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ABSTRACT

The objective of this study was to investigate the effects of implementing tiered instructions in
conjunction with the I-Ready online program on the academic advancement of English as a
second language (ESL) learners. The research utilized a quantitative case study design to examine
the diagnostic test scores at the one academic year’s commencement, midpoint, and conclusion.
The RAT framework assisted the investigation. Data was obtained from a sample of 45 ESL third-
grade students. Students in Tier 1 who needed further assistance in achieving proficiency
standards were allocated to small groups during the regular lesson. In contrast, students in Tier 2
were provided with a multi-tiered system of support (MTSS) block with a different teacher, and
Tier 3 students were assigned to the learning lab for the personalized I-Ready lessons. The study’s
findings revealed that implementing tiered instructions significantly enhanced students’ academic
performance. Superior outcomes were achieved in phonics, high-frequency words, and
vocabulary. This research study has contributed to the advancement of ESL teaching and learning
by providing a foundation for future investigations into the efficacy of the online tiered approach
in aiding ESL students.

keywords: Tiered Instructions, I-Ready, English Language Learners, ESL, Multi-Tiered System of
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1. Introduction

The demographic landscape of many educational institutions has changed substantially over
the years, with an increasing number of students coming from linguistically diverse
backgrounds (Hoover and DeBettencourt, 2018). ESL students possess a wide range of
linguistic origins, which can present them with distinct obstacles as they engage with academic
material while concurrently adopting a new language. The difficulties cover language, cultural,
cognitive, and social elements (Rahmat, 2019). ESL students have distinct academic obstacles
as they negotiate the complex attempt of acquiring a second language while concurrently
struggling with subject-specific information in disciplines (Uddling, 2022). Consequently,
there is an inherent necessity for pedagogical methodologies that demonstrate sensitivity
towards the language origins of these students and the adaptability to accommodate their
progressing degrees of skill and comprehension.

Educators sometimes encounter dual challenges arising from the inherent linguistic constraints,
namely the need to facilitate the topic acquisition and foster language competency (Irsara et
al., 2023; Tedick and Lyster, 2019). This transformation demands that educators employ
multifaceted instructional approaches to cater to the variegated needs of their classrooms
(Hoover and DeBettencourt, 2018). Besides, the use of differentiated education, namely using
tiered instructions, has been a well-established pedagogical approach utilized to address the
varying requirements of students (Gaitas et al., 2022). Tiered instructions have risen to the
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challenge, presenting a pedagogically sound methodology that considers students’ varying
abilities and readiness levels. According to Magableh and Abdullah (2020), this approach
entails modifying the level and kind of education following students’ preparedness,
preferences, or learning characteristics.

Tiered teaching, commonly implemented through frameworks like Response to Intervention
(RTI), places significant emphasis on the timely identification of students’ learning
requirements and implementing focused interventions (Cavazos and Ortiz, 2020; Kovaleski et
al., 2013; Sharma and Satsangee, 2019). This approach provides a variety of instructional
intensities to address these needs effectively. Hence, the introduction of educational technology
has led to the emergence of platforms such as I-Ready in the field of teaching (Martin and
Lazendic, 2018; Pangrazio et al.,2022), and these platforms offer data-driven learning
customized to meet each student’s unique requirements (Alamri et al.,2021). The idea of I-
Ready places significant emphasis on tiered training, a methodical technique designed to
guarantee that each student receives a suitable degree of instructional assistance.

Among the several options available, [-Ready emerges as a prominently utilized digital
platform specifically built to support both instructional and assessment processes by the unique
demands of students. The digital platform I-Ready asserts its ability to address the disparity
between personalized education and technology by providing diagnostic tools and customized
learning routes (Jackson, 2019). The significance of these customized strategies is further
emphasized when contemplating ESL. The stated adaptability of this system is said to be well-
suited to the tiered education architecture since it provides varied learning resources tailored to
students’ real-time performance—the purpose or justification for a particular course of action
or belief (Songer et al., 2020).

Although several types of research have been conducted on I-Ready, its use within tiered
education modalities for ESL students has received limited attention in academic literature.
The assessment of the value added by I-Ready in the context of ESL education is crucial due
to the significant role that differentiated teaching plays in this field (Aguilar,2019). The primary
objective of this quantitative case study is to investigate the efficacy of using the I-Ready
platform inside tiered education approaches for ESL students to provide educators with
empirically supported tactics and resources, thereby enabling them to effectively cultivate the
academic and linguistic development of their ESL students.

2. Literature Review

The integrated learning platform known as I-Ready was created by Curriculum Associates
(Pruznak, 2021). I-Ready has achieved popularity in several schools around the United States
by integrating sophisticated evaluation tools with personalized education (Bingham et al.,
2018; Li et al., 2018; Yang, 2023). The platform’s dual methodology bridges the divide
between identifying students’ scholastic requirements and effectively implementing strategies
to meet those demands (Reyes, 2021).

This tool can be highly beneficial for ESL learners as it aids in assessing their present level of
English proficiency and areas where they may encounter difficulties. ESL students originate
from diverse linguistic backgrounds, contributing unique proficiencies and the specific regions
requiring assistance. [-Ready, which possesses adaptability and modifies its information
according to the individual learner’s requirements, might be highly advantageous for the
students. According to Cook et al. (2022), the platform’s adaptability enables it to dynamically
tailor the material based on students’ development and mastery of specific skills, ensuring a
continuous provision of suitable challenges. In addition, the educational content provided by

86



Samsonova, Int. J. Child. Educ., 4(2): 85-105, 2023

I-Ready is intentionally designed to promote active involvement and interactivity (Yang,
2023).

The fundamental aim of the I-Ready program is to provide an enjoyable educational setting
that promotes increased student enthusiasm and active participation. The platform enhances
learning by combining instructional classes, engaging exercises, and interactive games (Allee-
Herndon et al., 2022). Visual and auditory stimuli can be particularly beneficial for ESL
learners, particularly during the first stages of language acquisition, since they aid in
comprehending linguistic ideas (Rudis and Posti¢, 2017).

One notable aspect of I-Ready is its capacity for diagnostic assessments (Curriculum
Associates, n.d.; Hamill et al., 2019; Tirado, 2021). The diagnostic tools have been specifically
built to assess students’ proficiency in particular domains, such as reading and mathematics
(Curriculum Associates, 2020a). The findings provide instructors with valuable information on
the competency level of each student, enabling them to identify areas of strength and areas that
may require more assistance (Shneyderman, 2019).

Data-driven decision-making is facilitated by I-Ready, which offers instructors immediate
access to real-time data about student achievement (American Institutes for Research, 2020).
The platform’s diagnostic capabilities align effectively with the early detection focus of tiered
models, allowing prompt intervention for students to mitigate the progression of small
challenges into significant academic barriers (Curriculum Associates, 2018). Real-time data
may assess progress and enhance instructional approaches, offering substantial insights
(Curriculum Associates, 2017; Curriculum Associates, 2020b).

Fluid movement across tiers is observed when students experience progression or encounter
obstacles, resulting in their transition between different academic levels (Pourdana and Rad,
2017). I-Ready’s ongoing diagnostic and adaptive learning elements ensure that students’
learning paths are adjusted in response to their changing needs, easing their transition across
levels (Curriculum Associates, 2017). Progress monitoring is an essential practice for ESL
students that involves the ongoing and systematic tracking of student progress, enabling
educators to evaluate the development of language acquisition over a period of time (Garcia-
Borrego et al., 2020; Hoover and Soltero-Gonzélez, 2018; Nation and Macalister, 2020). By
monitoring progress, educators can gather valuable data that informs their decision-making on
appropriate interventions and instructional strategies for ESL students (Rivera and McKeithan,
2022).

By identifying and understanding the specific requirements of students, educators can
customize their instructional approaches more efficiently (Brendle et al., 2017; Raza, 2020;
Roberts and Guerra, 2017). I-Ready develops individualized learning paths for each student,
utilizing diagnostic data for customization (Curriculum Associates, 2020b). This approach
guarantees that the educational material corresponds to the student’s existing skill level,
effectively pushing them without causing excessive stress (Cook and Ross, 2022).

The integration of I-Ready within a tiered training framework may be elucidated as follows:

Universal screening, also known as Tier 1 screening, is a method used in academic settings to
identify students who may be at risk for academic difficulties or need further support (Clemens
et al., 2015; January and Klingbeil, 2020; Matthews and Rhodes, 2020; Newell et al., 2020;
VanDerHeyden et al., 2017). The screening process is used at the foundation of tiered teaching
lies the universal tier (Tier 1), wherein fundamental instruction is provided to all students
(Braun et al., 2020). The diagnostic tools offered by I-Ready have the potential to function as
comprehensive screening instruments, evaluating the absolute proficiency levels of all students
across several domains, such as reading and mathematics. Group education may be enhanced
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by utilizing I-Ready’s tailored learning paths, as indicated by the diagnostic findings. This
approach allows teachers to ensure that the core instructional content is aligned with the present
proficiency levels of most students, even when teaching the entire group together (Curriculum
Associates, 2020a). Educators can strategically organize students into groups according to their
individualized instructional requirements, enhancing interventions’ efficacy (Curriculum
Associates, n.d.).

Targeted group interventions, also known as Tier 2 interventions, refer to specific strategies
and programs implemented to address the needs of a select group of individuals within a larger
population (Fuchs et al., 2017; Lovett et al., 2017; Ritchey et al., 2017; Wanzek et al., 2018).
These interventions are designed to provide targeted support and assistance to individuals who
may require identification: students who fail to exhibit satisfactory responses to Tier 1 training
can be promptly detected by utilizing [-Ready’s continuous monitoring system (Prescott et al.,
2018; Riley-Tillman et al., 2020). I-Ready can build customized learning routes that offer
focused interventions in areas where students encounter difficulties. The real-time data features
of I-Ready enable educators to effectively monitor the development of students, regardless of
their tier, and make well-informed educational decisions (Curriculum Associates, 2020a).

The platform can assist instructors in effectively organizing students with comparable
educational requirements, facilitating focused small-group instruction (Curriculum Associates,
2020a). Intensive individual interventions, frequently referred to as Tier 3 interventions, are
targeted strategies designed to address the specific needs of students who require the most
support in their academic or behavioral development (Ebbels et al., 2019; Fuchs and Fuchs,
2017; Gersten et al., 2017). These interventions are implemented on an individual basis.

Within the reading component, a range of skills can be addressed, including phonological
awareness, phonics, vocabulary, and comprehension. These particular domains are essential
for ESS learners as they acquire language proficiency and comprehend subject matter (Fabre-
Merchan et al., 2017; Jamaludin et al., 2016; Ramanair et al., 2020). Plus, ESL students may
encounter difficulties when dealing with colloquial language, slang, or cultural allusions
embedded within the text (Mohammed, 2018; Sivagnanam and Yunus, 2020). Although I-
Ready provides adaptive information tailored to academic requirements, the intricacies of
language and culture are aspects where ESL-specific resources may still be required.
Integrating I-Ready with other ESL tools or resources specially created for ESL training is
advantageous, as it facilitates a complete approach to language acquisition and topic mastering
(Swiger and Tsai, 2023).

In addition to providing tools that prioritize student needs, I-Ready offers materials designed
to support instructors in maximizing learning (American Institutes for Research, 2020). The
components encompass training sessions, instructional resources, and support materials. The
comprehensive provision of training sessions, instructional resources, and support materials
ensures that instructors are adequately prepared and equipped to utilize I-Ready to their
maximum capacity. [-Ready may be described as an educational environment rather than just
a learning platform. Establishing a connection between assessment and instruction assumes a
crucial function in fostering a classroom setting that acknowledges and attends to the learning
needs of all students (Curriculum Associates, 2020a).

By providing accessible reports and data, I-Ready can facilitate educators in keeping parents
well-informed about their child’s progress and educational requirements, fostering
collaboration and coordination between the home and school environments (Haynes-Grissom,
2022). With its adaptive learning capabilities, diagnostic tools, and data-driven insights, I-
Ready effectively aligns with the goals of tiered training models. This tool offers instructors a
robust means to accurately identify the specific requirements of students and effectively
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address them at all levels, guaranteeing that each student receives the necessary help (Kavel,
2017).

2.1. Gaps in the Literature

The present analysis aims to identify deficiencies within the existing corpus of scholarly
literature. Developing original research questions and providing valuable insights that may
guide and shape future investigations is critical. When considering the utilization of [-Ready
in tiered instruction for ESL students within a quantitative case study framework, it is crucial
to recognize the presence of possible disparities. These gaps can be attributed to the vast body
of educational literature and the dynamic nature of educational technology (EdTech). The
following gaps are presented:

e Particular Emphasis on ESL Learners: While there have been studies examining the
implementation of I-Ready in tiered education, there is a lack of research specifically
focusing on its usage among ESL students. There is a noticeable absence of research
concerning the efficacy of I-Ready concerning the diverse characteristics of ESL
learners and varying age groups.

o Lack of Comparative Analysis: The current body of research lacks sufficient
comparative studies between [-Ready and other adaptive learning platforms,
specifically in tiered education for ESL students.

o Qualitative Insights: While the main focus of this study lies in quantitative analysis, it
is vital to acknowledge the limited number of qualitative inquiries that provide a
comprehensive comprehension of the experiences, perspectives, and challenges faced
by ESL students and instructors when utilizing I-Ready within a tiered educational
framework.

o The Alignment of I-Ready Integration with Other ESL Resources: To what degree does
the integration of I-Ready with other resources and practices unique to ESL adhere to
the principles of tiered instruction? The incorporation of many elements may have a
significant impact on fostering the holistic development and progress of ESL learners.

o Challenges in Implementation: Despite several studies investigating the benefits and
effectiveness of I-Ready, there is a noticeable absence of research concerning the
obstacles educators face when incorporating the platform into a tiered educational
framework tailored for ESL students.

3. The RAT Framework

The RAT (Replacement, Amplification, and Transformation) framework underpins the current
research study. The RAT model is an assessment framework that explains technology’s role in
curriculum, teaching, and learning (Hughes, Thomas, and Scharber, 2006). The approach aims
to assess whether technology is simply substituting old instruments without any functional
enhancements, enhancing existing practices by introducing efficiency, or revolutionizing
practices to enable new activities that were previously unimaginable. Based on the RAT,
technology replaces the teacher for the instructions, increases the efficacy of some education,
and renovates teaching, learning, and curricula. Educators can utilize the RAT Framework as
a valuable tool for introspection and evaluation of their pedagogical approaches to
incorporating technology into their instructional activities (Thomas and Edson, 2017).

Ideally, the objective would be to progress toward the augmentation and metamorphosis of
educational practices to maximize technology’s potential benefits in contemporary educational
settings (Ntshangase, 2023). Educators are encouraged to transcend the essential act of
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substituting traditional teaching methods with technology and instead strive to explore ways
technology may fundamentally transform the learning process (Mishra et al., 2016). Hughes,
Thomas, and Scharber (2006) underlined that computers are not for games and rewards when
replacement happens in language classes; technology has got to be used to increase language
lessons’ productivity and involve mental work and problem-solving skills.

4. Methodology

4.1. Design

A quantitative case study that employs a structured data collection and analysis approach to
explore phenomena through numerical data was used for this research. While traditional case
studies are often qualitative and focus on an in-depth exploration of a specific case (or a few
cases) to understand broader phenomena, a quantitative case study can bring in statistical
techniques and quantitative measures to derive insights (Tellis, 1997). Quantitative case
studies’ statistical methods often allow for reduced researcher bias or subjectivity in the
analysis process—however, the choice of what to measure and how still introduces some level
of subjectivity (Yazan, 2015).

4.2. Research Questions
The objective of the study is to address the following inquiries:

Q1: To what extent do third-grade students participating in the [-Ready reading
intervention program demonstrate academic growth over one academic year?

Q2: What changes appear in the domain placement of third-grade students participating in
the I-Ready reading intervention program over the one academic year?

4.3. Participants and Procedure

The study took place in a charter school in Florida, USA, for one school year, 2021-2022. 1 -
Ready generated diagnostic assessments, Beginning of the Year (BOY) (See Appendix A),
Middle of the Year (MYA) (See Appendix B), and End of the Year (EOY) (See Appendix C)
assessments of two third-grade English classes, a total of 45 ESL students (See Table 1), were
used and analyzed in the study.

Table 1.
Research Demographic (n = 45)
Gender Ethnic Groups Officially New to the
ESL Country
Male Female  Hispanic Black American White
Indian
30 15 38 3 1 3 32 11

At the start of the academic year, a preliminary evaluation was done. Students did a first I-
Ready exam in reading to establish a foundational level of performance. Typical Growth targets
were set by [-Ready for individual students, considering their initial assessment results and
national standards. These objectives encompassed the anticipated accomplishments that a
student with a similar initial level of proficiency would be expected to attain by the conclusion
of the academic year.

Students were engaged in supplementary [-Ready examinations and diagnostic assessments for
the academic year to evaluate their progress, Progress Monitoring Interim Examinations.
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Teachers and administrators were provided with reports comparing students’ observed gain
and the criteria set for typical improvement. The BOY (see Appendix A) generated a
comprehensive report that typically encompasses the following components:

e The Overall Reading Score assessed the student’s overall reading proficiency.

e Grade Level indicated the academic level at which the learners’ demonstrated
proficiency in reading skills.

e Domain Scores provided a detailed analysis of an individual’s performance across the
various categories (or domains) that had been identified.

e  Skill Detail focused on delineating specific abilities within each area where the students
had demonstrated proficiency or needed further improvement.

The MYA (See Appendix B) was used for monitoring growth based on the BOY evaluation,
examining the domains in which the students had demonstrated progress and those in which
further development was required. This analysis aimed to facilitate comprehension of the extent
of advancements achieved across several fields. Consequently, the EOY assessment (See
Appendix C) facilitated the ability to compare with previous assessments, namely the BOY
and MY A, to monitor the student’s academic growth during the academic year. Considering
the end-of-year outcomes, the report included customized suggestions for additional teaching
or interventions to assist the students.

The following measures were used in this research study:

e Percentile ranks provided a measure of the students’ performance relative to a
representative sample of scholars at the national level who are in the same Grade.

e Grade-level placements referred to assessing the students’ academic performance in
reading based on their corresponding grade level.

e The term Typical Growth referred to the average or median pace of advancement,
considerable variation among individual pupils, and several factors that can impact a
student’s academic development.

e The concept of Stretch Growth pertained to the supplementary advancement or
development that the students attained, surpassing the conventional or anticipated level
of progress, and referred to a situation when the students went beyond the anticipated
level of achievement, generally by a considerable margin.

o The Skill Mastery system was designed to monitor and assess the advancement of the
students in achieving proficiency in specific skills.

Students who achieved or surpassed their Typical Growth objectives were commonly seen as
demonstrating satisfactory academic advancement. To bridge the gap, students who failed to
meet these goals required and received supplementary assistance, Tier 2 or Tier 3 intervention.
Students who surpassed these criteria were frequently evaluated for potential enrichment
options. Educators and school officials utilized this data to customize teaching methods,
distribute resources, and identify students who require supplementary assistance or advanced
learning opportunities.

5. Findings

5.1. Research Question 1

The data analysis outcome showed significant academic growth over the one academic year by
the third-grade students participating in the I-Ready reading intervention program. Overall,
students’ placement doubled by the end of the school year (See Table 2). If, at the beginning
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of the school year, only eight students were placed on the 3rd-grade level, by the end of the
year, 16 students were performed on their current grade level. In addition, the Progress to
Annual Typical Growth was 17% at the middle of the year and 94 % at the end of the year (See
Table 3).

Table 2.

Overall Placement
Overall Placement 34 Grade 2" Grade  1° Grade Kindergarten  Not Tested
BOY 8 10 11 11 5
MYA 8 13 8 11 5
EOY 16 9 11 9 0

Table 3.

Progress to Annual Typical Growth
Progress to Annual Typical Growth (Median) % Not Tested
MYA 17 5
EOQY 94 0

If in the middle of the school year, 20 students showed less than 19 % of Typical Growth and
only nine students showed 100% of Typical Growth, at the end of the year, 11 students showed
less than 19 % of Typical Growth and 22 students showed 100% of Typical Growth (See
Figures 1 and 2). Also, in the middle of the school year, 22 students showed less than 19 % of
Stretch Growth, and 0 students showed 100% of Stretch Growth; at the end of the year, 12
students showed less than 19 % of Stretch Growth, and 12 students showed 100% of Stretch
Growth (See Figures 1 and 2).

Distribution of Progress to Annual Distribution of Progress to Annual

Typical Growth Stretch Growth®

Figure 1. MY A Progress Distributions

Distribution of Progress to Annual Distribution of Progress to Annual

Typical Growth Stretch Growth®

Figure 2. EOY Progress Distributions

5.2. Research Question 2

The results of the data analysis indicated that there were significant changes in domain
placement, Phonics (PH), High-Frequency Words (HFW), Vocabulary (VOC), and
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Comprehension: Literature (LIT) and Comprehension: Informational Text (INFO), of third-
grade students participating in the [-Ready reading intervention program over one academic
year (See Figures 3, 4, and 5). However, there were no changes in the Phonological Awareness
(PA) domain as all students were tested out at the beginning of the 3™ Grade, excluding those
who did not complete the BOY. In the PH domain, 38 % of students were on grade or above
grade level at the end of the year, compared to 18 % at the beginning of the school year. In the
HFW, 78% of the students mastered these skills, compared to 56 % at the beginning of the
school year. In the VOC domain, there is a 9% growth; in the LIT, there is a 15% growth; and
in the INFO, there is a 14% growth of the students who scored on or above grade level (See
Table 4).

Placement by Domain

Phonological Awareness (P HAdd il s s s s s s s s s oo Ao S o Ao o o o o o o o o o o o o o A o A A A o A A o

Phonics (PH) S AR

High-Frequency Words (HF V) Kiirrssasrsrrssassers IERNRRRRNRRRNRNRRNNNNN
Vocabulary (VOC) Wi I \ N\ NN AN SN

Comprehension: Literature (LIT) S RSN
Comprehension: Informational Text (INFO) SEIIIIEEEEEGEGE I S\ N NN

*Students not completed are not included.

Figure 3. BOY I- Ready Diagnostic Assessment Results
Placement by Domain

Phonological Awareness () WAAALSA LS LSS LS LSS IS LS LSS LS LSS LS LSS LS S LSS LSS TSI SIS SIS S SIS ST

Phonics (PH) H NSNS NNANNANANNNNNNN

High-Frequency Words (HF V) K sssrssssys  IESRSRRNRS
Vocabulary (voc) K [\ NN

Comprehension: Literature (LIT) iR LSS
Comprehension: Informational Text (INFO) I U NNNNNNNNNNNNN

*Students not completed are not included.

Figure 4. MYA I- Ready Diagnostic Assessment Results
Placement by Domain

Phonolagical Awarenass (PA) EAAASSSSS LIS SIS SIS LS IS LTSI LI SIS S S S SIS S SIS S S ST ST LGS S S
Phonics (PH) AAAAAIAA/AAAAAAAAAAAAZ4 T RN
High-Frequency Words [HT V) KAAAAANASASAS SIS IS LTSS SIS SIS SIS IS S A A r sy, RN

Vocabulary (VOC) i [ AN ANNNANNNNN
Comprehension: Literature (LI7) K I\ \ \AANANNARANNANY
Comprehension: Informational Text (INFO) S [\ \ N AN

*Students not completed are not included.

Figure 5. EOY I-Ready Diagnostic Assessment Results

The statistics of the students who scored early on grade level did not change significantly
throughout the year: 0% in the PA and the HFW domains in BOY, MYA, and EOY; however,
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there was a 5 % growth in the PH domain by the end of the year. There was a 7 % growth in
the VOC in MYA, but by the end of the year, the percentage was the same as in BOY-13%. In
the INFO domain, there was a 3 % growth by the end of the year. Nevertheless, in the LIT
domain, the percentage decreased from 16% to 13 % in BOY (See Table 4).

The same dynamic is seen in the data of the students who scored one, two, or three or more
grade levels below. One grade level below (Second Grade): 0% in the PA domain in BOY,
MYA, and EOY; there was a 2 % growth in the PH and the HFW domains in the middle of the
year, but the percentage of the students in the PH domain showed a 7% decrease by the end of
the year while the HFW growth stated the same. There was a 2 % growth in the VOC in MYA
and a 5 % in BOY. In the INFO domain, there was a 4 % growth by the end of the year, and in
the LIT domain, 13% (BOY), 18% (MYA), and 22% (EOY), accordingly (See Table 4).

Two grade levels below (First Grade): 0% in the PA domain in BOY, MYA, and EOQY;; there
was a 3 % growth in the PH and a 5 % growth in the HFW domains in the middle of the year,
but the percentage of the students in the PH domain showed a 7% decrease and in the HFW
domain showed a 5% decrease by the end of the year. There was an 11 % decrease in the VOC
and a 14 % decrease in the INFO domain by the end of the year. In addition, there was a 6 %
decrease in the LIT domain, 22% (BOY), 27% (MYA), and 16% (EOY), accordingly (See
Table 4).

Three or more grade levels below (Kindergarten and below): 0% in the PA domain in BOY,
MYA, and EOY; there was a 9 % decrease in the PH and a 16 % decrease in the HFW domains
in the middle of the year, but the percentage of the students in the PH domain showed a 4%
growth and in the HFW domain showed a 3% growth by the end of the year. In the VOC, there
was constant growth throughout the year: 16% (BOY), 20% (MYA), and 22% (EOY) as well
as in the INFO domain: 18% (BOY), 22% (MYA), and 22% (EOQY). There was a 5 % decrease
in MYA in the LIT domain, but by the end of the year, the students showed a 1% growth. It is
essential that five students (11%) were not tested at the beginning and the middle of the school
year (See Table 4).

Table 4.
Overall Placement by Domain
Overall BOY MYA EOY
Placement
o o @)
cEEZEEEEEEE sEEEEE
= - = = - =] = - =
. = =) =)
Midor Above = 2 £ o ¢ o £ ¥ ¥ e ¢ e & ® ¥ £ =2 ¥
) S S S S S S S
= o Ne} N <t o oo 0 <+ N}
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Grade Level e T A > = T A T A
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6. Discussion

The use of I-Ready’s diagnostic tools among ESL students resulted in a noticeable
improvement in their capacity to recognize areas of linguistic strengths and weaknesses,
surpassing the efficacy of traditional evaluation methods (Brown and Cardoza, 2022; Cook and
Ross, 2022; Tirado and Shneyderman, 2020). Likewise, this research has indicated that
integrating I-Ready within a tiered instructional framework has been associated with enhanced
competence levels among ESL students, leading to quicker progress. The data suggests that
ESL students saw significant advancements across different levels when provided with help
from the [-Ready platform. This implies that the platform is effective in delivering the required
interventions.

The utilization of I-Ready provided benefits in reducing the administrative burden related to
continuous evaluation and streamlining the process of categorizing students into targeted
intervention cohorts. Similar findings were obtained in Cook and Ross’s 2022 study that
compared the increase in ESL accomplishment. The participants were divided into two groups:
one utilized I-Ready Personalized Instruction with fidelity in their ESL classes. In contrast, the
other group used the I-Ready Diagnostic Assessment suite but did not have access to
Personalized Instruction. The study’s findings indicated that students in Grades 4 and 8 who
utilized I-Ready Personalized Instruction with a high level of adherence had notably more
significant increases in ESL proficiency than their counterparts who did not engage in
Personalized Instruction.

Furthermore, there was a notable increase in ESL accomplishment among Grades 5 and 7
children who utilized I-Ready Personalized Instruction compared to their peers in the control
group. While [-Ready has demonstrated benefits, its effectiveness was enhanced when
integrated with other ESL-specific resources within a tiered educational framework. While
acknowledging the potential limitations of the study’s duration, preliminary findings suggest
that using [-Ready in a tiered education approach has promised long-lasting benefits in the
academic advancement of ESL students.

7. Study Limitations

Similar to any academic investigation, this research would inevitably encounter some
constraints. This case study concentrates on only two classes, so the sample size could be
insufficient to extrapolate the findings to a broader population of ESL learners. In addition, the
data collection process employed in this study may overlook qualitative aspects such as student
involvement, cultural influences, and individual learning styles due to its primary focus on
quantitative measures. It is important to note that there may be variations in the level of
preparedness and training among instructors when properly integrating I-Ready into a tiered
education paradigm. The fidelity of implementing instructional methods such as I-Ready or
tiered teaching by teachers can impact the outcomes of studies. Lastly, the absence of a control
group that undergoes tiered teaching without using I-Ready poses challenges in isolating the
specific influence of [-Ready on student results.

8. Implications for Practice

The research on utilizing [-Ready in implementing tiered instructional approaches for students
has yielded valuable insights. ESL students, due to their different cultural origins and varying
levels of linguistic proficiency, pose a distinctive challenge within the educational system.
Implementing tiered education, particularly within the MTSS framework, has demonstrated
promise in effectively catering to the diverse requirements of various student populations (Choi
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et al.,, 2019; Fien et al., 2021; Hoover et al., 2020; Leonard et al., 2019; Martin, 2021).
Integrating digital platforms such as [-Ready may give instructors flexibility, tailored pace, and
actionable insights. This quantitative case study extensively examines the integration of I-
Ready as a tool within tiered educational techniques for ESL students. The results emphasize
the effectiveness and practicality of incorporating technology-driven solutions within a well-
organized framework, such as the tiered instructional model, to address ESL learners’ varied
requirements.

The study highlighted the need to use differentiated instruction strategies for ESL students.
This emphasizes the necessity of providing materials that may be customized to accommodate
the unique development and learning preferences of each student. I-Ready presents a viable
solution to tackle the distinctive obstacles these learners encounter, offering them suitable
information that corresponds to their advancing abilities through its adaptive learning
pathways. Furthermore, within the framework of RTI or MTSS, where the regular monitoring
of development is of utmost importance (Coyne et al., 2018; Sailor et al., 2021), I-Ready
provides valuable insights based on data analysis essential for making well-informed
instructional choices. Evidence-based methods can be crucial in promoting equal access to
excellent education for ESL students, who face language and cultural challenges that leave
them vulnerable academically.

Nevertheless, although the apparent advantages of incorporating I-Ready into tiered teaching
for ESL students are clear, educators and educational institutions must prioritize ongoing
training and support. Educators may effectively utilize the platform’s possibilities in ESL
instruction only when they possess a comprehensive awareness of its intricacies, therefore
aligning with the distinctive dynamics of this particular educational context.

9. Conclusions

This research study found that integrating I-Ready in tiered instruction for ESL students offers
promising prospects. It bridges the gap between traditional teaching methodologies and the
dynamic needs of ESL learners, making education more accessible, personalized, and effective.
However, it is crucial to address the noted challenges and continuously adapt the platform to
the ever-evolving needs of ESL education. With the right strategies and improvements, I-Ready
can revolutionize how we approach ESL instruction in a tiered framework.
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BOY I- Ready Diagnostic Assessment Results
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MYA I- Ready Diagnostic Assessment Results
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EQY I- Ready Diagnostic Assessment Results

Diagnostic Growth
SREREBedackitFree

Comparison Diagnostic  Most Rec

Progress to Annual Typical Growth

Progress Distributions

Typical Growth

Annual Typical Growth

Scale Score
Progress

T 331%  86/26

BT 17X 114436
06% | 101/33
BT 300%  108/36

269%  97/36

BT 233% 84/36

% 4922

BT 212% 55/26

] 191% 42/22

% 4222

T 182% | 60/33

BT 18T 47/26

BT 5% 2817

T 164%  54/33

Wi-Ready

Cument Placement Distribution

Stretch Growth®

Annual Stretch Gromh
lacementd  Current Placement & Scale
e Scare

Pascent Progress

Grade 2

T 215%  86/40 (503) ® Late3 (589)
— e e S;j;r‘ Early 3 (517)
_— e 06 © Sj;]“ @ Mid3 (549)
3% 10879 @ g’f:;r‘ ® Grade1 (424)
% 977 . S;,z” Grade2 (499)
BT 106% | 84/79 L4 g’j:]” ® Grade1 (431)
T 126%  49/39 Ealy3(512) @ Late3(561)
138% | 55/40 S;s;z @ Mid3 (545)
108k 4239 Ealy3(535) @ Late3 (577)
108% 4239 Ealy3(532) @ Late3(574)
95%  60/63 ° S;dlﬂ Early 3 (511)
BT 8% 47/40 a;:]ez Early 3 (524)
138% 2821 @ Late3(564) @ Late3(592)
6% | 54/63 ° ﬁl';d]” Grade 2 (485)

153%

142%

133%

118%

106%

106%

°

67%

24%

14%

55/36

37/26

48/36

41733

39/33

25/22

35/33

35/33

31/33

31/33

28/33

19/26

24/36

117

017

0/36

0/26

93%

55/79

37/40

48/79

41/63

30/63

26/39

35/63

35/63

31/63

31/63

28/63

22/40

19/40

24/79

16763

630

0/40

0/6:

21

79

0740

Grade K
@27)

Grade 2
(508)

Grade K
(376)

Grade 1
(421)

Grade 1
(461)

Early 3 (517)

Grade 1
(“27)

Grade 1
(468)

Grade 1
(447)

Grade 1
(421)

® Grade
(423)

Grade2
“74)

Grade 2
(“97)

Grade K
(400)

® Late 3 (562)

® GradeK
(329)

® GradeK
@01

® Grade1
431

® GradeK
@14

Early 3 (514)

® GradeK
@

® GradeK
(409)

® Grade1
(463,

Grade 2

(500]

Grade 2
(483)

@ Late3(564)

® GradeK
(414)

Grade 2
(a78)

®

Grade K (382)

L]

Mid 3 (545)

Grade 1 (424)

Grade 1 (462)

Grade 2 (500)

Early 3 (542)

Grade 1 (462)

Grade 2 (503)

Grade 2 (478)

Grade 1(452)

® Grade1 (451)

Early 3 (516)

Grade 1 (424)

® Late3(573)

® Grade K (

® Grade K (413)

® Grade 1 (447)

@ GradeK (331)

Early 3 (520

@ GradeK (373)

® GradeK (411)

Grade 2 (488)

@ GradeK (368)

@ Grade K (384)

Grade 1(463)

Srade 2 (490)

Grade 2 (481)

Early 3 (514)

® GradeK (331)

@ Grade 1 (466)

105



