded that the implementation for the
intervention studied in Arvans (2010) is appropriately described in the Intervention Group section
of Appendix A.1.

| hope that this letter has addressed your concerns. If you have other concerns. or questions, please
do not hesitate to contact the WWC by emailing info@whatworks.ed.gov or by submitting the form
at http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/ContactUs.aspx. We have also recently posted version 3 of the
WWC Standards and Procedures Handbook on our website as well as a new archived webinar with
questions and answers available at: http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/News.aspx?sid=7.

whatworks.ed.gov * PO Box 2393, Princeton, NJ 08543-2393 « 1-866-503-6114
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Due to the need to maintain a written record of key decisions related to reviews and reports, we
ask everyone to submit questions to us in writing. If you have more general questions about the
review process not related to Read Naturally, please also consider submitting those questions.

Sincerely,

(0)(6)

Neil Seftor
Director, What Works Clearinghouse

whatworks.ed.gov ¢ PO Box 2393, Princeton, NJ 08543-2393 + 1-866-503-6114
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April 9, 2014
Mr. Thomas lhnot
CEO
Read Naturally, Inc.
2945 Lone Oak Drive, Suite 190
St. Paul, MN 55121
info@readnaturally.com

Dear Mr. lhnot,

Thank you for your email concerning the What Works Clearinghouse (WWC) Beginning Reading
intervention report of Read Naturally® (Updated July 2013; and modified September 16, 2013 and
January 31, 2014). In response to your inquiry, we conducted an independent quality review to
address the issues you raised. The WWC quality review team responds to concerns raised about
WWC reviews published on our website. When a quality review is conducted, a researcher who was
not involved in the initial review undertakes an independent assessment of the study in question.
The researcher also investigates the procedures used and decisions made during the original review
of the study. These quality reviews are one of tools used to ensure that the standards established
by the Institute of Education Sciences (IES) are upheld on every review conducted by the WWC.

In your email dated March 5, 2014, you provided questions and feedback on four studies that were
included in the revised Read Naturally® report:

1. Heistad (2008): You requested an explanation as to why results of this study were not
included in the fluency domain given that Dr. Heistad clarified that the assessment passages
used in his study were independent from the Read Naturally® curriculum (there was no
over-alignment problem).

2. Hancock (2002): You indicated that including this study’s results in the fluency domain was
inaccurate because the Read Naturally® strategy was not implemented and the author did
not intend to evaluate Read Naturally®.

3. Kemp (2006): You indicated that including this study’s results in the fluency domain was
inaccurate because the Read Naturally® strategy was not implemented and the author did
not intend to evaluate Read Naturally®.

4. Arvans (2010): You provided an analysis from Ethan Van Norman that extrapolated reading
fluency slope estimates and weekly growth estimates from the Arvans study, and indicated
that this analysis provides an indication that reading fluency outcomes in the study were
understated.

The quality review investigated each of these issues, revisited our review of the studies, and came
to the following conclusions.

Issue 1: Heistad (2008) Study. The quality review confirmed that the WWC properly excluded the
Heistad (2008) study outcomes from the fluency domain because the author could not provide
evidence of baseline equivalence on the Reading Fluency Monitor (RFM) findings. We were able to.

whatworks.ed.gov * PO Box 2393, Princeton, NJ 08543-2393 + 1-866-503-6114
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confirm in separate communication with Dr. Heistad that overalignment of the RFM outcomes was
not a concern. However, the WWC requires that baseline equivalence be established on the analytic
samples for quasi-experimental studies (please see p. 15 of the WWC'’s Procedures and Standards
Handbook for more information on our baseline equivalence standards for quasi-experimental
designs). Dr. Heistad confirmed in an e-mail to the WW(C (dated January 7, 2014) that unadjusted
standard deviations on baseline RFM results were not available. Given equivalence of the samples
at baseline cannot be established, the WWC cannot include the study’s fluency outcomes.in the
fluency domain.

Issue 2: Hancock (2002) Study. The quality review confirmed, as was noted in a previous
correspondence to you (dated February 26, 2013), that WWC procedures were correctly followed
when including the Hancock (2002) study in this intervention report. Deviations in implementation
were noted in the revised version of the intervention report, and a statement can be found in
footnote 5 of the latest version that indicates “The Hancock (2002) study excluded Read
Naturally®'s pre-reading vocabulary instruction component and the Read Naturally® placement
system to individualize instruction.” No other concerns with implementation were reported by the
author. The WWC does not screen studies for review based on whether the author(s) explicitly
intended the study as an evaluation of an intervention, but rather whether the study presents a
primary analysis of the effect of an intervention. The quality review team concluded that inclusion
of the Hancock (2002) study is appropriate because it presents a primary analysis of the effect of
Read Naturally®.

Issue 3: Kemp (2006) Study. The quality review concluded that the study implemented the Read
Naturally® curriculum and noted that the study does not provide any indication of deviation from
program design. The Kemp (2006) study states, “... it could be concluded that all teachers
implemented the Read Naturally® program as prescribed” (page 40). As mentioned above, the
WW(C does not screen studies for review based on whether the author(s) explicitly intended the
study as an evaluation of an intervention, but rather whether the study presents a primary analysis
of the effect of an intervention. The quality review team concluded that inclusion of the Kemp
(2006) study is appropriate because it presents a primary analysis of the effect of Read Naturally®.

Issue 4: Arvans (2010) Study. Under WWC standards and procedures, the WWC reports only on the
actual findings as presented in a publication. It does not conduct or report extrapolations of
outcomes. Rather, the WW(C's policy is to clearly describe the intervention as implemented to
provide context for the findings. The quality review concluded that the implementation for the
intervention studied in Arvans (2010) is appropriately described in the Intervention Group section
of Appendix A.1.

| hope that this letter has addressed your concerns. If you have other concerns, please do not
hesitate to contact the WWC through info@whatworks.ed.gov. Due to the need to maintain a
written record of key decisions, we ask that you submit questions to us in writing.

whatworks.ed.gov * PO Box 2393, Princeton, NJ 08543-2393 « 1-866-503-6114
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Sincerely,

(0)(6)

Neil Seftor
Director, What Works Clearinghouse

whatworks.ed.gov ¢ PO Box 2393, Princeton, NJ 08543-2393 + 1-866-503-6114



From: Dave Heistad [mailto:dheistad@bloomington.k12.mn.us]
Sent: Monday, October 28, 2013 3:00 PM

To: info@readnaturally.com

Subject: Heistad study

"We do not feel that the Read Naturally Intervention was "over-aligned" with the measurement

system. Students in the Read Naturally group did not see material on the assessment previous to being
assessed as part of the study. The measures were purchased from a company that developed the
passages independent of the Read Naturally intervention strategies.

Vocabulary in the intervention strategies are no more likely to occur in the Reading Fluency Monitor
passages than, let's say, DIBELS passages or Aimsweb passages.”

- Dave



12/10/13
To whom it concerns:

| believe there is still some controversy regarding the alignment of the measurement
system with the Read Naturally intervention system in the my study of third grade
students in Minneapolis. In the writeup of that study | indicated that:

The third assessment instrument given to only Read Naturally (RN) students was the Reading
Fluency Monitor® developed by Read Naturally, Inc. The Reading Fluency Monitor 1s an
efficient, valid, and reliable way for teachers to measure a student's reading fluency skills. A

| was mistaken in saying the Reading Fluency Monitor was "developed" by Read
Naturally Inc. What | should have said is that the passages for the Reading Fluency
Monitor were developed by the RMC Research Corporation out of Portsmouth, New
Hampshire.

and later puchased by Read Naturally. | do not feel that the Read Naturally Intervention
was "over-aligned" with the measurement system. | believe that vocabulary present in
the intevention strategies are no more likely to occur in the ready fluency monitoring
passages than, let's say, DIBELS passages or AIMSWEB passages.

- Dave Heistad

David Heistad, Ph.D., Executive Director
Research and Evaluation Department
Bloomington Public Schools - ISD 271
1350 W. 106th Street

Bloomington, MN 55431

ph: 952-681-6485

cell: 952-250-5971



What Works

From:What Works

Sent:7 Apr 2014 16:48:45 -0400

To:WhatWorks

Subject:FW: Read Naturally - Tom Ihnot WWCPC 4644
Attachments:10.28.13.docx, 12.10.13.docx

From: info@readnaturally.com [mailto:Info@readnaturally.com]
Sent: Monday, April 07, 2014 12:00 PM

To: What Works

Subject: Read Naturally - Tom Ihnot

Susanne James-Burdumy,

I recently requested that What Works Clearinghouse (WWC) reevaluate the fluency results of the
Heistad study for the following reasons:

1.

Originally, WW(C thought that the Heistad study’s use of Reading Fluency Monitor passages
caused an over-alignment between the assessment passages and the curriculum passages. This
assumption is due to a mistake Dr. Heistad made in the original summary of his study. In his
emails of October 28, 2013 and December 10, 2013, Heistad clarifies that the assessment
passages used in his study were independent from the Read Naturally curriculum passages. (See
attachments.) Heistad has since corrected his mistake in the test instruments section of his
study. The facts are clear:
a. Read Naturally passages were developed by Read Naturally staff as curriculum.
b. The Reading Fluency Monitor was developed by RMC Research Corporation, located in
Portsmouth, New Hampshire, as a benchmark assessment tool.
c. . Read Naturally curriculum passages and the Reading Fluency Monitor are completely
different tools developed by different companies.

.. The Heistad study found statistically significant positive fluency results in its study of the Read

Naturally strategy.

.. Including the Heistad study fluency results will change the effectiveness rating for fluency from

mixed to potentially positive effects.

I am still hopeful that WWC will include the Heistad fluency results in its reviews of Read
Naturally programs.

I look forward to your response.

Sincerely,

Tom Thnot
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April 14, 2014
Mr. Thomas lhnot
CEO
Read Naturally, Inc.
2945 Lone Oak Drive, Suite 190
St. Paul, MN 55121
info@readnaturally.com

Dear Mr. lhnot,

Thank you for your email concerning the What Works Clearinghouse (WWC) Beginning Reading
intervention report of Read Naturally® (Updated July 2013; and modified September 16, 2013 and
January 31, 2014). In response to your inquiry, we conducted an independent quality review to
address the issues you raised. The WWC quality review team responds to concerns raised about
WW(C reviews published on our website. When a quality review is conducted, a researcher who was
not involved in the initial review undertakes an independent assessment of the study in question.
The researcher also investigates the procedures used and decisions made during the original review
of the study. These quality reviews are one of tools used to ensure that the standards established
by the Institute of Education Sciences (IES) are upheld on every review conducted by the WWC.

In your email dated March 5, 2014, you provided guestions and feedback on four studies that were
included in the revised Read Naturally® report:

1. Heistad (2008): You requested an explanation as to why results of this study were not
included in the fluency domain given that Dr. Heistad clarified that the assessment passages
used in his study were independent from the Read Naturally® curriculum (there was no
over-alignment problem).

2. Hancock (2002): You indicated that including this study’s results in the fluency domain was
inaccurate because the Read Naturally® strategy was not implemented and the author did
not intend to evaluate Read Naturally®.

3. Kemp.(2006): You indicated that including this study’s results in the fluency domain was
inaccurate because the Read Naturally® strategy was not implemented and the author did
not intend to evaluate Read Naturally®.

4. Arvans (2010): You provided an analysis from Ethan Van Norman that extrapolated reading
fluency slope estimates and weekly growth estimates from the Arvans study, and indicated
that this analysis provides an indication that reading fluency outcomes in the study were
understated.

The quality review investigated each of these issues, revisited our review of the studies, and came
to the following conclusions.

Issue 1: Heistad (2008) Study. The quality review confirmed that the WWC properly excluded the
Heistad (2008) study outcomes from the fluency domain because the author could not provide
evidence of baseline equivalence on the Reading Fluency Monitor (RFM) findings. We were able to
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confirm in separate communication with Dr. Heistad that overalignment of the RFM outcomes was
not a concern. However, the WWC requires that baseline equivalence be established on the analytic
samples for quasi-experimental studies (please see p. 15 of the WWC'’s Procedures and Standards
Handbook for more information on our baseline equivalence standards for quasi-experimental
designs). Dr. Heistad confirmed in an e-mail to the WW(C (dated January 7, 2014) that unadjusted
standard deviations on baseline RFM results were not available. Given equivalence of the samples
at baseline cannot be established, the WWC cannot include the study’s fluency outcomes.in the
fluency domain.

Issue 2: Hancock (2002) Study. The quality review confirmed, as was noted in a previous
correspondence to you (dated February 26, 2013), that WWC procedures were correctly followed
when including the Hancock (2002) study in this intervention report. Deviations in implementation
were noted in the revised version of the intervention report, and a statement can be found in
footnote 5 of the latest version that indicates “The Hancock (2002) study excluded Read
Naturally®'s pre-reading vocabulary instruction component and the Read Naturally® placement
system to individualize instruction.” No other concerns with implementation were reported by the
author. The WWC does not screen studies for review based on whether the author(s) explicitly
intended the study as an evaluation of an intervention, but rather whether the study presents a
primary analysis of the effect of an intervention. The quality review team concluded that inclusion
of the Hancock (2002) study is appropriate because it presents a primary analysis of the effect of
Read Naturally®.

Issue 3: Kemp (2006) Study. The quality review concluded that the study implemented the Read
Naturally® curriculum and noted that the study does not provide any indication of deviation from
program design. The Kemp (2006) study states, “... it could be concluded that all teachers
implemented the Read Naturally® program as prescribed” (page 40). As mentioned above, the
WW(C does not screen studies for review based on whether the author(s) explicitly intended the
study as an evaluation of an intervention, but rather whether the study presents a primary analysis
of the effect of an intervention. The quality review team concluded that inclusion of the Kemp
(2006) study is appropriate because it presents a primary analysis of the effect of Read Naturally®.

Issue 4: Arvans (2010) Study. Under WWC standards and procedures, the WWC reports only on the
actual findings as presented in a publication. It does not conduct or report extrapolations of
outcomes. Rather, the WW(C's policy is to clearly describe the intervention as implemented to
provide context for the findings. The quality review concluded that the implementation for the
intervention studied in Arvans (2010) is appropriately described in the Intervention Group section
of Appendix A.1.

| hope that this letter has addressed your concerns. If you have other concerns or questions, please
do not hesitate to contact the WWC by emailing info@whatworks.ed.gov or by submitting the form
at http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/ContactUs.aspx. We have also recently posted version 3 of the
WWC Standards and Procedures Handbook on our website as well as a new archived webinar with
questions and answers available at: http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/News.aspx?sid=7.
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Due to the need to maintain a written record of key decisions related to reviews and reports, we
ask everyone to submit questions to us in writing. If you have more general questions about the
review process not related to Read Naturally, please also consider submitting those questions.

Sincerely,

el OA, Apts

Neil Seftor
Director, What Works Clearinghouse

whatworks.ed.gov ¢ PO Box 2393, Princeton, NJ 08543-2393 + 1-866-503-6114



Sent:14 Apr 2014 13:48:44 +0000
To:'info@readnaturally.com'

Subject:RE: Read Naturally - Tom Thnot WWCPC 4644
Attachments:QRT 2014003 Response_4.14.2014.pdf
Dear Mr. lhnot,

Attached is a response to the questions you raised on March 5, 2014 in your inquiries concerning the
What Works Clearinghouse Beginning Reading effectiveness rating on reading fluency for Read
Naturally®.

Thank you,

What Works Clearinghouse

From: WhatWorks

Sent: Wednesday, April 09, 2014 10:02 AM

To: 'Info@readnaturally.com'

Subject: RE: Read Naturally - Tom Ihnot WWCPC 4644

Hello Mr. Ihnot,

Thank you for your email. The quality review team will be providing a response to your most recent
concerns.soon..

What Works Clearinghouse

From: info@readnaturally.com [mailto:Info@readnaturally.com]
Sent: Monday, April 07, 2014 12:00 PM

To: What Works

Subject: Read Naturally - Tom Ihnot

Susanne James-Burdumy,

I recently requested that What Works Clearinghouse (WWC) reevaluate the fluency results of the
Heistad study for the following reasons:

1. . . Originally, WWC thought that the Heistad study’s use of Reading Fluency Monitor passages
caused an over-alignment between the assessment passages and the curriculum passages. This
assumption is due to a mistake Dr. Heistad made in the original summary of his study. In his
emails of October 28, 2013 and December 10, 2013, Heistad clarifies that the assessment
passages used.in his study were independent from the Read Naturally curriculum passages. (See
attachments.) Heistad has since corrected his mistake in the test instruments section of his
study. The facts are clear:

a. Read Naturally passages were developed by Read Naturally staff as curriculum.
b. The Reading Fluency Monitor was developed by RMC Research Corporation, located in
Portsmouth, New Hampshire, as a benchmark assessment tool.



¢. Read Naturally curriculum passages and the Reading Fluency Monitor are completely
different tools developed by different companies.

2. The Heistad study found statistically significant positive fluency results in its study of the Read
Naturally strategy.

3. . .Including the Heistad study fluency results will change the effectiveness rating for fluency from
mixed to potentially positive effects.

I am still hopeful that WWC will include the Heistad fluency results in its reviews of Read
Naturally programs.

[ look forward to your response.
Sincerely,
Tom Ihnot

Read Naturally, Inc.

2945 Lone Oak Drive, Suite 190
St. Paul, MN 55121
www.readnaturally.com
www.oneminutereader.com.
651-452-4085

800-788-4085

651-452-9204 - fax
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