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The Regional Educational Laboratory (REL) Northwest partnered with the Alaska Department of Elementary and
Early Development (AK DEED) and the Kenai Peninsula Borough School District (Kenai) to study how school
practices varied related to assigning and exiting K-3 students from Individual Reading Improvement Plans
(IRIPs). A detailed discussion of this research project and key findings are included in the accompanying briefing
slides, available at the link above. The technical appendixes supplement the slide deck to provide extended detail
on the methods and analyses used to answer this study’s research questions.

Appendix A. Background and regional need

Decades of research demonstrate the importance of reading proficiency in the early elementary grades (Hein et
al., 2013; La Paro & Pianta, 2000; Singh, 2013). Children’s language and emergent literacy skills can vary widely,
even before they enter school, and can affect later reading proficiency (Herrera et al., 2021). Children who do
not gain reading proficiency by the end of grade 3 are more likely to face social and behavioral problems or drop
out of school, which in turn may negatively impact economic outcomes (Fiester, 2010). Though best practices
for improving literacy in the early grades are well established (Foorman et al., 2016), only a third of grade 4 and
grade 8 students across the nation are proficient in reading according to the National Assessment of Educational
Progress (National Center for Education Statistics, 2024). Reading scores on the long-term trend NAEP
assessment for 13-year-olds have decreased since 2012, with the most recent drop following the COVID-19
pandemic bringing scores to levels not observed since the 1970s (Irwin et al., 2023).

In response to low reading achievement, many states have enacted early literacy policies that require specific
practices, including the use of diagnostic assessments, evidence-based instruction, and reading intervention in
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the early grades (ExcelinEd, 2021). States that implemented comprehensive policies—defined by ExcelinEd as
implementing 16 core components related to early screening and interventions, grade 3 retention, professional
development, and parental involvement—have shown the largest improvements in student early reading
achievement, as exhibited on both state standardized assessment and NAEP reading scores (Westall & Cummings,
2023). Alaska introduced comprehensive early literacy policy with the passing of the 2022 Alaska Reads Act.

The Alaska Reads Act requires literacy instruction and support that is aligned with the science of reading. For
example, districts must screen kindergarten through grade 3 students three times a year using a reliable
screening tool to identify potential reading challenges. AK DEED provides all districts with the screening tool
mCLASS from Amplify based on DIBELS (Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills). Additionally, as part
of the Alaska Reads Act, students scoring within the “Well Below” benchmark performance level on the mCLASS
must be given an IRIP and receive targeted (Tier 2) or intensive (Tier 3) interventions. Students scoring higher
benchmark levels may also receive interventions with or without a formal IRIP. Because the use of IRIPs is a
significant feature of the Alaska Reads Act, the state is interested in how districts implement IRIPs and wants to
understand how to strengthen implementation.

In fall 2023, Kenai and other districts began using the mCLASS measure with K-3 students as one way of
identifying students who need an IRIP and reading interventions. As the new screening practices began in the
2023/24 school year, Kenai and AK DEED partnered with REL Northwest to understand how the district’s schools
use the mCLASS to make decisions about IRIPs. The study aimed to answer questions related to how schools use
screener data to assign and exit students from IRIPs, the proportions of students identified for and then exited
from IRIPs, and the probability that students are identified and exited based on student and school-level
characteristics.

AK DEED and Kenai were particularly interested in differences in IRIP practices by the following characteristics:
grade, student multilingual learner status, school locale, and the data used to inform IRIP assignment (whether
schools used only the mCLASS versus other data sources alongside the mCLASS). Exploration of these
characteristics is motivated by interest in the potential differences in how schools perceive expected reading
development at each grade level, established difficulties in accurately identifying multilingual learners for
reading support, the challenges that remote Alaska schools face providing supports for all students, and ways in
which screener data may or may not be prioritized in assigning and exiting students from IRIPs.

The questions explored in this study are important to address because little is known about how consistently
schools interpret and apply decisions about data when deciding which students receive targeted or intensive
reading interventions. Understanding patterns in IRIP assignment, differences across student and school groups,
and the conditions under which students exit support can help districts refine their IRIP procedures, allocate
intervention staff more effectively, and ensure students receive timely access to the services they need. Findings
can also guide AK DEED in strengthening statewide guidance and technical assistance so that IRIP decisions are
both evidence-based and implemented consistently across diverse school contexts.

Audiences

The study was created for state-level leaders at AK DEED and district leaders in Kenai. The state agency shares
Kenai’s goals of understanding student assignment and exit from IRIPs. In addition, state leaders want to broadly
understand the use of reading data in “high-implementing” school districts. Kenai was identified by AK DEED as
a “high-implementing” district, defined as those that are currently implementing multiple initiatives related to
the Alaska Reads Act, including screening students three times a year using mCLASS and implementing IRIPs
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through a state-approved multi-tiered system of support in reading (MTSS-R) plan. Kenai also provides district
reading staff with professional development aligned with the Alaska Reads Act.

The study was designed to explore how a high-implementing district uses mCLASS to make important decisions
about IRIP assignment and exit, which has implications for the content of professional development and
technical assistance that AK DEED provides to districts. For example, professional development geared toward
assigning multilingual learners with IRIPs may be warranted if the probability of their IRIP assignment varies
significantly compared to other students. Additionally, other state education agencies in the process of enacting
or implementing similar literacy legislation might find value in the implications.

Importantly, the study was not designed to explore compliance or fidelity of implementation in Kenai. State
legislation permits flexibility in identifying, providing, and exiting students from IRIPs. Understanding these
trends within the context of this flexibility provides valuable information to improve IRIP guidance and related
supports.

The results of this study can also inform actions for Kenai and for other districts. Findings on how schools use
screener data alone or in combination with additional data to assign and exit students from IRIPs can clarify
district guidance on acceptable data sources and decision rules, particularly if practices vary by school locale.
Evidence on differences in probability of IRIP assignment and exit across student groups and grade levels may
help the district identify where additional monitoring, professional learning, or decisionmaking supports are
warranted to promote consistent implementation. Analyses that account for students’ initial reading composite
scores and benchmark levels can further support districts in refining expectations for when IRIPs are initiated
and discontinued for students with similar screening results, helping ensure that IRIP decisions are driven by
student need rather than differences in local practice.
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Appendix B. Data and methods

Research questions

The analysis of school practices related to assigning and exiting students from Individual Reading Improvement
Plans (IRIPs) addresses the following four research questions:

1. For Kenai schools serving K-3 students, what data are used to inform IRIP assignment and exit?

a. For schools that use mCLASS scores and other data sources, what additional data sources and interest
holders inform IRIP assignment?

b. To what extent do the data used to inform IRIP assignment differ by school locale?
2. For Kenai schools, what is the probability of IRIP assignment for K-3 students?

a. How does the probability of IRIP assignment differ by multilingual learner status, locale, grade level,
and data used to inform IRIP assignment (only mCLASS versus mCLASS and other data sources)?

b. To what extent does the probability of IRIP assignment differ by the above characteristics after
accounting for each characteristic alongside students’ initial mCLASS composite scores and student
demographic variables (race, sex, Individualized Education Program status, and National School Lunch
Program eligibility)?

c. To what extent does the probability of IRIP assignment differ by the above characteristics at each
mCLASS composite benchmark level?

3. For Kenai schools, what is the probability of IRIP exit for K-3 students after one year?

a. How does the probability of IRIP exit differ by multilingual learner status, locale, grade level, and data
used to inform IRIP assignment (only mCLASS versus mCLASS and other data sources)?

b. To what extent does the probability of IRIP exit differ by the above characteristics after accounting for
each characteristic alongside students’ initial mCLASS composite scores and student demographic
variables (race, sex, Individualized Education Program status, and National School Lunch Program
eligibility)?

Cc. To what extent does the probability of IRIP exit differ by the above characteristics at each mCLASS
composite benchmark level?
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Data

Research question 1 leverages school-level survey data collected by Kenai in April 2024. Analyses for research
questions 2 and 3 rely upon student-level administrative data provided by Kenai. School-level demographic data
come from the Common Core of Data (CCD) of the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES, 2024).

Kenai K-3 IRIP and Tier 2 Reading Identification Survey

With support from the Regional Educational Laboratory (REL) Northwest, Kenai developed a survey in fall 2023
that asked school administrators about practices related to identifying and exiting students from IRIPs and multi-
tiered systems of support in reading Tier 2 and 3 intervention supports. The survey includes Likert-scale, select-
response, and open-response questions. The Likert-scale questions in the survey ask about interest holders (e.g.,
teacher, interventionist, principal, school psychologist, school leader) who contribute to the process for IRIP
assignment and exit and the types of data and monitoring tools that districts use for decisionmaking.
Respondents were asked about the extent to which they agree about the involvement of each interest holder and
data source in the assignment process. Open-response questions ask respondents to further detail the processes
used for identifying and exiting students from IRIPs.

REL Northwest piloted the survey with three principals in February 2024 before Kenai administered it in April
2024. All 28 schools in the district that provide instruction to K-3 students were asked to have one person with
knowledge of IRIP practices complete the survey. All but one school attempted the survey, and one additional
school offered incomplete responses. The final response rate was 96 percent (n = 27). Though one school had
incomplete data, it provided valid responses for the items needed to address the research questions.

Kenai administrative data

For correlational analyses, Kenai provided REL Northwest with student-level data from the 2023/24 school year.
These data encompass student demographic and enrollment characteristics (grade, school, race, sex,
multilingual learner status, National School Lunch Program eligibility, and special education status), mCLASS
composite and subscale scores and benchmark levels, and dates of IRIP assignment and exit for 2,588 K-3
students enrolled in the district. Researchers merged student-level administrative data with data from the IRIP
identification survey along with school demographic data from NCES’s CCD.

Benchmark levels on the mCLASS are automatically calculated as part of the assessment’s reporting system.
Students are placed on four benchmark levels based upon their composite and subscales scores: well below,
below, at, or above benchmark. For each subscale, the student’s raw score is converted to a scaled score and
compared against grade- and benchmark period-specific cut points that reflect empirically established thresholds
for risk of future reading difficulties. Students scoring well below benchmark are considered at the highest risk
for future reading difficulty. By state law, all students in Alaska who score well below benchmark must be given
an IRIP. Below benchmark indicates performance somewhat under expectations and an elevated risk that may
warrant targeted support. At benchmark means the student met the expected level of performance and is likely
on track for typical reading development. Above benchmark indicates performance exceeding expectations. The
composite benchmark designation is determined by combining results across the subscales (such as letter
sounds, reading comprehension, and word fluency) using decision rules built into mCLASS, ensuring the final
classification reflects the student’s broader literacy profile rather than any single subscale.

Sample

The sample for research question 1 analyses was restricted to the 27 schools that offered responses on survey
items necessary to address the question. For research question 2, analyses included only K-3 students enrolled
in the 27 schools that responded to the districtwide IRIP survey. To be included in analyses, students also needed
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to have a valid beginning-of-year mCLASS composite score (grades 1-3) or a valid middle-of-year mCLASS score
(kindergarten). The resulting sample size was 2,124, or 82 percent, of the intended sample/population (n = 2,588).
Because missing data exceeded 15 percent, researchers weighted students with valid scores by the inverse of
their probability of having missing data (see appendix D).

For research question 3, researchers focused on the 836 students who were assigned an IRIP during the 2023/24
school year and for whom end-of-year mCLASS data were available. This sample represents 92 percent of all
students who were ever assigned an IRIP during the 2023/24 school year (n = 904). For comparability with the
other research questions, researchers applied the same nonresponse weights to these analyses.

Description of Kenai schools compared to the state

To contextualize the results, researchers compared student demographics in Kenai to those in other districts
throughout the state (table Bl). The demographic makeup of Kenai suggests that the findings of this study will
have greater relevance for rural and less diverse districts in Alaska that are in the process of adopting Reads Act
requirements with fidelity. However, Alaska’s unique context does not have a “typical” district that provides a
high degree of external validity for the rest of the state. In other words, no single Alaska district reflects the state
averages, given major variation in district size and demographic across the state. Importantly, two-thirds of the
districts serve fewer than 1,000 students, with some serving very large populations of Native American students
and others more diverse populations.

Table B1. Characteristics of students attending Kenai schools and students in the rest of Alaska

Kenai Alaska state average
Characteristic percent of students percent of students
Schools designated rural 74 60
White 79 49
Black or African American 1 3
Hispanic or Latino 4 10
Asian 2 6
American Indian/Alaska Native 7 29
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander 0 2
Some other race alone 1 2
Two or more races 6 17
Income below poverty level 11 11
Multilingual learner 5 14

Source: National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data (2023/24).

Research methods

What data are used to inform IRIP assignment and exit?

For research question 1, researchers used survey responses to identify which schools only assigned IRIPs to
students who scored well below benchmark on the mCLASS versus those that also used other data sources (see
table Cl in appendix C). This appendix and slides refer to the former group as schools that “used only the
mCLASS” and the latter as those that “used more than the mCLASS.” Although researchers also explored which
schools exited students from IRIP based only on mCLASS data and which schools used other data sources in
addition to mCLASS to inform IRIP exit decisions, analyses for research questions 1a and 1b focused on IRIP
assignment, as it serves as an important trigger for reading intervention.

Next, for research question 1a, researchers presented simple frequencies of the interest holders consulted and
data sources used when schools indicated that the IRIP assignment process was not solely based upon the
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mCLASS (see tables C2 and C3 in appendix C). Though not used to address the research questions for this study,
descriptive results for each survey question can be found in tables C1-C17 in appendix C.

For question 1b, researchers explored whether the data used to inform IRIP assignment differed by school locale.
To detect statistical significance of differences in decisionmaking by locale, researchers relied upon a linear
probability model as shown in equation (1) below:

Y. =B, + B (Locale;) + ¢, O

Here, the outcome (Y-") indicates whether a school used more than just the mCLASS for IRIP assignment, and
the only predictor in the model was school locale. Schools in Kenai are either in rural or remote towns, based
upon NCES’s locale classification codes. Though both locales are distant from urban areas, rural areas are more
dispersed and less densely populated. Standard errors were clustered at the school level. Results of this analysis
are presented in table C18 in appendix C.

What is the probability of IRIP assignment and exit for K-3 students, and how do the probabilities differ
by key student and school characteristics?

For research question 2, researchers first calculated the proportion of students in grades K-3 identified for an
IRIP and cross-tabulated these proportions by the following key characteristics: multilingual learner status,
locale, grade level, and data sources used for IRIP assignment (see table C19 in appendix C). For research
question 3, researchers similarly calculated the proportion of students in grades K-3 who exited IRIP supports
by the end of the 2023/24 school year (among those who were identified) and disaggregated proportions by the
same characteristics (see table C21). To detect statistically significant differences, researchers estimated separate
linear probability models where the only predictor in each model was the key characteristic of interest ( Z ;)> as

displayed in equation (2).

Y. . . . .
Here, Y represents the outcome (IRIP assignment for research question 2 and IRIP exit for research question
3). The coefficient for Z ; represents the unadjusted difference in probability of IRIP assignment and exit between

each reference group (e.g., non-multilingual learner students) and group of interest (e.g., multilingual learner
students). Robust standard errors were clustered at the school level to account for the correlation in the error
term between students enrolled in the same school.

For research questions 2b and 3b, to further ascertain how student and school characteristics relate to IRIP
assignment and exit, researchers added controls for each key characteristic of interest, race, sex, National School
Lunch Program eligibility, and special education status along with beginning-of-year mCLASS composite scores
standardized within grade (see table C19 for IRIP assignment and C21 for IRIP exit in appendix C). The purpose
of this analysis, represented by equation (3), was to examine the relationship between IRIP assignment and exit
and the predictors of interest after accounting for other student and school characteristics.

Y, = p,+ B (ML,)+ B,(Grade,) + ,(Locale) ; + ,(mClass _approach), + X, + ¢, 3

Here, IRIP assignment or exit again serve as the binary outcome variable (V) for research questions 2 and 3,
respectively. The main coefficients of interest are captured by f,, 5,, [5;, and f,. These variables represent

the difference in probability of assignment and exit for multilingual learner students, those in each grade level
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and locale, and students enrolled in schools using only mCLASS for IRIP assignment compared to their respective
reference groups (non-multilingual learner students; kindergarten students; remote town; use of mCLASS with
other data, respectively), while also controlling for each of the named variables and student-level predictors
(mCLASS composite score, race, sex, National School Lunch Program eligibility, and special education status),

captured by = 7. Only the adjusted assignment and exit probabilities resulting from equation (3)—estimated via
marginal probabilities—are presented in the slides because they are of specific interest to the state and district
partners.

How does the probability of IRIP assignment and exit vary by mCLASS benchmark level?

Finally, to address research questions 2c and 3c, researchers estimated four versions of equation (4):

Y, = B, + B,(Benchmark Level;) + f,(Z * Benchmark Level), + X + &, @

X, . . . .
Here, the outcome and ~ ¥ are as described in equations (2) and (3), and f3, captures the coefficient on each

four-category benchmark level (as opposed to the standardized score), with the well below benchmark serving
as the reference group. This approach provides the adjusted probabilities of IRIP assignment and exit within the
same benchmark level, allowing state and district leaders to more clearly see if and how IRIPs are used for

students who do not require one by law. The main coefficients of interest, indexed by /3, , are captured by the

interaction between each of the four key characteristics (grade, multilingual learner status, locale, and data used
to inform IRIP) and each benchmark level.

In each of the four models, all four variables (grade, multilingual learner status, locale, and data used to inform
IRIP) were included, but the interaction with each mCLASS benchmark level (three total) used a unique
characteristic (Z). In other words, one model uses grade as Z in the interaction with mCLASS benchmark level
shown in equation (4), a second model uses multilingual learner status as Z, a third model uses locale as Z, and
a fourth uses data source to inform IRIP as Z. These models were run separately as opposed to one model with
all four series of interactions (each key variable by each benchmark level) due to the complexity of interpreting
such a model.

The results of these models (see tables C20 and C22 in appendix C for assignment and exit, respectively), provide
the overall probability of assignment and exit at each of the benchmark levels (the adjusted and unadjusted
probabilities did not differ), as well as by each of the four subgroups. These models allow one to delineate
whether the probability of IRIP assignment and exit within a benchmark level differs by grade, multilingual
learner status, locale, and data sources used for IRIP assignment. For simpler interpretation, the results focus on
the marginal probabilities and statistical significance of the interaction coefficients.

Limitations

This study has several limitations that affect its implications. First, this study was conducted within the context
of the REL Northwest Alaska Strategic Reading Plan Partnership and is intended to have implications for the
entire state. Yet, because the research took place in just one school district, the findings may not be fully
applicable across all contexts. Kenai’s schools reflect a range of school types, but the district has less diversity
than the state as a whole, which may limit generalizability, particularly in districts with high Alaska Native
populations. Additionally, Kenai schools are strong implementers of policies aligned with the Alaska Reads Act,
which may further limit applicability to districts at earlier stages of implementation. Second, Kenai administered
the non-anonymous study survey to its schools, raising the risk of social desirability bias. Respondents may have
felt pressure to report that their IRIP assignment and exit practices closely follow state guidance regardless of
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actual practice. Third, quantitative data on IRIPs had some inconsistencies. The end-of-year exit indicator was
derived from variables identifying the date of IRIP exit, and although the presence of an exit date served as a
reasonable proxy for exit status, inaccuracies in the exact exit dates raise questions about data reliability. Fourth,
for research questions 2 and 3, the analyses are not designed to make causal inferences about the relationship
between the examined predictors and outcomes related to IRIP assignment and exit. Results suggesting potential
differences in practices by student and school characteristics may be explained by unobserved factors not
captured in the data.
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Appendix C. Supplementary tables

Response frequencies and percentages were produced for each closed-ended item on the Kenai K-3 Individual
Reading Improvement Plans (IRIPs) and Tier 2 Reading Identification Survey, which the Kenai Peninsula Borough
School District distributed to each school in the district serving students in the K-3 grade range (tables C1-C17).
Percentages for each response are based on the total number of responses for that particular item, as indicated
in each table title.

Table C1. Other than scoring well below benchmark on mCLASS, are there other factors that your
school considers when identifying which students need an Individual Reading Improvement Plan?
(n = 27)

No, IRIP assignment is based solely on mCLASS scores. 67

Yes, we consider other factors. 33

Source: Kenai Individual Reading Improvement Plan (IRIP) Implementation Survey, April 2024.

Table C2. What data or practices are used in deciding which students need an Individual Reading
Improvement Plan? (n = 9)

Used in all cases Used in some cases \[o] MUEY=Ts]
Response (percent) (percent) (percent)
mCLASS literacy screener 67 22 11
MAP Growth assessment 67 33 0
AK STAR assessment 0 67 33
CKLA diagnostic 11 44 44
Curriculum-based measures 33 67 0
Other ongoing reading assessments or 44 56 0
benchmarks
Current grades 22 22 56
Student work 44 56 0
Review of historical data 44 44 11
Observations of behavior in class 33 44 22
Parent input 33 44 22

AK STAR is Alaska System of Academic Readiness. CKLA is Amplify Core Knowledge Language Arts assessment. MAP is
Measures of Academic Progress.
Source: Kenai Individual Reading Improvement Plan (IRIP) Implementation Survey, April 2024.
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Table C3. For schools that use mCLASS scores and other data sources to inform Individual Reading
Improvement Plan assignment, which staff are involved in the process of identifying which
students need an IRIP? Select all that apply. (n = 9)

Response Percent
Teacher 78
Principal 67
Interventionist 67
Special education case manager 33
School psychologist 33
Paraprofessional 33
Other 11
Assistant principal 0

Source: Kenai Individual Reading Improvement Plan (IRIP) Implementation Survey, April 2024.

Table C4. Which staff are involved in the process of developing student Individual Reading
Improvement Plans? Select all that apply. (n = 27)

Response Percent
Principal 48
Assistant principal 0
Teacher 74
Interventionist 74
Special education case manager 15
School psychologist 7
Paraprofessional 7
Other 4

Source: Kenai Individual Reading Improvement Plan (IRIP) Implementation Survey, April 2024.

Table C5. How useful have you found district guidance regarding procedures for identifying
students for an Individual Reading Improvement Plan? (n = 26)

Somewhat

Very useful useful Not useful na
Response (percent) (percent) (percent) (percent)
Alaska Reads Act Overview presentation for 31 38 0 31
administrators
Alaska Reads Act Overview presentation by 19 58 4 19
administrators to staff
KPBSD RTI Manual/Resource Notebook 31 46 12 12
KPBSD Alaska Reads Act website for parents 8 54 19 19
KPBSD Professional Learning Alaska Reads 4 62 31 4
Act website
AK DEED website—The Alaska Reads Act 12 62 23 4
Professional development for school staff 46 31 15 8
Professional development for administrators 23 27 12 38
Professional development for interventionists 38 38 8 15
Professional development for school 12 15 12 62
psychologists
LETRS training 42 12 4 42
Keys to Literacy training 31 19 8 42
mCLASS training (six-hour module) 19 35 19 27

AK DEED is Alaska Department of Education and Early Development. LETRS is Language Essentials for Teachers of Reading
and Spelling professional learning provided by Lexia. KPBSD is Kenai Peninsula Borough School District. na is not applicable.
RTI is response to intervention.

Source: Kenai Individual Reading Improvement Plan (IRIP) Implementation Survey, April 2024.
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Table C6. What data sources or practices are used in determining whether an Individual Reading
Improvement Plan can be discontinued? (n = 26)

Used in all cases Used in some cases Not used
Response (percent) (percent) (percent)
mCLASS literacy screener 92 8 0
MAP Growth assessment 12 46 42
AK STAR assessment 0 12 88
CKLA diagnostic 12 27 62
Curriculum-based measures 12 35 54
Other ongoing reading assessments or 12 42 46
benchmarks
Current grades 8 12 81
Student work 12 46 42
Review of historical data 19 46 35
Observations of behavior in class 15 38 46
Parent input 23 38 38

AK STAR is Alaska System of Academic Readiness. CKLA is Amplify Core Knowledge Language Arts assessment. MAP is
Measures of Academic Progress.
Source: Kenai Individual Reading Improvement Plan (IRIP) Implementation Survey, April 2024.

Table C7. Which staff are involved in the decision process to discontinue a student’s Individual
Reading Improvement Plan? Select all that apply. (n = 27)

Response Percent
Principal 85
Assistant principal 0
Teacher 93
Interventionist 74
Special education case manager 26
School psychologist 19
Paraprofessional 7
Other 4

Source: Kenai Individual Reading Improvement Plan (IRIP) Implementation Survey, April 2024.
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Table C8. How useful have you found district guidance regarding procedures for discontinuing
student Individual Reading Improvement Plans? (n = 26)

Somewhat

Very useful useful Not useful na
Response (percent) (percent) (percent) (percent)
Alaska Reads Act Overview presentation for 15 46 12 27
administrators
Alaska Reads Act Overview presentation by 15 42 19 23
administrators to staff
KPBSD RTI Manual/Resource Notebook 31 35 27 8
KPBSD Alaska Reads Act website for parents 4 38 38 19
KPBSD professional learning Alaska Reads Act 4 50 31 15
website
AK DEED website—The Alaska Reads Act 8 46 35 12
Professional development for school staff 27 38 23 12
Professional development for administrators 15 38 8 38
Professional development for interventionists 35 38 12 15
Professional development for school psychologists 12 19 12 58
LETRS training 19 19 0 62
Keys to Literacy training 8 23 4 65
mMCLASS training (six-hour module) 15 38 4 42

AK DEED is Alaska Department of Education and Early Development. CKLA is Amplify Core Knowledge Language Arts
assessment. KPBSD is Kenai Peninsula Borough School District. na is not applicable. RTI is response to intervention.
Source: Kenai Individual Reading Improvement Plan (IRIP) Implementation Survey, April 2024.

Table C9. Is the assighnment of an Individual Reading Improvement Plan the only way students are
referred for Tier 2 reading support? (n = 26)

No, students who do not have an IRIP can be referred for Tier 2 reading 92
support, in addition to students who have an IRIP.

Yes, IRIP assignment is required to be referred for Tier 2 reading support. 8
Other 0

Source: Kenai Individual Reading Improvement Plan (IRIP) Implementation Survey, April 2024.

Table C10. Who contributes to the decision to refer students for Tier 2 reading support? Select all
that apply. (n = 27)
Response Percent

Principal 70
Assistant principal 7
Teacher 85
Interventionist 74
Special education case manager 44
School psychologist 30
Paraprofessional 19
Parent 56
Student 0
Other 0

Source: Kenai Individual Reading Improvement Plan (IRIP) Implementation Survey, April 2024.
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Table C11. Who is responsible for the final decision to refer for Tier 2 reading support? (If different
from above; n = 10)

Response Percent

Principal 30
Teacher 10
Interventionist 30
Intervention team 30

Source: Kenai Individual Reading Improvement Plan (IRIP) Implementation Survey, April 2024.

Table C12. To what degree are the following data sources or practices used to inform the decision
for referral for Tier 2 reading support? (n = 24)

Used in all cases Used in some cases Not used
Response (percent) (percent) (percent)
mCLASS literacy screener 83 17 0
MAP Growth assessment 33 54 13
AK STAR assessment 0 33 67
CKLA diagnostic 13 42 46
Curriculum-based measures 13 58 29
Other ongoing reading assessments or 25 54 21
benchmarks
Current grades 21 17 63
Student work 29 58 13
Review of historical data 42 46 13
Observations of behavior in class 29 50 21
Parent input 38 50 13

AK STAR is Alaska System of Academic Readiness. CKLA is Amplify Core Knowledge Language Arts assessment. MAP is
Measures of Academic Progress.
Source: Kenai Individual Reading Improvement Plan (IRIP) Implementation Survey, April 2024.

Table C13. Is the discontinuation of an Individual Reading Improvement Plan the only factor in
discontinuing Tier 2 reading support for students? (n = 26)

Response Percent
No, there are other factors that influence when Tier 2 supports may be discontinued. 85
Yes, the discontinuation of an IRIP is the only factor in discontinuing Tier 2 reading 12
supports.

Other 4

Source: Kenai Individual Reading Improvement Plan (IRIP) Implementation Survey, April 2024.

Table C14. Which staff are involved in the decision process to discontinue Tier 2 reading support?
Select all that apply. (n = 27)

Response Percent
Principal 67
Assistant principal 0
Teacher 81
Interventionist 67
Special education case manager 30
School psychologist 30
Paraprofessional 19
Parent 48
Other 4

Source: Kenai Individual Reading Improvement Plan (IRIP) Implementation Survey, April 2024.
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Table C15. To what degree are the following data sources or practices used to inform the decision
to discontinue Tier 2 reading support? (n = 23)

Used in all cases Used in some cases \[o] UEY=Ts]
Response (percent) (percent) (percent)
mCLASS literacy screener 74 26 0
MAP Growth assessment 26 61 13
AK STAR assessment 0 35 65
CKLA diagnostic 9 48 43
Curriculum-based measures 13 70 17
Other ongoing reading assessments or 30 48 22
benchmarks
Current grades 22 26 52
Student work 35 57 9
Review of historical data 39 48 13
Observations of behavior in class 26 52 22
Parent input 35 48 17

AK STAR is Alaska System of Academic Readiness. CKLA is Amplify Core Knowledge Language Arts assessment. MAP is
Measures of Academic Progress.
Source: Kenai Individual Reading Improvement Plan (IRIP) Implementation Survey, April 2024.

Table C16. How does your school monitor the referral and discontinuation processes for an
Individual Reading Improvement Plan? Select all that apply. (n = 27)

Response Percent
Multiple individuals must sign off on referrals and exits 7
Referrals and exits are all reviewed by a designated team or individual 67
Detailed referral and exit forms are filled out by staff 4
Our school does not monitor these processes 0
Check-in meetings with teachers 33
Classroom walkthroughs 0
Other 15

Source: Kenai Individual Reading Improvement Plan (IRIP) Implementation Survey, April 2024.

Table C17. How often do the following staff at your school engage in professional learning around
using data to identify students needing an Individual Reading Improvement Plan and to develop
the Individual Reading Improvement Plan?

Once per

Twice per grading Once per
Weekly Monthly month period year Never
Response (percent) (percent) (percent) (percent) (percent) (percent)
Teachers (n = 26) 0 19 4 50 23 4
Instructional support staff 0 20 0 32 12 36
(n = 25)
Administrators (n = 23) 4 22 9 43 17 4

Source: Kenai Individual Reading Improvement Plan (IRIP) Implementation Survey, April 2024.

Research question 1a examined differences in school characteristics between schools that used only
the mCLASS to make IRIP decisions and schools that use other data sources in addition to mCLASS
scores (table C18). As explained above, using only the mCLASS means relying solely on whether
students scored well below benchmark or not to assign IRIPs.
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Table C18. Characteristics of schools using only mCLASS versus mCLASS and additional data
sources

mCLASS only used More than mCLASS
School characteristic (percent) (percent)
Locale Rural 70 30
Nonrural (remote town) 75 25
*p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001.
n=2124.

Note: The table presents unadjusted percentage of students attending schools where only the mCLASS is used for IRIP
assignment versus those that use both the mCLASS and additional data, by school locale. Schools that only used the mCLASS
assigned IRIPs just to students who scored well below benchmark. An unadjusted linear probability model was used to test
whether students in rural locations were more likely than those in remote town locations to attend a school that used more
than the mCLASS for IRIP assignment. Standard errors were clustered by school.

Source: Kenai Individual Reading Improvement Plan (IRIP) Implementation Survey, April 2024, and Kenai administrative data
(2023/24).

Research questions 2 and 3 examined the probability of IRIP assignment and exit, as well as the
relationship between these probabilities and student and school characteristics (tables C19-C23).

Table C19. Probability of Individual Reading Improvement Plan assighment, unadjusted and
adjusted

Unadjusted
probability Adjusted probability
Characteristic Sample size (percent) (percent)
All students 2,124 34 34
Multilingual learner student 109 40 40
Non-multilingual learner student? 2,015 34 34
Kindergarten? 529 40 39
Grade 1 517 35 34
Grade 2 584 35 36
Grade 3 494 27 29%
mCLASS only used? 1,463 32 32
More than mCLASS 661 39 39
Nonrural (remote town)? 679 32 36
Rural 1,445 36 33
*p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 for adjusted probability of assignment.
n = 2,124.

Note: The unadjusted Individual Reading Improvement Plan (IRIP) assignment probability is calculated as the percentage of
students who received an IRIP in the 2023/24 school year overall and for each of the listed characteristics. The adjusted
probability is calculated as a marginal probability derived from a linear probability regression model controlling for variables
listed above and for National School Lunch Program eligibility, special education status, sex, race, and mCLASS composite
scores. Fall scores were used for grades 1-3 and winter scores for kindergarten. Nonresponse weights were applied to compute
both unadjusted and adjusted probabilities. Statistical significance, indicated by an asterisk, means that the probability is
different from that of the reference group (non-multilingual learner, kindergarten, mCLASS only, and remote town). Standard
errors were clustered by school. Schools that only used the mCLASS assigned IRIPs just to students who scored well below
benchmark.

a. Indicates reference group.

Source: Kenai administrative data (2023/24).
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Table C20. Adjusted probability of Individual Reading Improvement Plan assignment at each
benchmark level

Below Above
Well below benchmark At benchmark benchmark

Characteristic (percent) (percent) (percent) (percent)
All students 89 31 4 2
Multilingual learner student 74 43% 22% 19
Non-multilingual learner student? 90 29 3 0
Kindergarten? 89 17 11 9
Grade 1 85 41** 2 0
Grade 2 92 33 1* 0*
Grade 3 88 32 1 0
mCLASS only used? 88 24 2 2
More than mCLASS 91 42 8 1
Nonrural (remote town)? 88 45 3 1
Rural 89 22% 4 3

*p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001.

n = 2,124.

Note: Table provides the adjusted probability of Individual Reading Improvement Plan (IRIP) assignment at each benchmark
level, overall and by subgroup. The adjusted and unadjusted probabilities were the same for all students. The adjusted
probabilities are calculated as marginal probabilities derived from a linear probability regression model controlling for variables
listed above and for National School Lunch Program eligibility, special education status, sex, race, and mCLASS benchmark
level. Fall scores were used for grades 1-3 and winter scores for kindergarten. Nonresponse weights were applied to the
model. Statistical significance, indicated by an asterisk, means that the probability for this value is different from that of the
reference group (non-multilingual learner, kindergarten, mCLASS only, and remote town) within the same benchmark level.
Standard errors were clustered by school. Schools that only used the mCLASS assigned IRIPs just to students who scored
well below benchmark.

a. Indicates reference group.

Source: Kenai administrative data (2023/24).

Table C21. Probability of Individual Reading Improvement Plan exit, unadjusted and adjusted

Unadjusted probability Adjusted probability

Characteristic (percent) (percent)
All students assigned an IRIP 56 56
Multilingual learner student 71 57
Non-multilingual learner student? 55 48
Kindergarten? 62 53
Grade 1 69 4*
Grade 2 47 54
Grade 3 46 58
mCLASS only used? 52 55
More than mCLASS 64 59
Nonrural (remote town)?2 52 53
Rural 58 59

*p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 for adjusted probability of exit.

n = 836 (only students who were assigned an Individual Reading Improvement Plan (IRIP) during the 2023/24 school year
and who have nonmissing data for the characteristics listed above).

Note: The unadjusted probability of IRIP exit is calculated as the percentage of students who received an IRIP in the 2023/24
school year overall and for each of the listed characteristics. The adjusted probability is calculated as a marginal probability
derived from a linear probability regression model controlling for variables listed above and for National School Lunch Program
eligibility, special education status, sex, race, and mCLASS composite scores. Fall scores were used for grades 1-3 and winter
scores for kindergarten. Statistical significance, indicated by an asterisk, means that the probability is different from that of
the reference group (non-multilingual learner, kindergarten, mCLASS only, and remote town). Standard errors were clustered
by school. Schools that only used the mCLASS assigned IRIPs just to students who scored well below benchmark.

a. Indicates reference group.

Source: Kenai administrative data (2023/24).
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Table C22. Adjusted probability of Individual Reading Improvement Plan exit at each benchmark
level

Well below Below benchmark At benchmark Above benchmark
Characteristic (percent) (percent) (percent) (percent)
All students 7 96X ** 9QO*** 98**x*
Multilingual learner 10 88 99 97
student
Non-multilingual 6 96 99 100
learner student?
Kindergarten? 4 99 100 100
Grade 1 8 98 100 100
Grade 2 5 93 100 100
Grade 3 10 94 100 80
mCLASS only used? 7 96 99 100
More than mCLASS 6 96 100 93
Nonrural 6 90 99 90
(remote town)?
Rural 7 99 99 100

*p < .05, ¥* p < .01, *** p < .001.

n = 836 (only students who were assigned an Individual Reading Improvement Plan (IRIP) during the 2023/24 school year
and who have nonmissing data for the characteristics listed above).

Note: Table provides the adjusted probability of Individual Reading Improvement Plan (IRIP) exit at each benchmark level,
overall and by subgroup. The adjusted and unadjusted probabilities were the same for all students. The adjusted probabilities
are calculated as marginal probabilities derived from a linear probability regression model controlling for variables listed above
and for National School Lunch Program eligibility, special education status, sex, race, and mCLASS benchmark level. Fall
scores were used for grades 1-3 and winter scores for kindergarten. Statistical significance, indicated by an asterisk, means
that the probability is different from that of the reference group (non-multilingual learner, kindergarten, mCLASS only, and
remote town) within the same benchmark level. For “All students” the asterisks indicate differences in adjusted probability of
exit for each of the benchmark levels overall compared to students who scored well below benchmark. Standard errors were
clustered by school. Schools that only used the mCLASS assigned IRIPs just to students who scored well below benchmark.
a. Indicates reference group.

Source: Kenai administrative data (2023/24).
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Appendix D. Nonresponse bias analysis

The level of missing data required nonresponse bias analysis or imputation for research question 2 (see the
Sample section of appendix B). The sample of students with nonmissing mCLASS composite scores who attended
one of 27 schools that provided sufficient responses on the Kenai Individual Reading Improvement Plan (IRIP)
survey was slightly below the 85 percent threshold.

Due to the level of missing data, researchers compared the standardized mean differences between students with
sufficient data and those without sufficient data needed for each research question on several student
demographic characteristics for which complete data were available across both samples. There were
standardized differences on several characteristics that exceeded 0.05 standard deviations for research question
2. Accordingly, it was necessary to adjust for nonresponse bias (table D1).

Table D1. Differences between students with mCLASS composite and Individual Reading
Improvement Plan survey data

Subscale Percent with data  Percent missing Average standardized difference
Multilingual learner student 5 3 0.13

Special education 10 4 0.20

National School Lunch Program 45 34 0.22

eligible

Male 53 52 0.00

Alaska Native 9 7 0.08

Hispanic 6 5 0.05

Multirace 16 10 0.17

White 67 76 0.20

To adjust for nonresponse bias, researchers applied response weights. First, researchers estimated a logistic
regression model in which the outcome variable was a binary indicator of having nonmissing data. Predictors
included the variables reported in table D1 along with the proportion of multilingual learner students and
students enrolled in the National School Lunch Program. These variables were chosen because they were the
only variables available for all students in the intended sample. Then researchers derived predicted values from
the logistic regression model, which represent the probability of not having missing data. For each of the models
used to address research question 2, researchers weighted students by the inverse of their probability of having
missing data. This probability was generated by regressing an indicator of missing on student and school
covariates.
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Appendix E. Kenai K-3 Individual Reading Improvement Plan and Tier 2
Reading Identification Survey

Introduction

Thank you for your participation in Kenai Peninsula Borough School District’s IRIP Survey. While this survey is
not anonymous, it is not intended to quiz you or your colleagues, or to assess your knowledge related to the
IRIP process. Rather, this survey is designed to collect information about the practices and data used when
identifying students who need additional reading support. As such, this survey should be completed by a staff
person familiar with the current process for identifying and monitoring students in need of reading support,
and with the current process for developing and monitoring IRIPs. The information gathered from this
survey will help inform the district on current IRIP trends. This survey takes about 15 minutes to complete. If
you have any questions, please reach out to [district contact name] at [email address].

1. School name:

2. Name of person completing survey (optional):

3. Email (optional):

IRIP development

In this section we ask about the process of identifying which students need IRIPs, and about the process of
developing IRIPs.

4. Other than scoring “well below” benchmark on mCLASS, are there other factors that your school
considers when identifying which students need an IRIP?
O No, IRIP assignment is based solely on mCLASS scores.
O Yes, we consider other factors.

5. [LOGIC - if answer to 4 is “Yes,” then show:] What data or practices are used in deciding which
students need an IRIP?

Used in all cases Used in some cases Not used

mCLASS Literacy Screener O O O
MAP Growth Assessment O O O
AK Star Assessment O O O
CKLA Diagnostic O O O
Curriculum-based measures O O @)
Other ongoing reading o o o
assessments or benchmarks

Current grades O O O
Student work O O O
Review of historical data O O O
Observations of behavior in class O O @)
Parent input O O O
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6. Which staff are involved in the process of identifying which students need an IRIP? Select all that apply.

Principal

Assistant Principal

Teacher

Interventionist

Special Education Case Manager
School Psychologist
Paraprofessional

Other

Ooddddgon

7. Which staff are involved in the process of developing student IRIPs? Select all that apply.

Principal

Assistant Principal

Teacher

Interventionist

Special Education Case Manager
School Psychologist
Paraprofessional

Other

odddoon

8. How useful have you found district guidance regarding procedures for identifying students for an IRIP?

Somewhat
Very useful useful Not useful

Z
>

Alaska Reads Act Overview
Presentation for Administrators

O O O

Alaska Reads Act Overview
Presentation by Administrators to staff

KPBSD RTI Manual/Resource Notebook

KPBSD Alaska Reads Act Website for
Parents

KPBSD Professional Learning Alaska
Reads Act Website

DEED Website - The Alaska Reads Act

Professional development for school
staff

Professional development for
administrator

Professional development for
interventionist

Professional development for school
psychologist

LETRS Training

Keys to Literacy Training

Olo|o] O O] O] O |0 O] O|0O] O
Olo|o] O O] O] O |0 O] O|0O] O
Olo|o O O] O] O |0 O] O|0O] O
oo O O] O] O |0l O] O|O0] OO

mCLASS Training - 6-hour module
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9. What additional resources, if any, would benefit school staff in identifying students who need an IRIP?

[Optional]

10. What data sources or practices are used in determining whether an IRIP can be discontinued?

Used in all cases

Used in some cases

Not used

mCLASS Literacy Screener

O

O

O

MAP Growth Assessment

AK Star Assessment

CKLA Diagnostic

Curriculum-based measures

Other ongoing reading
assessments or benchmarks

Current grades

Student work

Review of historical data

Observations of behavior in class

Parent input

O|0|0|O0|0| O |O|0|0|0O

O|0|0|O|0| O |O|0|0|0O

O|0|0|O|0| O |O|0|0|0O

11. Which staff are involved in the decision process to discontinue a student’s IRIP? Select all that apply.

Principal

Assistant Principal

Teacher

Interventionist

Special Education Case Manager
School Psychologist
Paraprofessional

Other

Oooooogn

12. How useful have you found district guidance regarding procedures for discontinuing student IRIPs?

Very useful

Somewhat
useful

Not useful

Alaska Reads Act Overview
Presentation for Administrators

O

O

O

Alaska Reads Act Overview
Presentation by Administrators to staff

KPBSD RTI Manual/Resource Notebook

KPBSD Alaska Reads Act Website for
Parents

KPBSD Professional Learning Alaska
Reads Act Website

REL 2026-012
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Somewhat

Very useful useful Not useful NA
DEED Website - The Alaska Reads Act O O O O
Professional development for school O O O O
staff
Profszsgonal development for O O O o)
administrator
?rofessm{lal .development for O O O O
interventionist
Professmn.al development for school O O O O
psychologist
LETERS Training O O O O
Keys to Literacy Training O O O O
mCLASS Training - 6-hour module O O O O

Tier 2 Reading Support: Identification

In this section we ask about the process of identifying which students need Tier 2 reading support, which may
or may not be the same as the process for identifying students for IRIPs.

13. Is the assignment of an IRIP the only way students are referred for Tier 2 reading support?

@)
©)

@)

Yes, IRIP assignment is required to be referred for Tier 2 reading support.

No, students who do not have an IRIP can be referred for Tier 2 reading support, in addition to
students who have an IRIP.
Other response (please explain)

14. [LOGIC - if answer to 13 is “Yes,” then hide] Who contributes to the decision to refer students for Tier 2
reading support? Select all that apply.

Oodddoooon

Principal

Assistant Principal

Teacher

Interventionist

Special Education Case Manager
School Psychologist
Paraprofessional
Parent/Guardian

Student

Other

15. [LOGIC - if answer to 13 is “Yes,” then hide] Who is responsible for the final decision to refer for Tier 2
reading support? (If different than above) [Optional]

REL 2026-012

©OO0OO0

Principal

Assistant Principal
Teacher

I Team Coordinator
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Interventionist

School Psychologist
Parent/Guardian
Other

OO0OO0OO0O0

Special Education Case Manager

16. [LOGIC - if answer to 13 is “Yes,” then hide] To what degree are the following data sources or practices
used to inform the decision for referral for Tier 2 reading support?

17.

18.

Used in all cases

Used in some cases

Not used

mCLASS Literacy Screener

O

O

O

MAP Growth Assessment

AK Star Assessment

CKLA Diagnostic

Curriculum-based measures

Other ongoing reading
assessments or benchmarks

Current grades

Student work

Review of historical data

Observations of behavior in class

Parent input

O|0|O0|0|0] O |O|0]O|0O

O|0|O0|0|0] O |O|0]O|0O

O|0|O|0|0| O |O|0]O|0O

[LOGIC - if answer to 13 is “Yes,” then hide] Please list any additional data sources, tools, or practices
not listed above that are used to inform the Tier 2 reading referral process at your school. [Optional]

[LOGIC - if answer to 13 is “Yes,” then hide] In a few sentences, please describe the process at your

school for identifying students who need Tier 2 reading support and for deciding what type of

intervention they will receive.

REL 2026-012
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Tier 2 Reading Support: Discontinuation

In this section we ask about the process of determining when to discontinue Tier 2 reading support.

20. Is the discontinuation of an IRIP the only factor in discontinuing Tier 2 reading support for students?

O Yes, the discontinuation of an IRIP is the only factor in discontinuing Tier 2 reading supports.
O No, there are other factors that influence when Tier 2 supports may be discontinued.
O Other response (please explain)

21. [LOGIC - if answer to 19 is “Yes,” then hide] Which staff are involved in the decision process to
discontinue Tier 2 reading support? Select all that apply.

Principal

Assistant Principal

Teacher

Interventionist

Special Education Case Manager
School Psychologist
Paraprofessional

Other

Oooogogd

22. [LOGIC - if answer to 19 is “Yes,” then hide] To what degree are the following data sources or practices
used to inform the decision to discontinue Tier 2 reading support?

Used in all cases Used in some cases Not used

mCLASS Literacy Screener O O O
MAP Growth Assessment O O O
AK Star Assessment O O O
CKLA Diagnostic O O O
Curriculum-based measures O O O
Other ongoing reading assessments O O O
or benchmarks

Current grades O O O
Student work O O O
Review of historical data O O O
Observations of behavior in class O O O
Parent input O O O
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23.

[LOGIC - if answer to 19 is “Yes,” then hide] Please describe any additional data sources, tools, or
practices not listed above that are used in the decision to discontinue Tier 2 reading support. [Optional]

24.

[LOGIC - if answer to 19 is “Yes,” then hide:] In a few sentences, please describe the process at your
school for determining that students no longer need Tier 2 reading support.

Monitoring and Support

25. How does your school monitor the referral and discontinuation processes for an IRIP? Select all that
apply.

Multiple individuals must sign off on referrals and exits

Referrals and exits are all reviewed by a designated team or individual
Detailed referral and exit forms are filled out by staff

Our school does not monitor these processes

Check-in meetings with teachers

Classroom walkthroughs

Other

Ooogoon

26. How often do the following staff at your school engage in professional learning around using data to
identify students needing an IRIP and to develop the IRIP?

Once per
Twice per grading
Weekly Monthly month period Yearly Never
Teachers O O O O O O
Instructional O O O o o o
Support Staff
Administrators O O O O O O
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