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Overview 

•! Introduction 

•! Purpose and Description of Measures 

•! Initial Research 

•! Description of Current Study 

•! Results & Discussion 

•! Application & Future Research 

•! Questions and Answers 
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DIBELS® in an Outcomes Driven Model 

A sequence of decision-making steps designed to answer specific 
questions for specific purposes. 

Identify long term outcomes and benchmarks to achieve outcomes. 

System Level 

1.! Identify need for support. 

2.! Validate need for support. 

3.! Plan and implement support.  

4.! Evaluate and modify support. 

5.! Review outcomes.!

Individual Student Level 

1.! Identify need for support. 

2.! Validate need for support. 

3.! Plan and implement support.  

4.! Evaluate and modify support. 

5.! Review outcomes.!



NASP Convention, February 2010 DIBELS Deep 

© 2010, Dynamic Measurement Group 2 

ODM Step Question(s) Data 

1.  Identify Need for 
Support 

System: How many students may need support?  What grade 

levels/literacy skills? 

Individual Student:  Which students may need support? 

Benchmark data:  Histograms, Box 
Plots, Summary Reports, Class List 

Reports 

2.  Validate Need for 
Support 

System:  Are we confident in the accuracy of our data overall? 

Individual Student:  Are we confident in the accuracy of our data 

for each student? 

Benchmark data and additional 
information 

3.  Plan and 
Implement 

Support 

System:  What are our system goals?  What curricula and 

program(s) will we use (Curriculum Map)? What system-level 

strategies will be employed to provide support? (e.g., resource 

allocation, scheduling) 

Individual Student:  Which students get what support? How will 

students be grouped for instruction? What are the goals for each 

student?  What specific skills will be taught? What instructional 

strategies will be used?  

Benchmark data and additional 
information:  Individual student booklets, 

additional diagnostic information, 
knowledge of/information about student 

4.  Evaluate and 
Modify Support 

System:  Are the majority of students making adequate 

progress? Are we making progress toward system goals? 

Individual Student:  Is the support effective for individual 

students? 

Progress Monitoring data:  Individual 
student progress graphs 

5.  Review Outcomes System:  How effective is our overall system of support? Are we 

making progress from one year to the next? 

Individual Student:  Which students have met goals? 

Benchmark data:  Histograms, Box 
Plots, Summary Reports, Cross-Year 

Box Plots, Summary of Effectiveness 
Reports, Classroom progress graphs, 

Class List Reports 

Outcomes-Driven Model 
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Outcomes-Driven Model 

System 

Progress Monitoring 

Identify Need 

for Support 

Validate Need 

for Support 

Plan Support 

Evaluate 

Effectiveness 

of Support 

Implement 

Support 

Review 

Outcomes 

Benchmark Assessment!

Benchmark Assessment!

Individual Student 

DIBELS DEEP !

DIBELS
®

 Deep Purpose & 

Specifications 

•! Purpose 

–! to provide a set of time 
& cost efficient brief 
diagnostic assessments 
designed to provide 
specific information for 
targeting instruction 
corresponding to the 5 
essential components 
of effective reading 
programs. 
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•! Specifications 

–! Skill sequence corresponds 
to recognized sequences of 
instruction (c.f., Carnine, et. 
al., 2006; Jennings, Caldwell, 
& Lerner, 2006; National 
Research Council, 1998; 
Nippold, 2007; Simmons & 
Kame’enui, 1999; Wagner, 
Muse, & Tannenbaum, 
2007). 

–! Identify specific needs; assist 
in differentiating instruction  

–! User-friendly, cost-effective, 
& linked to DIBELS 
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Sample Task:  Deep PA Probe 
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Sample Tasks: Deep WRD Probe 5 
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Development of the Measures 

and Pilot Study/Field Testing 

•! Who:  35 students in grades 1-4  

•! What:  Students assessed in materials at 

grade level as well as above and/or below 

depending upon skill level 

•! When:  Fall, 2006 

•! Findings:  Scope and sequence accurate, 

reordering of items within measures, 

changes in wording 
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Further Development: Phase 1 

Validation Study 

Research Questions 

1.! What is the relationship between the various DIBELS 

Deep measures? 

2.! What is the relationship between performance on 

DIBELS Deep and the DIBELS benchmark measures? 

3.! What is the relationship of sections within probes? 

4.! Are the items and sections sequenced appropriately? 

5.! To what extent do teachers find the measures useful? 

6.! To what extent are examiners satisfied with the 

measures? 
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DIBELS® Deep Phase 1 Research 

•! Participants 

–! Sites (n = 11 schools across 4 states) 

•! School size ranged from 182 - 674 

•! Student/Teacher ratio ranged from 11:1 to 19:1 

•! 9 Title 1 schools 

•! Free/reduced price lunch ranged from 11% - 53% 

•! Ethnicity ranged from 0 - 2% Native American, 0 - 3% Asian, 0 - 27% 
Black, 2 - 11% Hispanic, 56% - 99% White students 

–! Students (n = 245) 

•! Random stratified sample of 15-30 students in each grade K-4 from 
each school. 

–! Teachers (n = 31) 

–! Examiners (n = 16) 
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Summary of Phase 1 Results 

•! Scope and sequence was generally accurate for grade level 

•! Strong correlations between measures of the same skill (.7 - .9) 

•! Moderate to strong correlations between measures of different 

skills (.4 - .7) 

•! Moderate to strong correlations between Deep measures and 

DIBELS measures of the same skill (.4 - .7) 

•! Ordering of items was generally accurate; some adjustments 

made post-phase 1 

•! Overall teachers agreed that the measures are useful  

•! Overall examiners were satisfied with the usability of the 
measures 

DIBELS Deep PA & WRD Phase 2 

Study 
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Palm Pilot Version 
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DIBELS® Deep PA & WRD Phase 2 

Research Questions 

1. What is the relation between performance on DIBELS 

Deep PA and ISF and PSF benchmark scores? 

2. What is the relation between performance on DIBELS 

Deep WRD probes and NWF and ORF benchmark 

scores? 

3. What is the factor structure of DIBELS Deep PA? 

4. What is the factor structure of the DIBELS Deep WRD 

Probes? 

5. What is the procedural reliability of examiners on 

DIBELS Deep? 
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DIBELS® Deep PA & WRD Phase 2 

•! Participants 

–! Sites (n = 7 schools in 4 states) 

–! Students (n = 460 total) 

•! Random sample of 115 students in each grade K-3. 

–! Teachers (n = 100) 

–! Examiners (n = 25) 

Participating School Demographics 
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Overview of Study Procedures 

•! General Procedures 

•! Testing Procedures 

•! Data Collection & Procedural Integrity 

•! Re-test Data Collected 

•! Data Uploaded to WGen 

•! Examiners Complete Usability Survey 

•! Teachers Review Deep Materials & Complete 

Usability Survey 
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General Notes: Administration & 

Scoring 

•! Materials needed:  Test books and palm pilot 

•! All tasks were individually administered and were 

not timed. 

•! Testing was completed in one or two sittings. 

•! No discontinue rules were used in this study for 

PA and WRD 1 - 5 probes--all items were 

attempted. 

•! Modified discontinue rule was used for WRD 

Quick Screen 
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Word Reading & Decoding Quick Screen 

(WRD-QS) 

•! Discontinue Rules 

–! Testing continued until the student had five consecutive 
incorrect items above the item set for their grade. 

–! If the student received a score of incorrect on the last 
five items at their grade level, then discontinue testing. 

•! Grade Level WRD-QS Item Sets 

–! Kindergarten:  Items 1 - 6 

–! First Grade: Items 1 - 38 

–! Second Grade: Items 1 - 50 

–! Third Grade: Items 1 - 70 (third grade receives all 
items) 
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Data Collection Schedule 
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Overview of Results 

•! Descriptive Statistics 

•! Correlations with DIBELS Measures 

•! Correlations within DIBELS Deep 

•! Factor Structure of DIBELS Deep 

•! Procedural Reliability 
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Questions 1 and 2 

•! What is the relation between 

performance on DIBELS Deep PA and 

ISF and PSF benchmark scores? 

•! What is the relation between 

performance on DIBELS Deep WRD 

probes and NWF and ORF benchmark 

scores? 

38 

39 40 
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Questions 3 & 4 

•! What is the factor structure of DIBELS 

Deep PA? 

•! What is the factor structure of DIBELS 

Deep WRD Probes? 

47 48 
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Model for DIBELS Deep PA 
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51 

Model for DIBELS Deep WRD2 
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Question 5 

•! What is the procedural reliability of 

examiners on DIBELS Deep? 

Sample Procedural Integrity 

Checklist 
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Procedural Integrity Results 

•! Word Reading QS 

–! 125 observations using 11 item checklist 

–!  Mean percent procedural reliability = 96% (range 90-99%) 

•! WRD Measures 1 - 5 

–! 123 observations using 26 item checklist 

–! Mean percent procedural reliability was 58% (range 

25-95%) 

•! PA Measure 

–! 33 Observations using 98 item checklist 

–! Mean percent procedural reliability was 93% (range 

79-100%) 
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Discussion 

•! Next steps in DIBELS Deep Research & 
Development 

–!Revise current measures (empirical & 
expert review) 

–!Answer additional research questions? 

–!Linkage to DIBELS Survey  

–!Expansion of domains (CFOL) 
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Outcomes-Driven Model 

Progress Monitoring 

Identify Need 

for Support 

Validate Need 

for Support 

Plan Support 

Evaluate 

Effectiveness 

of Support 

Implement 

Support 

Review 

Outcomes 

Benchmark Assessment!

Benchmark Assessment!

System 

Individual Student 

DIBELS Survey & Deep !

Linking DIBELS Survey & Deep!
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Discussion: What about RtI? 

•! Putting greater emphasis on the “I” in RtI! 

–! Utility for Teachers 

•! Use the information to better differentiate instruction both 
within and across instructional tiers. 

–! Utility for School Psychologists 

•! Use the information in consultation with teachers about 
where and how to make adjustments to instruction for 
students, in particular, students in Tiers 2 and 3. 

•! Could assist in the identification of appropriately targeted 
materials to be used by parent or peer tutors. 
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Questions… 
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