
Running head: SUMMER PROGRAM ANALYSIS WITH DIBELS 1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Summer Program Analysis Using ORF DIBELS to Measure Reading Growth 

Gina Laura Ciani 

Lehigh University 

SpED/TLT 405: Principles and Applications of K-12 Assessment 

August 14, 2012 

Dr. Talida State 

 

 



SUMMER PROGRAM ANALYSIS WITH DIBELS      2 

 

Summer Program Analysis Using ORF DIBELS to Measure Reading Growth 

Introduction and Methods 

 Fourteen students attended summer learning classes for either reading assistance or 

enrichments.  Students recently completed either first (10 students) or second (4 students) grade 

and went to classes four days a week for four weeks.  In order to maintain student privacy, 

individualized education plan (IEP) status was not revealed to the investigator; however, the 

mentor teacher noted that most students received only Tier 2 supports if any.  Additionally, 

students were recommended for summer learning if they were in danger of being retained.  

Nonetheless, all students were welcome to attend summer learning and a few students attended 

for continued reading enrichment. 

 Each student participated in a series of up to six diagnostic probes from the Dynamic 

Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS) curriculum-based measurement (CBM) 

system as school attendance allowed.  If a student was absent, data was not collected on that day 

and any make-up data was not analyzed due to reading fatigue and practice effects.  The 

investigator tested the students using the oral reading fluency (ORF) element of the assessment. 

In this measure, students read a passage for 1 minute and the number of errors made is subtracted 

from the number of overall words read in order to determine that student’s ORF score.  For 

example, if a student read 56 words with 4 errors during a 1 minute probe, his or her ORF would 

be 52.   

Research shows high rates of reliability (test-retest = 0.82, alternative form = 0.85-0.96, 

inter-rater = 0.85) and validity (convergent = 0.91-0.96, concurrent = 0.49-0.80, predictive = 

0.66-0.92) for the ORF module of the DIBELS measure (Goffreda & DiPerna, 2010).  In order to 

maintain such rates, experiments took specific cautions to decrease possible means of 
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experimental error.  First, probes were administered by one of two experiments who tested the 

same child for all six probes in order to reduce error resulting from unfamiliarity between the 

student and the experimenter.  Second, all students in the same grade level received an identical 

set of readings in the same order to control for differences based on the passages.  Third, probes 

were administered in quieter areas of the classroom away from peers to discourage 

environmental distractions.  Finally, students participated in the assessments in the same location 

each day to control for novelty effects. 

Although investigators took precautions during data collection, some undesirable 

conditions exist.  First, despite the four week length of the summer program, probes could only 

be administered during the final two weeks.  Moreover, students participated in the assessments 

three days a week on consecutive days (Monday, Tuesday and Wednesday).  Normally, one 

would administer probes at most once per week; however, due to scheduling conflicts and the 

nature of the assessment project all probes required expeditious administration during this 

confined timeframe.  Second, baseline data does not reflect the actual baseline and is formulated 

off only one probe.  Desirably, baseline data would be collected at the very start of the summer 

program and be taken as the median score over three probes. In the present study, baseline 

reflects the first day of the third week of the summer program and is simply the first day of data 

collection.  For this reason, individual student graphs (Figures 3-17) do not denote baseline and 

instead reflect only days one through six of data collection.  Finally, aim-lines for student data 

would normally follow a predictive growth of one word increase in fluency per week of 

instruction.  The present dataset uses aim-lines indicative of one word growth per day of probing, 

which is not standard in DIBELS predictions.  This level of growth was selected for practicing 
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purposes in order to allow the experiment the opportunity to make educated choices based on the 

given data set that might reflect decisions made under ideal data collection procedures. 

 For comparison purposes, student data were clustered by grade level with the ten first 

grade students compared as one group and the four second grade students in a second group.  All 

student names used in this report are fictitious and do not relate to the students’ own names or 

sexes in any way.  

First Grade Cluster 

 Ten students who recently completed first grade were categorized as at or above baseline 

(low risk), below baseline (some risk) or well below baseline (at risk) based on individual ORF 

scores and corresponding benchmarks cited in the DIBELS instructions for students at the end of 

grade one (Goods & Kaminski, 2002).  Students with scores of 40 or above were categorized as 

at or above baseline (low risk), with scores between 20 and 39 as below baseline (some risk) and 

with scores below 20 as well below baseline (at risk).  Scores were graphed and compared to an 

aim-line which predicted an increase in ORF scores of one word per probe. 

Second Grade Cluster 

 Similarly, four students who recently completed second grade were categorized as at or 

above baseline (low risk), below baseline (some risk) or well below baseline (at risk) based on 

individual ORF scores and corresponding benchmarks cited in the DIBELS instructions for 

students at the end of grade two (Goods & Kaminski, 2002).  Students with scores of 90 or above 

were categorized as at or above baseline (low risk), with scores between 70 and 89 as below 

baseline (some risk) and with scores below 70 as well below baseline (at risk).  Scores were 

graphed and compared to an aim-line which predicted an increase in ORF scores of one word per 

probe. 
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Overall Class Reports 

First Grade Cluster 

 Nine out of ten first grade students displayed a baseline ORF below or well below 

benchmark as displayed in Figure 1 and Table 1.  The remaining student was just at benchmark 

with an ORF baseline score of 40.  This baseline data suggested that almost all the students were 

in need of Tier 2 supports which justified their placement in the summer learning program.  The 

remaining student may have enrolled in the program for extra enrichment.  Of the nine below 

benchmark individuals, four students scored at levels well below benchmark which may have 

indicated a need for even more differentiated and specialized instruction.  These students were 

mostly grouped together during small group learning sessions. 

 At the end of probing, three students remained well below baseline; however, all three 

students showed an increase in ORF bringing them closer to preferable ORF scored for their 

grade level.  Of the remaining six below benchmark students, five maintained or improved to a 

below baseline level and one achieved above baseline scores.  Five students showed an increase 

in ORF scores and one showed a mild decrease in score. Nevertheless, scores seemed to improve 

overall for the first grade students displaying an increase in ORF proficiency.  Despite that 

increase, the student originally at benchmark decreased in proficiency to below benchmark.  Due 

to the learning supportive nature of the summer program, this child may have not been 

adequately challenged and simply showing fatigue or boredom with the reading probes. 

 When analyzed as a group, the first grade cluster shows a mild level of success for the 

summer reading classes; however, below adequate magnitudes of ORF improvement.  Moreover, 

the data suggest that the program may not be fit for summer enrichment due to the decreasing 

nature of the at benchmark student’s ORF score.  The summer program may be better suited as a 
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support-only program specializing in Tier 2 supports for students at risk or with some risk for 

learning difficulties.  Furthermore, this program may deem more successful if it increased in 

length.  Student struggling with reading fluency generally showed overall growth patterns which 

could have been maintained in order to reach at or above benchmark levels of ORF.  Similarly, 

the longer program would allow for some more specialized instruction which could work on 

students’ specific difficulties in aspects of reading fluency. 

Second Grade Cluster 

 Students in the second grade were quite diverse in baseline levels with two students well 

below benchmark, one just below and another above benchmark.  The student above benchmark 

and possible the student just below seemed to be enrolled in the program for enrichment 

purposes.  The students well below baseline were reading at ORF levels typical of beginning 

second grade students despite their recent graduation from that grade.  Unfortunately, there was 

no significant level of growth in the second grade cluster to end point scores.  Only two students 

showed any improvement in scores, which were very slight increases in ORF.  The remaining 

two students showed mild to moderate decreases in ORF scores.  Nonetheless, two students 

finished the program with above baseline ORF scores while the other students remained at well 

below baseline levels. 

 These data suggest that the summer learning program was not appropriate for grade two 

students.  The combined class of first and second graders seemed to have a direct focus on 

interventions for first grade graduates who were struggling with reading fluency.  Again, the 

program showed a decrease in ORF for the student attending for enrichment purposes.  Perhaps 

separating summer school into classes designated by grade level or enrichment program would 

better differentiate the proper teaching methods for each group.  Instructional differentiation 
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could not be successfully implemented for the second grade or enrichment students in the current 

summer program set up and a reorganization of the program could yield more favorable results 

for all students involved in the program. 

Individualized Reports 

Amanda 

 First grade student, Amanda, began and ended the probing period with scores well below 

benchmark, but progressed at an exemplary rate as compared to her aim-line as is seen in 

Figure 3.  In fact, all of Amanda’s ORF scores were at or above her projected aim-line of a one 

word increase in ORF per probing session.  If Amanda were to continue advancing at this rate, 

she could be expected to reach the ORF benchmark in 20 probing days.  Interestingly, there was 

no additional growth trend seen for days without probing when the student was in class; 

however, this Thursday class was followed by three out of school days and any progress may 

have been lessened by the break from instruction.  Furthermore, the raw data show a sharp 

increase in ORF during the first three days of probing (week one) and a mild decline in the last 

three days (week two) which may suggest boredom with the probes or that the unit used during 

week one was more individualized to Amanda’s needs as a student than that used in week two.  

Regardless of the root of the decline during week two, Amanda’s data follows a positive trend 

likely to continue with ORF score increases in weeks to come. 

 With Amanda’s positive trend in ORF scores and higher than aim-line level of 

acquisition, data clearly suggest that the summer reading program worked successfully overall to 

meet her needs.  Nevertheless, the program’s short timeline posed a great disadvantage for the 

student as she was not able to meet benchmarks prior to the start of the new school year.  Again, 

the program should consider increasing or even doubling the length of time classes are offered.  
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Such an augmentation would surely help students like Amanda reach benchmark levels or ORF 

and lead to greater student success in the following school year. 

Bobby 

 Bobby, a first grader, showed a positive trend in ORF scores with a rate of acquisition 

nearly parallel to the aim-line as displayed in Figure 4.  All scores were at or above the aim-line 

leading to a greater than aim level of ORF; however, scores started and ended at levels well 

below benchmark.  Nevertheless, the trendline indicates that Bobby’s scores were increasing at a 

rate that would soon bring him only below benchmark.  In fact, the student’s day three and day 

four scores were in the below benchmark range.  If Bobby were to continue progressing in his 

reading fluency skills at this rate, data suggest he should reach an at benchmark level in 

approximately ten days of probing.  Disconcertingly, Bobby’s scores show a similar pattern to 

that of Amanda where the first week of scores has a positive progression and the second week is 

negatively declining.  This makes the possibility of an unhelpful week two unit or overexposure 

to the probes more likely.  Perhaps administering probes only once a week for a longer period of 

time would remove these negative trends from the data. 

 Nevertheless, the trendline of the data indicate that the summer learning program was 

working in general for Bobby.  With a longer length or even doubled length of weeks of classes, 

Bobby would reach his benchmark ORF score and have the opportunity for heightened success 

in the subsequent school year.  Furthermore, a new aim-line could be set for Bobby that is nearer 

to his current trendline.  If Bobby were allowed to also keep track of his scores, he may be more 

motivated to increase his overall reading skills by seeing his daily growth and aptitude for 

success.  Clearly, the summer learning program has the roots to bring Bobby success but requires 

some major changes in order to achieve his goals. 
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Cathy 

 First grade student, Cathy, had very promising scores throughout the probing period with 

all scores being in the below benchmark range as seen in Figure 5.  Moreover, Cathy had an aim-

line that would bring her to an ORF score just below benchmark (39 when benchmark was 40).  

Successfully, Cathy achieved both day six trendline and actual score which matched her aim-line 

goal score exactly.  Cathy’s raw day usually lay quite close to the data of the trendline, which is 

almost exactly the aim-line, except for her score for day three.  This outlying score may be 

related to an individual source of error such as being tired or disliking the content of the day 

three probe.  

 With Cathy’s exemplary progress, data clearly suggest that the summer learning program 

was successful for the student.  Although the student didn’t quite reach benchmark, her 

exceptionally close ORF score would likely increase to benchmark with continued at home 

reading.  Cathy could possibly benefit from a one week increase in the length of classes or would 

defiantly benefit from a 5 day per week rather than 4 day per week schedule.  This extra 

instruction would surely increase here positive trend just slightly enough to bring her ORF score 

to benchmark.  Nevertheless, Cathy seems prepared to continue to second grade where new 

instruction will work to make up lost ORF from students not attending school during the 

summer.  This early school year instruction has the potential to bring Cathy to baseline and 

above with no further differentiated education during the summer. 

Donald 

 First grader, Donald, showed an increase in ORF from scores well below benchmark to 

scores below benchmark as presented in Figure 6.  His raw scores ended above his aim-line score 

prediction which exceeded expectations for this student into the below baseline range.  
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Nonetheless, the student’s trendline lies just below his aim-line.  Reasons for this are likely 

related to the student’s absences from school on days two and three of probing.  The student 

appeared to perform at or slightly below his normal level on days one and two of testing based 

on his grouping for differentiated instruction.  When the student returned to school, he had a 

quite low ORF score which may reflect a lack of remembering the material on his first day of 

school return; however, he jumped back up to an ORF even higher than his anticipated score for 

that day on his second day back to school.   

 Despite Donald’s strong definite jump back after missing school, he would need almost a 

month more instruction to continue at his current pace and reach baseline scores.  As continued 

instruction before school starts is not possible, Donald should be identified for Tier 2 instruction 

when he returns to school.  Differentiated and specialized instruction would give Donald the 

potential to meet the benchmark ORF scores of his peers and function in a whole group 

instructional setting easier.  Without differentiated supports, Donald may struggle with reading 

and fall further behind his peers and lead to a possible misdiagnosis of a learning disability.  Data 

from this study suggest that Donald has the capacity to increase his ORF with a low level of 

support and such specialization should be offered to the student this fall. 

Erica 

  Scores on ORF for first grader, Erica, show a high level of variability as seen in 

Figure 7; however, some of these variations may result from the quite large standard error (SE) 

attributed to the DIBELS system (Ardoin & Christ, 2009).  Furthermore, the student was absent 

from school on the first, fifth and sixth days of probing, which half his quantity of DIBELS 

probes.  With the acquired data, Erica seems to hover around the break between below 

benchmark and well below benchmark.  She does show a ORF score much higher than his aim-
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line on his final day of probing, which could indicate an “aha moment” in his reading techniques 

or a better understanding of fluent reading through the unit used during week two.  Nonetheless, 

his overall drastically positive trend suggests that benchmark acquisition is possible for Erica.  

Possibly, if Erica was in attendance for the remaining two days of probing she could have 

achieved benchmark by continuing a positive increase in ORF scores at his presented rate. 

 Overall, the summer reading program presented a successful opportunity to aid Erica’s 

learning and increase his reading fluency; however, poor school attendance limited Erica’s 

ability to learn and ultimately made her unable to achieve benchmark ORF scores.  Erica might 

be better fit with a program that simply extends his school year the same number of weeks as the 

given program ran.  In this way, she might keep his attendance rate up due to any already 

established practices used during the regular school year.  Possibly, Erica could benefit by 

staying late after school for additional reading support on days when she is not absent in order to 

facilitate his acquisition of benchmark scores.  Either method would surely operate to increase 

Erica’s ORF score to a benchmark level which would allow her to function successfully in the 

coming second grade school year. 

Frank 

Frank began and ended the probing period with scores well below baseline, but showed a 

positive trend in ORF scores only mildly below his aim-line as displayed in Figure 8.  He was 

absent from the last two days of the first week of probing, which may help explain why he is 

slightly below the aim-line.  Data indicate that Frank is increasing in ORF at a good rate which if 

continued would allow him to eventually reach benchmark scores; however, he would require 

over a month of additional summer school to reach benchmark.   
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Frank must be identified for Tier 2 learning supports when he returns to school in the 

coming fall.  Frank’s data clearly demonstrate that Frank has the ability to succeed by increasing 

his ORF at a pace of nearly 3 words per week; however, he needs specialized supports while at 

school to help him achieve this goal.  The summer program offered Frank differentiated 

instruction which complemented his previous first grade instruction.  By adding similarly 

differentiated instruction to his second grade experience, Frank could be sure to achieve 

benchmark goals and succeed as a student.  Without such supports, Frank would likely struggle 

with reading and consequentially all reading-intensive subjects, so Tier 2 placement is critical for 

the givens student. 

Grace 

 Although Grace began the probing period with scores below baseline she displayed 

substantial growth and ended with scores above baseline as displayed in Figure 9.  Grace 

drastically exceeded here one word increase per probe aim-line with an ORF growth rate of more 

than 5 words per probe according to the trendline.  Moreover, Grace’s aim-line didn’t even 

expect her to achieve baseline while she quite exceeded the criterion.  Looking at individual 

daily scores for Grace suggests that Grace found the week one unit minimally helpful, but used 

the new concepts in week two for drastic improvements in ORF.  Clearly, the summer program 

was a success for Grace.   

 Grace no longer need specialized instruction and should be taught as part of the general 

education group at Tier 1 only.  Due to previous struggles, teachers should keep more frequent 

diagnostic probe data for Grace with data acquired at least every other week for the quarter of the 

school year.  If Grace demonstrates struggles with reading again, she should be identified for 

Tier 2 supports again and be matched with the reading specialist from the summer school 
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program if possible.  The previous student-teacher interactions and success are likely to facilitate 

quick and effective learning for the student when needed. 

Henry 

 First grade student, Henry, demonstrated ORF scored almost always below baseline and 

at one point well below baseline as illustrated in Figure 10.  Unfortunately, Henry’s scores 

displayed a negative trend with high variability in scores.  Again, some of this variability could 

be explained by the higher levels of variability attributed to DIBELS as opposed to other CBM 

(Ardoin & Christ, 2009); however, the declining trend of ORF score cannot be accounted for 

considering error only.  Teaching staff at the school might consider that instructional methods 

are not working for Henry.  Nevertheless, the decrease rather than maintained score suggests that 

the student may have either further problems that are not being addressed in the program or that 

the DIBELS probes are not accurately describing Henry’s ORF proficiency accurately.  Shelton, 

Altwerger and Jordan (2009) suggest that using DIBELS alone to monitor ORF progress is not 

enough because the measure does not describe the full picture for all students.  Perhaps by 

adding use of AIMSweb probes or formative assessments of ORF a better picture of the student’s 

learning could be obtained. 

 If, however, the ORF scores presented in Henry’s data are an accurate description of his 

reading ability, Henry must be identified for Tier 2 instruction in the coming fall.  Furthermore, 

staff should closely monitor Henry’s progress as he might truly require Tier 3 supports as the 

Tier 2 based summer program was not successful in increase his ORF proficiency at all.  If 

Henry does not quickly succeed with Tier 2 supports in the coming fall, staff must begin 

investigating possible learning disorders or special needs which Henry requires to learn most 

effectively and efficiently. 
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Irene 

 Irene showed a small positive trend in ORF scores throughout the probing period as seen 

is Figure 11.  This first grader's raw data continually increase with the exception of her final data 

point which decreases to her baseline score.  This data point is likely an outlier and influenced by 

individual score error for that day perhaps due to the student’s level of wakefulness or attention.  

The student’s trendline displays a slow but steady increase in ORF scores but one that is less 

than the aim-line.  The student appears to be learning at a slower rate than anticipate; however 

she is advancing.  Furthermore, her starting ORF scores were well below baseline while later 

scores are almost all only below baseline.  Here, Irene demonstrates an ability to eventually 

acquire benchmark or higher ORF scores.  Unfortunately, Irene would need more than a month 

of continued summer support to reach benchmark. 

 In order to help Irene reach levels of ORF similar to her peers and avoid overall learning 

struggles due to reading difficulties, Irene must be identified for Tier 2 supports in the coming 

school year. Irene is definitely capable of reaching benchmark scores, but increases her ORF at a 

rate of slightly under 1.5 words per probe.  Continued learning support and differentiated 

teaching approaches would facilitate Irene’s ORF development and may allow her to reach levels 

closer to that of her peers.  Additionally, an increase in the length of the summer program might 

help to lessen the gap between Irene and students in her grade for the coming fall. 

John 

 As seen in Figure 12, John’s ORF scores were above benchmark during the first week of 

probes and below benchmark during the second week.  It is possible that John found the 

instructional unit used during week one intriguing and that he was not interested (and 

subsequently not focused) during the unit used week two.  Because John was already at 
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benchmark when probes were initiated, it is possible that John was in the summer program for 

reading enrichment rather than support.  This first grades may have become bored with the 

support-level teaching approaches and texts used in the classroom.  This may explain the 

resulting negative trend in ORF scores for John which was particularly influences by scores 

during week two.  Furthermore, the student had a high level of variability in his scores signaling 

a possibly notable amount of error in his data. 

 John does not require Tier 2 services in the coming fall and should function successfully 

in the general education classroom being taught at the Tier 1 level.  Furthermore, John should 

only be diagnostically assessed at the rate of his Tier 1 peers (likely 3-4 times per year).  If the 

student scores below baseline for students at his level, he may be reassessed for Tier 2 service 

needs at that time. 

Katie 

 Second grader, Katie, consistently scored well below baseline on measures of ORF as 

illustrated in Figure 13.  The student showed a negative trend in scores, but all scores were 

highly variable.  Notably, the student missed the first day of probing; however, the student was 

present for all other days of assessment.  Katie did not follow the trend or levels indicated by her 

aim-line.  A combination of Katie’s low scores and negative trend in ORF suggest that Katie is 

not only a candidate for Tier 2 interventions like those she was receiving in summer school, but 

also for Tier 3 specialized supports.  Katie does not appear to understand some of the major 

concepts involved in reading and more so reading fluency. Differentiation to instruction used in 

the summer program is not helping Katie to reach her benchmark goals or even show an overall 

incline towards positive progress in ORF.  Tier 3 supports could help Katie to learn the specific 



SUMMER PROGRAM ANALYSIS WITH DIBELS      16 

 

reading concepts in which she struggles and identify and possible special needs or disabilities she 

may be attempting to learn with.   

 Conversely, the instruction may not be well differentiated for Katie because she is in a 

mixed class of first and second graders needed reading supports.  Perhaps Katie is only 

struggling in concepts introduced in second grade which are not being reviewed in the summer 

school.  This could explain a lack of growth in ORF and even a decline.  If Katie is not learning 

the skills she requires for successful reading fluency in the given passages, she may be making 

her own phonetic rules or skipping words involving concepts with which she is unfamiliar.  This 

can lead to a multitude of errors and facilitate a low ORF score.  The school should restructure 

classes by grade level in order to give Katie the required support as well as others in Katie’s 

situation. 

Leo 

 As displayed in Figure 14, Leo nearly always scored with ORF well below baseline, but 

once with a score only below baseline.  Leo seemed to make great progress during week one of 

probing despite being out of school on the first day of probing; however, the student significantly 

decline in the second week and showed a flat trend in ORF scores during the last two probes.  

Nevertheless, Leo’s scores were always above that of his aim-line.  Furthermore, the student’s 

decreasing trend in scores matched his aim-line expectation during the last probe.  These data 

suggest that Leo is performing well in the summer program; however, different units display 

drastically different ORF results for Leo.   

 Leo may be experiences some of the same challenges in instruction as were seen 

previously with Katie.  Being a second grader aiming to progress to third grade ORF 

benchmarks, Leo has higher challenge levels of materials necessary to allow him to learn at an 
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efficient rate.  Furthermore, with instruction occurring primarily at a first grade reading support 

level, Leo is unlikely to get assistance with the specific elements of reading with which he 

struggles.  Reorganization of the school to group students by grade level would be exceptionally 

helpful for Leo.  Due to this lack, Leo must be placed in Tier 2 supports for the coming school 

year.  Due to Leo’s low overall ORF levels, frequent diagnostic monitoring should be used to re-

determine the most optimal placement for Leo and see if he can rejoin Tier 1 students or if he 

needs more specialization from Tier 3 supports.  Other CBM should be used in conjunction with 

DIBELS to make sure the diagnostic tool is providing the most accurate measurement of Leo’s 

competencies. 

Maria 

 Data from Maria’s ORF probes, as seen in Figure 15, are consistently above and well 

above benchmark levels.  Clearly, Maria attends the summer program for enrichment rather than 

reading support.  Unfortunately, the program is designed to best suit first graders requiring 

reading support and likely does not fit Maria’s enrichment needs.  Maria’s data is highly variable 

with a plummet in ORF on day three of probes.  When disregarding day three, Maria’s data still 

shows a rather static decline over time.  It is unlikely that Maria is actually decreasing in ORF, 

but probably that she is not being challenged in the summer program and is bored with that 

materials. Due to such fatigue, Maria is likely not giving her best effort with each probe with 

resulting declining scores.  In fact Maria is reading at a fluency rate similar to students who have 

recently finished third grade and possibly the second grade probes are no longer fit for her 

reading success level. 

 Maria should be tested for advanced reading courses or advanced placement learning.  

She likely would enjoy the extra learning and enrichment opportunities based on her enrollment 
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in the summer program.  Furthermore, staff at the school might consider using advance reading 

probes to diagnostically assess Maria. Grade level probes may be too easy or contain topics of 

little interest to Maria and result in underinflated scores. Additionally, the summer program 

should consider adding an option for summer enrichment learning to better fit the needs of 

students like Maria.  

Nick 

 Second grader, Nick, has an interestingly shaped pattern of ORF raw scores, but succeeds 

in going from below baseline to above baseline during the course of probing as is displayed in 

Figure 16.  Nick begins and ends the probing period with scores right on the aim-line; however, 

interim scores are baffling with an “U” shaped curve occurring.  Perhaps Nick was uninterested 

in the week one unit topic but highly interested in the week two topic resulting in decline and 

then growth.  Overall, however, the summer program intervention seems to have worked for 

Nick. 

 During the upcoming school year, staff should closely monitor Nick’s ORF with 

diagnostic assessments through progress monitoring.  Nick’s positive trendline of ORF score 

increase was well below the aim-line and may be a concern.  It is unlikely that Nick requires 

continued Tier 2 supports; however, only diagnostic assessments can confirm this notion.  Staff 

should take extra time to try and choose engaging lesson units that will facilitate Nick’s learning 

and similarly stimulate the learning of peers like Nick. 

Conclusion 

 Data indicate that there were a large number of individual differences in probe data which 

is typical to students in support and enrichment programs.  Nevertheless high levels are 

variability and some negative trends in data suggest that a second CBM should have been used in 
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collaboration with the DIBELS assessments.  Furthermore, differentiation of the summer 

program into first and second grade level groups as well as a separate enrichment program is 

highly advisable.  A possible extended summer program may be necessary to best fit the needs of 

all students involved.  The summer program was a success overall; however, continued 

assessments are needed. 
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Appendix 1: Assessment Timeline 

 

  Assessments were administered three days a week in the middle half hour of the school 

day (9:35 A.M. to 10:00 A.M.).  Dates of assessments in relation to the entire summer school 

program are noted in the chart below. 

 

Week of Classes Day of Week Probes Administered 

Week 1: 

 July 9 – July 12, 2012 

Monday 

No probes administers; Not yet placed with school 
Tuesday 

Wednesday 

Thursday 

Week 2: 

 July 16 – July 19, 2012 

Monday 

No probes administers; Observation time only 
Tuesday 

Wednesday 

Thursday 

Week 3: 

 July 23 – July 26, 2012 

Monday Probe 1 (Day 1) 

Tuesday Probe 2 (Day 2) 

Wednesday Probe 3 (Day 3) 

Thursday No probe administered; Unable to visit school. 

Week 4: 

 July 30 – August 2, 2012 

Monday Probe 4 (Day 4) 

Tuesday Probe 5 (Day 5) 

Wednesday Probe 6 (Day 6) 

Thursday No probe administered; Unable to visit school. 
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Appendix 2: Probes 

 

Amanda – Day 1
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Amanda – Day 2 
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Amanda – Day 3 

  



SUMMER PROGRAM ANALYSIS WITH DIBELS      25 

 

Amanda – Day 4 
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Amanda – Day 5 
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Amanda – Day 6 
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Bobby – Day1 
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Bobby – Day 2 
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Bobby – Day 3 
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Bobby – Day 4 
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Bobby – Day 5
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Bobby – Day 6 
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Cathy – Day 1 
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Cathy – Day 2  
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Cathy – Day 3 

  



SUMMER PROGRAM ANALYSIS WITH DIBELS      37 

 

Cathy – Day 4 

  



SUMMER PROGRAM ANALYSIS WITH DIBELS      38 

 

Cathy – Day 5 
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Cathy – Day 6 
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Donald – Day 1 
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Donald – Day 2 
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Donald – Day 3 
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Donald – Day 4 
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Donald – Day 5 
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Donald – Day 6 
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Erica – Day1 
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Erica – Day 2 
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Erica – Day 3 
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Erica – Day 4 
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Erica – Day 5 
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Erica – Day 6 
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Frank – Day 1 
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Frank – Day 2 
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Frank – Day 3 
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Frank – Day 4 
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Frank – Day 5 
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Frank – Day 6 
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Grace – Day 1 
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Grace – Day 2 
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Grace – Day 3 
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Grace – Day 4 
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Grace – Day 5 
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Grace – Day 6 
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Henry – Day1 
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Henry – Day 2 
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Henry – Day 3 
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Henry – Day 4 
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Henry – Day 5 
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Henry – Day 6 
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Irene – Day 1 
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Irene – Day 2 
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Irene – Day 3 
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Irene – Day 4 
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Irene – Day 5 
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Irene – Day 6 
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John – Day 1 
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John – Day 2 
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John – Day 3 
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John – Day 4 
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John – Day 5 
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John – Day 6 

  



SUMMER PROGRAM ANALYSIS WITH DIBELS      82 

 

Katie – Day1 
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Katie – Day 2 
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Katie – Day 3 
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Katie – Day 4 
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Katie – Day 5 
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Katie – Day 6 
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Leo – Day 1 
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Leo – Day 2 
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Leo – Day 3 
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Leo – Day 4 

  



SUMMER PROGRAM ANALYSIS WITH DIBELS      92 

 

Leo – Day 5 
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Leo – Day 6 
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Maria – Day 1 
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Maria – Day 2 
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Maria – Day 3 
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Maria – Day 4 
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Maria – Day 5 
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Maria – Day 6 
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Nick – Day1 
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Nick – Day 2 
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Nick – Day 3 
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Nick – Day 4 
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Nick – Day 5 
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Nick – Day 6 
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Recording Sheets 

 

Due to rechecking data for accuracy, original scoring sheets and numbers recorded on data 

probes are often incorrect.  Please see table on for daily scores and the table below for scores and 

accuracy data.  Accuracy data was not analyzed as it has not been evaluated for reliability or 

validity using DIBELS assessments. 

 D1 D2 D3 D4 D5 D6 

Amanda 9 16 21 19 18 17 

Accuracy 69% 89% 84% 73% 90% 81% 

Bobby 16 24 32 30 26 23 

Accuracy 73% 77% 89% 94% 90% 88% 

Cathy 33 33 29 38 38 39 

Accuracy 92% 87% 85% 86% 88% 93% 

Donald 19 21   16 28 

Accuracy 76% 81% Absent Absent 80% 90% 

Erica   23 17.00 31.00     

Accuracy Absent 79% 68% 79% Absent Absent 

Frank 7   8.00 13.00 9 

Accuracy 54% Absent Absent 67% 81% 64% 

Grace 32 30 31 41 52   

Accuracy 89% 94% 84% 91% 0.91 Absent 

Henry 27 31 20 34.00 16 22 

Accuracy 90% 84% 74% 83% 76% 72% 

Irene 17 19 22 22.00 24 19 

Accuracy 65% 79% 79% 85% 89% 73% 

John 40 41 50 29.00 35 36 

Accuracy 85% 87% 93% 85% 95% 92% 

Katie   41 49 55 49 33 

Accuracy Absent 95% 96% 98% 94% 94% 

Leo  46 71 66 48 48 

Accuracy Absent 96% 97% 99% 89% 100% 

Maria 116 108 85 113 110 104 

Accuracy 93% 96% 94% 97% 96% 98% 

Nick 87 60 58 62 73 93 

Accuracy 99% 95% 98% 95% 100% 100% 
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Tables 
 

 
Table 1 

 

Oral Reading Fluency and Benchmark Classification by Student 

 

     

Student Day 1 Day2 Day 3 Day 4 Day 5 Day 6  

Amanda 9** 16** 21* 19** 18** 17**  

Bobby 16** 24* 32* 30* 26* 23* 

Cathy 33* 33* 29* 38* 38* 29* 

Donald 19** 21* A A 16** 28* 

Erica A 23* 17** 31* A A 

Frank 7** A A 8** 13** 9** 

Grace 32* 30* 31* 41 52 A 

Henry 27* 31* 20* 34* 16** 22* 

Irene 17** 19** 22** 22* 24* 19** 

John 40 41 50 29* 35* 36*  

Katie A 41** 49** 55** 49** 33** 

Leo A 46** 71* 66** 48** 48** 

Maria 116 108 85* 113 110 104 

Nick 87* 60** 58** 62** 73* 93    

A = Absent; * = Below Benchmark; ** = Well Below Benchmark 

Note: Upper grouping of students reflect Grade 1 students while lower grouping reflects Grade 2 

students.  Scores without asterisks denote those at or above benchmark. 
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Figures 

 

 
 

Figure 1. First Grade Cluster Baseline and End Point ORF Scores and Benchmark Levels 
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Figure 2. Second Grade Cluster Baseline and End Point ORF Scores and Benchmark Levels 
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Figure 3. Oral Reading Fluency by Day with Aim-line for Amanda 
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Figure 4. Oral Reading Fluency by Day with Aim-line for Bobby 
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Figure 5. Oral Reading Fluency by Day with Aim-line for Cathy 
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Figure 6. Oral Reading Fluency by Day with Aim-line for Donald 
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Figure 7. Oral Reading Fluency by Day with Aim-line for Erica 
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Figure 8. Oral Reading Fluency by Day with Aim-line for Frank 

  

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

40

45

D1 D2 D3 D4 D5 D6

O
ra

l 
R

ea
d

in
g
 F

lu
en

cy
 S

co
re

 

Day of Probe 

Performance
Aim Line
Benchmark
Performance Trendline



SUMMER PROGRAM ANALYSIS WITH DIBELS      116 

 

 

 

Figure 9. Oral Reading Fluency by Day with Aim-line for Grace 
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Figure 10. Oral Reading Fluency by Day with Aim-line for Henry 
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Figure 11. Oral Reading Fluency by Day with Aim-line for Irene 
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Figure 12. Oral Reading Fluency by Day with Aim-line for John 
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Figure 13. Oral Reading Fluency by Day with Aim-line for Katie 
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Figure 14. Oral Reading Fluency by Day with Aim-line for Leo 
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Figure 16. Oral Reading Fluency by Day with Aim-line for Maria 
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Figure 16. Oral Reading Fluency by Day with Aim-line for Nick 
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