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Grade 3, Passage Reading Fluency: Karina Burris Grade 3, Vocabulary: Karina Burris Grade 3, Multiple Choice Reading Comprehension: Karina Burris
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> “Q1 talks about a student at the 25th percentile, but all the answers talk
about what that means for the rest of the students...”
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This project is funded through a Institute of Education Sciences (IES) grant - Project question...it was not easy for me to decipher.” > "An understanaing of the interventions used would have been helpiul.
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have “reach” across knowledge/skill continuum to and used by teachers
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“I think the questions were well thought out and thought provoking.” —— “I would love to know how | performed. This will help me become a better teacher. — | would love to see the "correct" answers for these questions
to see if | understand RTI.” —— “They are good classroom scenarios.” —— “... as a teacher this really made me think a lot about my analysis of students.” (RQ3)




