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Washington RTI
Report of Activities and Findings

Overview of Contents
Under contract with the Washington Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI),
Evaluation Research Services (ERS) implemented a theory-driven, multi-method, stakeholder-

oriented evaluation of Improving Core Subject Instruction for All Students Pilot Project (HB 2136) and

2
Re-Tooling Instruction through Response to Intervention (RTI ) in early 2009 to “assess the effectiveness
of implementing RTT and the impact of RTT implementation on the referral of students in
special education programs (HB 2136)” and to “determine the effectiveness of professional

development and supports for the implementation of RTT systems as provided by the project

(RTIZ).” This report summarizes year-one activities and findings to date. It is intended primarily
for officials at Washington Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI) and other
stakeholders in the state, and its contents and organization reflect the likely interests of these
readers. We provide a brief overview of Year 1 evaluation-related activities (Overview of Activities),
followed by a summary of findings to date (Summary of Findings to Date) organized by evaluation
question. For each, we identify the relevant data sources (Data Sources), summarize their use in
addressing the question (Year-one Findings), and discuss conclusions (Conclusions). The focus in this
section of the report is on the implementation of RTI-related activities and structures. We
summarize 2008-2009 student outcome data, as well, as a means of establishing a baseline for
comparison in year 2 (and possibly year 3) evaluation. We also discuss next steps in our ongoing

efforts to address each question.

General recommendations, for practice and for continued evaluation, are included in a third
section of the main report (Recommended Next Steps). Information in sections 2 and 3 is presented
in bulleted format. A mixed-methods approach (see ERS’ Proposal for Evaluation, 2008) is
being used to collect and interpret data on each question. Key data sources include site visit data,
survey data collected from personnel in demonstration districts and schools, data from the 2008
administration of the Washington Assessment of Student Learning (WASL), district-provided
information on referrals to special education and on referrals, suspensions, and expulsions for
disciplinary purposes. Details on methods, procedures, measures, and analyses are included in

the appendices.
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Overview of Activities
The Program Model (Figure 1), developed over a series of meetings with OSPI officials and a
state-wide stakeholder group during the winter of 2008 and early spring of 2009 (see Interim
Report, June 2009 for details), represents the norm for RTT implementation in Washington State
(i.e., the planned model). It provides the basis for evaluating levels of RTI implementation in
demonstration districts and schools and serves as a vehicle for generating evaluation questions
and identifying measures. The Washington stakeholder group identified five general questions as
key:

* To what extent are the School-wide Activities in Figure 1 implemented in demonstration

districts?

* To what extent do Local Circumstances in Figure 1 inhibit or facilitate implementation of

School-wide Activities?
* To what extent are School-wide Activities related to the Change Mechanisms in Figure 17
» To what extent are School-wide Activities related to Outcomes in Figure 1?
* To what extent are Change Mechanisms related to Outcomes in Figure 17

As suggested above, this report focuses on the implementation of RTI-related elements. We
also describe local circumstances for participating districts and summarize 2008-2009
achievement, behavior, special education referral data as a prelude to more fully addressing
Questions 3, 4 and 5 in subsequent years. For purposes of this evaluation, we are using the
implementation framework developed by the National Center on State Scaling-up of Evidence-
based Practices (SISEP) and endorsed by the National Center on Response to Intervention
(NCRTI) and by the Center on Instruction (COI). Like similar theories of adoption and use, the
SISEP framework is built around stages of implementation that represent increasingly
sophisticated levels of program use. While stage theories may oversimplify some features of
what is an exceedingly complex process, they can, when well developed, provide a meaningful
summary of the more critical aspects of successful implementation. The SISEP model is built
around seven stages: 1) no implementation, 2) exploration, 3) installation, 4) initial
implementation, 5) full implementation, 6) innovation, and 7) sustainability. A reasonable sense
of each stage can be achieved by reviewing the survey items used in their measurement

(Appendix B).
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Figure 1: Program Model

Local Circumstances

Areas in which RTT has been or is being
implemented

Past achievement, aggregated and individual
Level of implementation

Language

Poverty

Past “buy-in” to school-wide change initiatives
Local professional/political culture
Available/accessible capacity

v

School-wide Activities

Definition and ongoing application of universal
screening

Definition/ongoing application of grade-level
benchmarks

Definition and ongoing application/monitoring
of instructional decision making protocols (how
often, who makes the decisions & entry/exit)
Identification and ongoing delivery and
monitoring of core instruction (including fidelity
and effectiveness)

Definition and ongoing application/monitoring
of tiered interventions (delivered by whom,
where, under what conditions, for how long)
Definition and ongoing application of progress
monitoring (how often, how data used) in areas
related to instruction and RTI

Effective classroom and instructional
management

Development/selection and ongoing provision
of professional development and facilitation for
teachers/paraprofessionals

Development of leadership-related capacity
(instructional, school-wide, etc.)

Change Mechanisms

At-risk students identified eatly with sensitivity
and specificity

All students participate in and are engaged by
effective core instruction presented by
knowledgeable teachers (e.g., effective
differentiation within core/classroom)

At-risk students participate in and are engaged by
effective intervention by knowledgeable teachers
Instructional decisions made efficiently, reliably,
and in a timely manner (students are receiving
appropriate interventions at appropriate times)
Teachers, principals, students and
paraprofessionals experience increased efficacy
and expectancy

Teachers, principals and paraprofessionals
experience, more-widely shared common vision,
and increased school-wide sense of
collaboration, and sense of professional learning
community

Outcomes

Schools will improve reported efficacy and
expectancy.

Schools will improve student learning outcomes.
Schools will have a reduced rate of referral to
special education and/or more reliable referrals.
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A particularly important element of the early stages of implementation is users’ level of
knowledge about a new practice or program. A number of open-ended, knowledge-related items
were included on the survey as a way of gathering information on levels of knowledge. The
focus of these was assessment, including screening and progress monitoring. Responses were
evaluated according to six categories, created a priori based on the definitions of screening and
progress monitoring measures in The Washington State Diagnostic Assessment Guide. The categories
include: 1) no response, 2) other, 3) off topic, 4) incorrect definition, 5) broad/vague definition,
6) partial definition, 7) full definition. We also included a number of survey items related to
implementation coberence, a concept that has been meaningful in past evaluations of similar
initiatives (e.g., Reading First). Coherence represents many of the elements in the Loca/
Circumstances part of Figure 1, particularly those related to capacity for change. We used a
measure with strong evidence of validity and reliability (Roberts et al., 2004). Finally, per Figure
1, the survey included questions about respondents’ levels of self-efficacy and outcome-

expectancy.

Of the 12 districts funded by some combination of Improving Core Subject Instruction for All

Students Pilot Project (HB 2136) and Re-Tooling Instruction through Response to Intervention (RTIZ), 9
submitted completed surveys in May 2009. Shoreline and Renton were excused from this round
of surveys given the delay in their funding. Vancouver failed to return completed surveys. All
instructional personnel in the demonstration districts were included. Responses were received
from 1098 teachers, 203 para-educators, and 70 other providers of supplemental instruction,
representing an overall response rate of 24%. Paraeducator surveys were received from East
Valley (Spokane), Kiona-Benton, Odessa, and Walla Walla. “Other” responders include
paraeducators, parent volunteers, specialized teachers, and instructional staff that self-identified
themselves as “other provider”. Responses for each demonstration district are summarized in
Appendix B. Copies of the surveys are available upon request. Elements from the survey data

are used in the next section of this report to address the evaluation questions.

Ten districts participated in the site visits. The two nonparticipating districts will begin
participating in fall of 2009. Site visits included key informant interviews (principal, reading
coaches, district officials), teacher focus groups, and observations of classroom instruction.
District contact persons selected the schools to visit. Elementary schools were the focus of site

visits in 2009 (with follow-up visits in fall of 2009). Interviews with middle school personnel
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were also conducted as a prelude to site visits planned for the fall of 2009. For purposes of
summarizing site visit information, we organized data into 4 general categories: 1) Consensus, 2)
Building/Ieadership, 3) Data Collection and Management, 4) Multi-Tiered System of
Instruction, and Special Education. A summary of each site visit is in Appendix A, along with a

brief summary of the middle school interview.

Table 1: Funded and Matched Districts

Status District Total Enrollment Pct. sz':i:,l gcll ;quiion Pct. frf:,{ ::duced I;;to l:n‘ll;:;:)y
RTI Odessa 221 14% 45% 5%
Match | Cutlew 233 12% 51% 9%
RTI Stevenson-Catrson 1,127 14% 37% 17%
Match | Chimacum 1,129 13% 37% 14%
RTI Kiona-Benton City 1,528 16% 57% 33%
Match | White Salmon Valley 1,229 16% 47% 36%
RTI Hoquiam 1,980 10% 56% 22%
Match | Aberdeen 3,459 15% 59% 30%
RTI East Valley 4,182 14% 48% 13%
Match | Cheney 3,877 15% 43% 16%
RTI White River 4,329 12% 25% 11%
Match | Stanwood-Camano 5,362 13% 22% 11%
RTI Walla Walla 6,186 12% 52% 37%
Match | Eastmont 5,482 11% 53% 39%
RTI Longview 7,271 13% 48% 26%
Match | Kelso 5,185 13% 45% 20%
RTI Shoreline 9,168 12% 22% 38%
Match | Central Kitsap 11,886 14% 25% 32%
RTI Richland 10,599 12% 30% 18%
Match | Peninsula 9,443 12% 21% 20%
RTI Vancouver 22,622 11% 48% 28%
Match | Evergreen (Clark) 26,100 12% 36% 27%
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For purposes of this report, the unit of analysis is schoo/ district. To evaluate progress of the
demonstration districts, we will be using student performance in 12 non-demonstration districts
matched with the funded group on total enrollment, percent served by special education, percent
free-reduced lunch, and percent minority. The funded and matched districts are summarized in
Table 1. In this year-one report, we summarize these outcome data and evaluate the degree to
which the matched and unmatched groups are comparable in these respects. In subsequent
years, the evaluation will focus more directly on group differences in student outcomes and on

the ways in which these differences may correspond with other elements of the Program Model.

Within the 5 general evaluation questions, we focus on the following specific questions in

this report:

* To what extent are the School-wide Activities in Figure 1 implemented in demonstration

districts?
= What Local Circumstances do districts and schools find challenging?

= What are the 2008-2009 levels of student outcomes in the funded and matched districts?
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Summary of Findings to Date

Question 1: To what extent are the School-wide Activities in Figure 1 implemented in
demonstration districts?
Data Sources

= Survey items asking about aspects of implementation

* Information collected during site visits (summaries for each visited site are in Appendix
A)

= Survey data represent implementation across all funded schools, though the relatively
low response rate suggests caution in generalizing these data to all teachers in
demonstration districts. Site visit data, by contrast, reflect implementation at a district-

selected school. A district-level perspective is also included in the site visit information.

Year One Findings
* Based on district data (i.e., reports of RTT implementation), implementation of RTT is
most prominent in reading. About 60% of teachers who report implementing R1T are doing
so in reading. Another 39% are implementing in math and almost 20% in behavior-
related areas. These figures total to more than 100% because many teachers report

implementing in more than one area. Table 2 provides additional detail.
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Table 2: RTI Implementation Areas

CONTENT AREA IMPLEMENTED Teacher Para-educator Other
None (these respondents are considered 166 22 16 N
“non-implementers” in the district summaty) 15% 11% 23% %
) 643 144 29
Reading 59% 71% 41%
] 394 56 17
Mathematics 36% 28% 24%
Science o o ;
8% 6% 7%
. ] 114 13 5
Social Studies 10% 6% 7%
] 214 38 10
Behavior 19% 19% 14%
_ 231 42 14
Written Language 21% 21% 20%
64 8 8
Other 6% 4% 11%

* TFigure 2 summarizes reported levels of implementation in terms of the earlier-described
SISEP implementation framework. About 18% of teachers report no implementation
(n=195). Another 24% (n = 232) are in the process of exploring RTI and 9% are
installing RT1. Approximately 30% (n=282) are implementing (initial or full). Sixteen

percent (16%) report being at the innovation or sustainability levels of implementation.

Figure 2: Levels of RTI Implementation

Hm0-None

M 1 - Exploration

m 2 - Installation

M 3 - Initial Implementation
H 4 - Full Implementation

B 5- Innovation

W 6 - Sustainability

* In terms of RTI-related assessment knowledge (i.e., screening and progress monitoring),
about 50% of respondents gave at least a partial definition of screening (Table 3). Forty-

three percent (43%) gave a partial or full definition of progress monitoring (Table 4). A
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sizable minority of responses were either vague (21% for screening and 29% for progress
monitoring) or incorrect (20% and 11% for screening and progress monitoring,

respectively).

The response rate for the survey was relatively low (24%), so it is difficult to know the
extent to which these responses reflect the knowledge of all teachers in demonstration
districts. To the extent that the data are representative and the responses legitimate (i.e.,
and honest reflection of knowledge), there is a relatively low knowledge level among
teachers in demonstration districts. These data are not disaggregated by grade level
taught (i.e., elementary, middle, or secondary), and it is possible that assessment-related
knowledge is less prevalent among teachers of older students (grades 5 and above)
compared to early elementary school teachers (50% of the sample teach grades k through

4). Follow-up analyses can address this question if OSPI has an interest.

Table 3: Knowledge of Screening

Teacher Para-Educator Other
0 —No Response 141.662 % 2;;0/0 2 51,1% ON/O
1 — Other/Off Topic O.jo Vo ()E)/o ()(0)/0
2 — Incorrect Definition 1§%Z , 173;0/0 221.2%
3 — Broad/Vague Definition 23.39(()) Vo 21%?% 201.3%
4 — Partial Definition 15 _14?)/0 21%;1% 161.411%
5 — Full Definition 2?%3% 163?% 141.8%
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Table 4: Knowledge of Progress Monitoring

Teacher Para-Educator Other
0 — No Response 1;_717% 183,;% 251.Z%
1 — Other/Off Topic 0.?% ()9/0 0(3/0
2 — Incorrect Definition 1 } '212% 122.5% 11 .89%
3 — Broad/Vague Definition 2310%/0 357.§% 261.3%
4 — Partial Definition 3226% 23%?% 251.Zr%
5 — Full Definition 8%2/0 9,292/0 10.74%

%

= Table 5 summarizes reported use and frequency of screening and progress monitoring.

The values are in the expected range. For example, screening measures are administered

2 to 3 times a year, which is typical of most RTI models. Progress monitoring measures

for struggling students (Tier 2 and Tier 3) are administered every 4 to 6 weeks. This

average frequency is generally aligned with recommendations of many RTI researchers

and practitioners. The frequency of data review for purposes of making instructional
decisions within a given tier (every 1 to 2 data points, on average) is also appropriate, as

is the frequency of review for purposes of considering a new tier. For many schools,

within-tier and between-tier decisions may not differ in terms of occasion (i.e., decisions

of both type are made during data review meetings).
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Table 5: Use of RTI-Related Assessment

Teacher Para-Educator  Other

How often were screening measures
administered in the past year? 962 182 60 N

(1 = never; 2 = once; 3 = twice; 3.61 3.65 3.27 mean
4 = three times; 5 = more than 3 times)

How often are progress monitoring measures
administered in Tier II? 889 167 54

(1 = never; 2 = 6 weeks; 3 =4/ 5 weeks; 2.82 3.02 2.24
4 = 2/3 weeks; 5 = weekly or more often)

How often are progress monitoring measures
administered in Tier I1I? 896 151 55

(1 = never; 2 = 6 weeks; 3 =4/ 5 weeks; 2.67 3.05 2.33
4 = 2/3 weeks; 5 = weekly or more often)

How often is student data reviewed to make
instructional decisions (e.g. to change an
intervention within the same tier of 876 153 48
instruction)? 2.13 2.22 2.27
(1 = never; 2 = 1/2 data points; 3 = 3-5 data
points; 4 = 6 data points; 5 = >6 data points)

How often is data reviewed to determine if
students need to be provided with a different
tier of instruction?

(1 = never; 2 = 3x per year; 3 = 6 weeks;

4 = monthly; 5 = more often than monthly)

928 154 53
2.71 2.61 2.36

= Table 6 reflects findings from visits in spring of 2008 and follow up visits to the same
schools in the fall of 2009. For each general section (Consensus/Leadership Building,
etc.), we list areas where schools seem to be moving forward based on comparison of
information from the spring and fall visits. Lingering issues represent areas identified both
in the spring and fall as challenging for visited schools. We also offer Questions Districts
Might Want to Consider as they look to support schools in these areas. Summaries of all

spring school visits are in Appendix A.
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Table 6: Elementary Level Site Visits in Spring and Fall of 2009

Consensus/Leadership Building

Moving Forward

More reports of PD for more personnel (para-educators)

Reaching out to parents

Redesigning SIT meetings to be more efficient and include more personnel

Using PD to promote RTI model concepts (ex. research based strategies)

Lingering Issues

Still having trouble with buy-in and knowledge of RTT concepts

Many districts requested more feedback about their RTT model

Some districts have divided campuses resulting in personnel not being on the same page

Questions Districts Might Want to Consider

Are you continuing to offer PD to ALL personnel? (paras? New staff?)

Is PD mandatory for ALL staff (including upper grade teachers)

What have you done to increase parent awareness of RTT model?

Data Collection/Management

Moving Forward

Some districts beginning to use data for instructional purposes

Some districts are progress monitoring (in addition to just using benchmark scores)

Some districts meeting more often to analyze data

Focused ongoing data collection in most districts (but mostly in reading)

Most districts using data to drive instructional decisions and decisions about movement through the
tiers

Many districts could still use PD to help teachers learn how to utilize data

Some districts trying to simplify use of data (ex. using data for multiple purposes) and are being more
intentional about their use of data

Lingering Issues

Still not getting all teachers to use data or see value of it (mainly upper grades)

Still mainly focusing on assessments in reading (most districts can’t find adequate math tools)

Some districts still having trouble deciding how to group students by need as determined by data

Questions Districts Might Want to Consider

Who is administering the assessments and does this help teachers learn how to use data?

Is your district only using PM for reading?

Do you have a system for tracking special education referrals?

Are staff meeting regularly to collaborate about data?
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Table 6: Elementary Level Site Visits in Spring and Fall of 2009, continued

Multi-tiered System of Instruction

Moving Forward

Some campuses are implementing (or beginning to implement) a 3 tier model in math or behavior

Some campuses are using PD to promote concepts such as “active participation” and using other features
of effective instruction in class

Some districts report placing students in intervention more quickly

Lingering Issues

Most districts still working on issues related to movement through the tiers

Most districts still struggling with finding appropriate screening tools that relate to the intervention

The differentiation between tiers 2/3 continues to be a challenge

Difficulty implementing math interventions (or anything other than reading)

Trouble having enough staff to implement interventions

Most campuses want more PD for interventions

Questions Districts Might Want to Consider

Ate you tracking students into Tier 1, 2, 3?

Are you providing enough PD to ensure accurate implementation of the interventions?

Are you differentiating between tiers?

How do you define Tier I1T

Is anyone monitoring fidelity?

Special Education

Moving Forward

Most districts still use data gathered from RTT when determining eligibility

Districts are promoting RTT as a general education model

Many districts report that they are seeing a decline in the amount of special education referrals

Most districts report that they are including special education students in general education classes as
much as possible

Lingering Issues

None reported

Questions Districts Might Want to Consider

Are you using data to make decisions about special education eligibility?

Are the number of referrals declining?
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Conclusions

* Demonstration districts appear to be in the eatly stages of implementation, not
unsurprising given that the funding has only been in place for one year.

*= Knowledge of screening and progress monitoring is relatively low.

= At the same time, respondents appear to be administering screening and progress
monitoring measures in ways that are aligned with best practices. There may be
questions concerning the quality with which the data are being used.

» It needs to be stressed that the survey data may be biased. Low response rates cast doubt

on the degree to which the sampled responses represent the larger group from which

they were drawn.
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Question 2: What Local Circumstances do districts and schools find challenging?

Data Sources

Survey items asking about implementation coherence.

Information collected during site visits (summaries for each visited site are in

Appendix A)

Year One Findings

Prepared by Evaluation Research Services, Austin, Texas

A majority of respondents reported high levels of capacity for school management. For
example, 86% agreed that they have “explicit goals for what we want students to achieve
(learning outcomes) at each grade level,” and 77% reported that “programs for

improving student performance are coordinated” at their school.

At the same time, there was a relatively sizable minority of respondents who “do not
know”” about many of the capacity-related elements. While 67% agreed that their school
is “often one of the first to adopt a new program, practice, or educational model,”
almost 20% did not know. The notion of fidelity was also associated with a lack of
respondent knowledge. About 20% of respondents did not know “the fidelity criteria
used (i.e., what is being looked for or at) when instruction is observed.” Whether this is
due to a lack of awareness or to the absence of such criteria is not clear. It may be that

criteria exist, but have not been made explicit by those doing the observing.

It is worth noting that about 20% of respondents disagreed with 6 of these 8 items. The
two items that were most strongly endorsed and about which respondents reported
highest awareness (i.e., “Everyone who delivers instruction (core, intervention and
supplemental) to students in my classroom is knowledgeable” and “This school has
explicit goals for what we want students to achieve (learning outcomes) at each grade

level”) reflect areas for which respondents are more directly responsible.



Table 7: School Capacity

Do not S?ronly Disagree  Agree Strongly
know disagree agree

This school is often one of the first to adopt a new

. : 18.1% | 2.7% | 12.2% | 42.4% | 24.6%
program, practice, or educational model.

This school has explicit goals for what we want
students to achieve (learning outcomes) at each 4.0% | 3.1% | 6.8% |44.9% | 41.1%
grade level.

There is a system in place to ensure that all

instruction (core, intervention and supplemental) is
being delivered with fidelity (i.e., faithfully, or asit | 15.1% | 5.3% | 19.3% | 45.0% | 15.2%
was intended by the creator, developer or

publisher).

At this school, we know what the fidelity criteria are
(i.e., what is being looked for or at) when 20.2% | 5.1% | 15.5% | 44.6% | 14.6%
instruction is observed.

Programs for improving student performance are
coordinated at this school.

6.0% | 3.6% | 13.7% | 52.1% | 24.5%

Everyone who delivers instruction (core,
intervention and supplemental) to students in my 4.8% | 2.6% | 5.7% |45.2% | 41.7%
classroom is knowledgeable.

There is a system in place for me to access help

. 4 , . 12.5% | 3.0% | 14.6% | 48.1% | 21.7%
with managing my instruction.

There is a system in place for me to access help
with classroom management.

11.0% | 3.3% | 13.2% | 47.4% | 25.1%

* A majority of respondents agreed that building administrators provide instructional
support. Particularly encouraging is that 75% reported that administrators spend time
observing instruction and provide direction in matters of curriculum, teaching, and

learning.

= Note though that these items do not ask for the amonnt of time spent observing instruction or

for an assessment of the quality of whatever instructional guidance is being provided.

= Also, 15% to 20% of respondents reported that leadership in their school was ineffective
and/or unsupportive or simply lacked the knowledge to be effective in RTI-related

realms. This was also a minor theme in several site visits.
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Table 8: Leadership

Do not S.tronly Disagree  Agree Strongly
know disagree agree

The administrators at this school spend time in class
observing instruction.

4.6% | 5.6% | 14.5% | 50.2% | 25.2%

At this school, administrators use assessment
information to help make decisions about 18.1% | 3.7% | 8.9% | 43.8% | 25.5%

instruction.

Leaders in this school provide educators with
resources they need to meet student achievement 11.7% | 3.8% | 14.3% | 52.5% | 17.7%
goals.

Leaders at this school provide direction in matters

0, 0 0 0 0
of curriculum, teaching, and learning, 8.3% | 3.9% | 12.7% | 54.6% | 20.5%

Leaders in my school have been offered adequate
opportunities to increase their ability to assist with | 33.6% | 4.5% | 14.3% | 36.6% | 11.0%
RTT implementation.

* About three quarters of survey respondents reported that their school is providing an
adequate education for all students. The survey responses have not been linked to the
2008 WASL district data, so it is possible that respondents are from schools where
students are “making the grade” and their optimism is well founded. However, the
relatively low passing rates in many of the demonstration districts and the consistency of

low performance across grade levels suggests otherwise.
Table 9: School Success

Do not S‘trongly Discores WAgies Strongly
know disagree agree

Goals and objectives for students’ learning

. . 9.4% | 1.9% |10.0% | 62.8% | 15.9%
outcomes are being met at this school.

Educators at this school are meeting the needs of

, 7.3% | 1.8% | 16.8% | 55.3% | 18.7%
struggling students.

*  Onitems (Table 10) asking about existing RTI-aligned practices (though not identified as
RTI), respondents were generally positive, with several exceptions. First, while
respondents tended to agree that “(t)his school has a set of clear, predetermined, grade-
level benchmarks (i.e., cut scotes, goals/targets, ot percentiles) that are used to determine
which students are at risk”, they were less certain about the presence of “clear entry and
exit criteria for all levels of instruction/intervention (core & interventions).” Further,

almost 20% professed not to know on the latter of these 2 items, while another 17%
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were not sure about the “use (of) data from each screening to ensure that core

instruction is meeting the needs of most of our students.”

*  Despite the fact that a sizable minority claimed not to know about the mechanics of data
use, as suggested by the above, almost 90% reported that “teachers use assessment
information to help make decisions about instruction.” Note also the strong

endorsement of personal efficacy items related to data use in Table 11.

» These results are not necessarily in conflict. It is possible that teachers are using data in
their classrooms (albeit with different levels of effectiveness), but lack a school- or
district-wide model for how data are to be used to make decisions about placement in
tiers, about progress through tiers, or about movement into or out of tiers. If so, it may
be useful to think in terms of increasingly sophisticated levels of data use: 1) teacher use
of data, 2) effective teacher use of data, and 3) effective use of data within a school-wide
multi-tiered instructional program. Administrator and instructional coach reports from
the site visits suggest that teachers are struggling with the use of student data. Teacher
focus group reports suggest that a coherent, integrated school-wide system for using data

may not be in place at many schools.

Table 10: RTI-Aligned Practices

Do not S.tronly Disagree  Agree Strongly
know disagree agree

All students receive core instruction in the general
education classroom.

10.0% | 6.4% | 14.6% | 35.6% | 33.5%

There is a systematic process for intervening with

0 0 0 0 0
struggling students at this school. 4.8% | 3.1% | 14.0% | 51.6% | 26.5%

This school has a set of clear, predetermined, grade-
level benchmarks (i.e., cut scores, goals/targets, ot
percentiles) that are used to determine which
students are at risk.

7.9% | 2.5% | 9.1% | 45.3% | 35.2%

This school has a set of clear, predetermined entry
and exit criteria for all levels of 16.4% | 3.8% |20.5% | 42.7% | 16.5%
instruction/intervention (core and interventions).

At this school, we use data from each screening to
ensure that core instruction is meeting the needs of | 16.7% | 2.8% | 11.8% | 47.2% | 21.4%
most of our students.

At this school, teachers use assessment information

. . , 7.3% | 1.7% | 4.2% |53.7% | 33.2%
to help make decisions about instruction.

Core instruction is designed to engage all students
(e.g., differentiated or adapted to meet each 7.9% | 3.2% | 10.5% | 48.0% | 30.3%
student’s needs).
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= Efficacy-type items are high in social desirability (i.e., some responses are perceived as
being more desirable by respondents) and when participants can be identified, they are
generally interested in providing the most “flattering” response. The response patterns in
Table 11 are typical of efficacy-type items when respondents are not anonymous. While
this survey did not ask for respondents’ names, completed surveys were collected by a
designated local official and mailed en masse to ERS. It would not be unreasonable for
respondents to worry about disclosing their identity when returning their completed
survey to the local person tasked with their collection, and such a concern may have

biased their responses.

* The alternative, of course, is that the group of respondents is very efficacious in terms of

their teaching skills and their ability to use data to make instructional decisions.

Table 11: Personal Efficacy Related to RTI-Related Skills and Practices

Donot Strongly Strongly

Disugree Agree

know disagree agree

I am able to interpret assessment data. 5.6% | 2.0% | 5.3% | 51.6% | 35.4%

I am able to make instructional decisions based
upon assessment data.

7.4% | 2.4% | 5.2% [ 49.0% | 36.0%

In general, I think I am capable of managing my
instruction (e.g., differentiating instruction, pacing, 53% | 1.8% | 3.1% | 49.0% | 40.6%
eto).

In general, I think I am capable of managing my

0 0 0 0 0
students (¢.g., behavior). 3.1% | 2.0% | 2.1% | 44.2% | 48.6%

= The most notable aspect of responses to the RTI-related capacity is the preponderance
of “do not know(s).” There are several possible reasons. The most likely is that the
relative newness of RTI implementation in many of these schools and districts made
responding to these items difficult because of a lack of information or experience. Most
of these items reflect different stages of implementation. Responding would require

some experience in those respects.

= Among those responding affirmatively (i.e., other than “do not know”), the replies were
encouraging. Most agreed or strongly agreed that RTI implementation is a collaborative

and well-planned initiative.
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Table 12: RTI-Related Capacity

Do not S.tronly Disagree  Agree Strongly
know disagree agree

Educators at this school have an influence on RTI-

0 0 0 0 0
related school policies and activities. 29.9% 1 4.5% 1 13.9% | 38.5% | 13.2%

Educators at this school work together to solve

0 0 0 0 0
RTT-related challenges. 22.8% | 3.0% | 11.3% | 44.4% | 18.6%

At this school, professional development related to

[ [ [ [ 0
RTT is coordinated. 24.7% | 5.7% | 20.3% | 39.7% | 9.6%

Educators at this school are prepared to implement

RTL 23.3% | 6.9% | 17.8% | 39.8% | 12.2%

* As with the items in Table 12, those asking about RTI-related outcomes (Table 13) are
strongly influenced by replies of “do not know.” It is worth noting, however, that their
prevalence varies depending on the nature of the question. Items that ask about student
outcomes (e.g., “Since implementing RTI, our students’ learning outcomes have
improved in all areas in which RTI was implemented”, “Since implementing RTI, the
number of referrals to Special Education has decreased”, Since implementing RTI, there
have been fewer referrals to Special Education that did not result in identification”, and
“Since implementing RT1T, fewer students who are not at risk have been identified as
being at risk”) are characterized by a greater incidence of “do not know.” Respondents
were more informed, and positively inclined in general, on questions asking about
process-related aspects of RTI (e.g., “Since implementing RTI, instructional decisions are
made efficiently (i.e., students do not have to wait to receive appropriate instruction”) or
about more proximal types of outcomes (e.g., “Since implementing RTI, our school has

a more-widely shared common vision”).

= Again, this appears to relate to the nature of early stages of program implementation.
Because respondents have had occasion to engage in the RTI process, they have
experiences on which to base opinions. The same cannot be said for more distal
outcomes, which generally involve student learning and referrals to special education. On
these, the data (formal and informal) are sparse because implementation is early. A

response of “do not know” seems appropriate for most respondents.
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Table 13: RTI-Related Outcomes

Do not S.Ironly Disagree  Agree Strongly
know disagree agree

Since implementing RTI, our school has a more-
widely shared common vision.

29.7% | 3.5% | 12.2% | 40.0% | 14.6%

Since implementing RTI, our students’ learning
outcomes have improved in all areas in which RTI | 45.0% | 2.9% | 8.8% | 32.4% | 10.9%
was implemented.

Since implementing RTI, the number of referrals to

0 0 0 0 0
Special Education has decreased. 062% | 2.3% | 7.9% [ 17.4% [ 6.1%

Since implementing RTI, there have been fewer
referrals to Special Education that did not resultin | 70.9% | 1.8% | 5.0% | 16.4% | 5.8%
identification.

Since implementing RTT, instructional decisions are

L 30.7% | 3.4% | 14.0% | 39.5% | 12.3%
made in a timely manner.

Since implementing RTI, instructional decisions are
made efficiently (i.e., students do not have to wait to] 29.1% | 3.7% | 16.3% | 37.8% | 13.0%
receive appropriate instruction).

Since implementing RTT, instructional decisions are
made reliably (i.e., students receive instruction 26.0% | 2.3% | 9.8% | 46.8% | 15.1%
appropriate to their level of need).

Since implementing RTI, at-risk students are

L 24.0% | 3.2% | 10.4% | 44.2% | 18.2%
identified early.

Since implementing RTI, all at-risk students are

. . 28.7% | 3.4% | 18.1% | 35.8% | 14.0%
identified.

Since implementing RTI, fewer students who are

[ 0 0 0 0
not at risk have been identified as being at risk. 43.9% [ 24% | 9.2% 1 36.0% | 8.5%

Conclusions

e Most respondents were relatively confident about their school’s capacity for achieving
acceptable outcomes, though levels of confidence seem to increase as items becomes
increasingly “personal.” Responses to the efficacy items suggest that educators were
confident that they can successfully do what needs to be done for students to learn.

e Survey respondents tended to positively endorse items that describe RTI-aligned practice
when the item did not specifically mention RTI. Many were confident that their school
can implement and manage RT1I, but a sizable minority “do not know” in these respects,
presumably because RTT is newly implemented in their school or district. Also, site
visitors reported challenges with teacher “buy in” of RTI. There was a reported lack of

clarity on what RTI is and how it works, and a number of site visit participants had
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questions about the degree to which their “model” aligns with research or best practice.

These concerns are common to eatly stages of implementation.

e A major theme of the site visits was the need for ongoing, embedded professional
development. Most survey respondents reported having only 1 or 2 PD opportunities on
RTI to date. Effective implementation depends on users developing declarative and
procedural knowledge related to the program or initiative in question. Levels of
knowledge in the surveyed and visited schools and districts were relatively low, which is
not unexpected in the early stages of implementation. However, for implementation to
continue beyond the exploration and installation stages, teachers and others in
implementing schools and classrooms will need opportunities to build knowledge and
hone skills. They will need well-validated tools and procedures (assessment, curricula), as
well. In early reading and early math, this is not an issue, and the elementary schools and

districts in Washington State appear to be well equipped and informed in these respects.

e Principals and district-level officials will also benefit from guidance on the effective
support of implementation. Effective leadership is essential, and the knowledge of
evidence-based “drivers” of implementation is useful for managing the change process.
Several resources are recommended in this respect:

O The National Implementation Research Network
O National Center on State Implementation of Scaling-up of Evidence-based

Practices

e At the middle and high school levels, tools, models, etc. are evolving. Nationally,
research and development are underway in these areas. In many localities, including
Washington state, implementation is moving ahead of research (generally not
uncommon), making it difficult to deliver well-informed technical assistance or to
provide meaningful guidance on “best practices”. Nonetheless, several groups are
working to collect and organize what is available in these respects:

O The National Center on Response to Intervention

The National High School Center

The National Center on Instruction

National Center on Learning Disabilities

O O O O

The Texas Center on Learning Disabilities
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Question 3: What are the 2008-2009 levels of student outcomes in the funded and
matched districts?

Data Sources

2008-2009 WASL data

District-provided data on special education referrals, behavioral referrals, suspensions,

and expulsions.

Year One Findings

Tables 14 and 15 present the percentage of students passing the 2008 WASL in Reading
and Math, respectively. These data will provide a baseline for ongoing comparison of
changes in student outcomes. Ideally, the values within a matched pair would be very
similar and in the majority of cases they are. There are differences, however (highlighted
in Table 14 and Table 15). In reading, there are only 5 cases of extreme difference (more
than 20 percentage points apart) and they occur in 5 different districts and, with one

exception, in the 8" or 10" grade.

In math, the Odessa/Cutlew match may be problematic given the extreme differences across
all grade levels except 4™ and the fact that the differences seem not to favor either district
consistently. Odessa (the demonstration district) has the advantage at 3 grade levels and
Curlew in 3. These are very small districts, which may account for the instability across grade

levels.

These differences can be handled analytically in several ways. In general, they do no?

represent a threat to the matched design.

Table 16 summarizes available data for referrals to special education and office referrals
for behavior. These values are raw counts across all grade levels, and the behavior data
do not include suspensions or expulsions, only referrals (with several exceptions, which
are noted in the table). In several cases there are surprisingly large differences for
districts that are so closely matched in many other respects. For, example, Hoquiam and
Aberdeen are well matched on demographics and relatively well matched on
achievement. However, they differ in the number of students referred to special
education in 2008-2009 (53 in Hoquiam and 125 in Aberdeen). As before, this

circumstance (and others that are similar) does not necessarily compromise the matched
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design. However, it does suggest several questions for the next round of site visits. It
also suggests several modifications to the overall evaluation design, which we discuss in

the Next Steps section of this report.
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Table 14: Pct. Passing 2008 Reading WASL

Pct. Passing 2008 Reading WASL

Status District 3¢ 4t 5t 6" m™ g 10"
RTI Odessa 0.89 0.63 0.71 0.56 0.85 0.50 0.89
Match Cutlew 0.68 0.64 0.74 0.69 0.50 0.62 0.73
RTI Stevenson-Carson 0.58 0.70 0.68 0.71 0.56 0.68 0.40
Match Chimacum 0.75 0.73 0.80 0.57 0.62 0.62 0.77
RTI Kiona-Benton City 0.42 0.45 0.49 0.60 0.64 0.63 0.70
Match White Salmon Valley 0.67 0.66 0.58 0.44 0.60 0.60 0.78
RTI Hoquiam 0.64 0.58 0.65 0.55 0.52 0.53 0.60
Match Aberdeen 0.58 0.67 0.64 0.59 0.49 0.61 0.39
RTI East Valley 0.67 0.62 0.75 0.58 0.53 0.62 0.76
Match Cheney 0.72 0.71 0.75 0.77 0.61 0.73 0.83
RTI White River 0.78 0.79 0.81 0.68 0.67 0.74 0.65
Match Stanwood-Camano 0.77 0.76 0.82 0.68 0.62 0.71 0.71
RTI Walla Walla 0.54 0.63 0.76 0.62 0.54 0.57 0.72
Match Eastmont 0.70 0.76 0.70 0.71 0.64 0.63 0.46
RTI Longview 0.60 0.59 0.67 0.54 0.47 0.49 0.65
Match Kelso 0.59 0.74 0.72 0.63 0.59 0.71 0.55
RTI Shoreline 0.77 0.78 0.81 0.81 0.71 0.74 0.81
Match Central Kitsap 0.71 0.75 0.77 0.70 0.62 0.69 0.69
RTI Richland 0.74 0.80 0.81 0.69 0.57 0.57 0.62
Match Peninsula 0.78 0.81 0.83 0.81 0.74 0.74 0.76
RTI Vancouver 0.65 0.65 0.71 0.63 0.57 0.66 0.60
Match Evergreen (Clark) 0.67 0.71 0.75 0.64 0.63 0.67 0.47
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Table 15: Pct. Passing 2008 Math WASL

Pct. Passing 2008 Math WASL

Status District 31 4t 5t 6™ m™ g 10"
RTI Odessa 0.84 0.44 0.18 0.39 0.77 0.36 0.58
Match Cutlew 0.53 0.57 0.58 0.62 0.38 0.58 0.3
RTI Stevenson-Carson 0.52 0.49 0.58 0.52 0.39 0.41 0.13
Match Chimacum 0.65 0.23 0.48 0.44 0.42 0.45 0.46
RTI Kiona-Benton City 0.33 0.28 0.33 0.41 0.43 0.42 0.31
Match White Salmon Valley 0.58 0.43 0.39 0.24 0.46 0.56 0.47
RTI Hoquiam 0.58 0.27 0.5 0.36 0.36 0.34 0.27
Match Aberdeen 0.6 0.45 0.5 0.45 0.41 0.48 0.12
RTI East Valley 0.67 0.52 0.63 0.44 0.43 0.44 0.42
Match Cheney 0.73 0.53 0.61 0.48 0.58 0.55 0.57
RTI White River 0.79 0.57 0.68 0.48 0.47 0.42 0.32
Match Stanwood-Camano 0.78 0.69 0.72 0.51 0.55 0.55 0.39
RTI Walla Walla 0.52 0.39 0.54 0.4 0.38 0.4 0.38
Match Eastmont 0.69 0.54 0.62 0.42 0.52 0.43 0.23
RTI Longview 0.6 0.43 0.52 0.38 0.35 0.39 0.38
Match Kelso 0.65 0.53 0.6 0.37 0.39 0.4 0.23
RTI Shoreline 0.76 0.66 0.71 0.66 0.63 0.6 0.59
Match Central Kitsap 0.68 0.57 0.61 0.53 0.58 0.62 0.43
RTI Richland 0.7 0.61 0.68 0.55 0.58 0.55 0.39
Match Peninsula 0.77 0.6 0.71 0.6 0.63 0.65 0.52
RTI Vancouver 0.59 0.45 0.55 0.43 0.41 0.45 0.37
Match Evergreen (Clark) 0.67 0.53 0.59 0.49 0.47 0.51 0.28
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Table 16: Numbers of Referrals for Special Education and Behavior

Referral to

District Special BeRP;?e\/:? ; |° I
Education
RTI Odessa 0 0
Match Cutlew 4 11
RTI Stevenson-Carson 23 333
Match Chimacum 27 514
RTI Kiona-Benton City 28 1868
Match Wh1{;3aiilymon 25 226
RTI Hoquiam 53 5340
Match Aberdeen 125 NP
RTT Hast Valley 22 75
Match Cheney NP NP
RTI White River 77 6779
Match Stanwood-Camano 99 1244
RTIT Walla Walla 141 270%
Match Eastmont NP 4639
RTI Longview 84 4319
Match Kelso 114 7309
RTI Shoreline 213 208*
Match Central Kitsap 375 NP
RTI Richland 116 10199
Match Peninsula NP NP
RTI Vancouver 375 2002
Match Evergreen (Clark) NP NP

* School suspensions only
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Recommended Next Steps

Most schools and districts funded by Improving Core Subject Instruction for All Students Pilot Project

(HB 2136) and Re-Tooling Instruction throngh Response to Intervention (RTIZ) are in the early stages of
implementation. Based on survey data and site visits, many are in the process of learning about
RTT’s elements, how those elements are best implemented, and the extent to which they may
have positive impacts on teacher practice and ultimately on student outcomes. Teachers appear
to be confident about their instructional capacity, and they appear to see RTI as having potential.
However, there is a degree of reluctance, typical of the early stages of implementation,

particularly when attempting to push a relatively complex initiative on a large scale.

The reasons for user reluctance vary and may be as complex as the implementation process
itself. A lack of knowledge contributes, both declarative (what is it) and procedural (how is it
done), as do individual and collective concerns with RTI-related efficacy (i.e., confidence that
one can do the task in question or that one’s school or district can do the task). Expectancy
beliefs (i.e., the belief that doing the task in question will result in valued outcomes) should also
be considered, given the relatively prevalent concern in the site visit data with RTT’s potential
effect (or lack thereof) on achievement and special education referrals. Again, these challenges,
and others, typify early implementation, and successful adoption and widespread effective use of
a new program or practice depends, in large measure, on acknowledging each and planning
accordingly. The “theory and science of implementation” is increasingly well articulated, and its
direct application to RTT over the past several years by the National RTT Center and the
National Center on State Scaling-up of Evidence-based Practices offers a framework for

considering next steps for implementation in Washington state.

Recommendations for State-level Practice
= Begin or continue a working relationship with the western regional support person from
the National RTT Center. We can arrange an introduction if you have not already made
the contact. The OSEP-funded Regional Resource Center may also have resources for
assisting with implementation. The important point, in our view, is to think about
implementation as a process that is predictable (probabilistic but predictable) which
means that it (the process) can be influenced if planned for with intent and monitored

with vigor. The National RTT Center shares this perspective.
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We encourage OSPI to consider a more narrow focus for RTT implementation (or
perhaps prioritization of focuses). Little is known about RTT in middle and high school
settings and the tools available for effective implementation are limited in many respects.
Taking a “wait and see” approach to implementation at these levels would allow the
evidence and practice bases to mature, benefiting Washington state’s attempts in these

areas.

Whatever the decision about focus (i.e., elementary schools, middle schools, etc.), we
strongly encourage an investment in professional development. RTI is complex and it is
hard work, even in areas where a great deal is known (i.e., elementary grade levels,
reading). Schools and districts need guidance on what RTT is in Washington state (and
what it is not), how it works, and where each individual fits. Existing roles may be
subject to redefinition. New skills and different capacities may become necessary. Our
view is that a well articulated policy regarding RTT’s elements will give local decision
makers what they need to begin work in these respects. This, in turn, will establish the
agenda for moving forward, with professional development, practice, and ongoing

evaluation.

Of course, this is far easier said... Again, we believe you have a strong ally in the
National RTI Center and we encourage that relationship. We also encourage continued
collaboration with the RTI coordinators' working group that has been a very vital

partner in the external evaluation to date.

Finally, we recommend that a more direct link with important data sources be
established, if possible. Leslie Pyper and her team did a tremendous job with the very
difficult task of pulling together achievement, behavior, referral, and child count data in
the funded and matched districts, a process that required working directly with the
different district offices. We know that SEAs operate within sometimes restrictive
boundaries when student data are involved. We also know that these restrictions vary
from state to state, so we offer this recommendation with the understanding that little
may be possible in this respect. Still, the considerable benefits of being able to draw
down school-level and case-level data directly from a well-maintained data warehouse,
whether for ongoing internal evaluation or for external evaluation, make it worth

mentioning.
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Recommendations for Ongoing Evaluation

The benefit of better data access for program evaluation is related in part to the nature of the
data themselves. Because the data are “nested” (students in classrooms, classrooms in
schools, and schools in districts), “effects” operate at multiple levels. For example, there are
effects at the school level and others that may be more classroom-related. When the nested
structure of the data is not represented in the analysis or design, it is very difficult to distill
the total effect of a program or intervention into its various components (i.e., “school

2 <<

component”, “classroom component”,; etc.). This matters to the extent that information
about effects at these different levels of the educational infrastructure are of interest to and
potential use by the OSPI team. From OSPI’s perspective, we see compelling arguments on
both sides of this issue, and we can describe the pros and cons in more detail by phone. The
bottom line, however, is that estimates of RTT’s impact (where zzpact is the difference in
outcomes caused by RTI versus differences merely associated with RTI) are increasingly

reliable and robust to the extent that data are available at more fundamental levels (school

level is okay, student level is much better).

Whatever the decision about state-level data access, we think there may be merit in
focusing a part of the evaluation on RT’s impact in a district or in schools where
implementation is relatively far along. To be manageable, it would require a very narrow focus,
in terms of content area, grade level, and school district. We should be able to identify
high implementers using year 1 data, and to the extent that those schools have historical
data on student achievement and referrals, they would serve as their own controls (i.e.,
no matching). This would require a considerable level of data access, but narrowing the
scope and working with very successful schools may increase the likelihood of such
access. We would continue the other aspects of the evaluation as proposed, but our
sense is that most sites, particularly at the upper levels, will be in the early phases of
implementation for the next several years (at least), and to aggressively evaluate
outcomes (i.e., at the same level that we propose for the narrow impact evaluation) in

these districts and schools would be a misuse of resources.
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= We are taking steps to increase the response rate on the survey. The 2008 administration
served as a very useful pilot, and we are planning to use virtually the same instrument in
the fall of 2009 and spring of 2010. We are making changes in methods of collection and

management.
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Appendix A

Summaries of Spring 2009
Site Visits
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District: East Valley

Schools: Skyview Elementary and Continuous Curriculum School/ Secondary School Psychologists
Date: Spring 2009

RTI Evaluation Summary

Skyview Elementary and Continuous Curriculum School collaborate together in one building
and jointly implement a four-tier Response to Intervention (RTI) framework in reading and
math in grades Kindergarten through eighth. The site visit to these schools included classroom
observations of reading instruction in Tiers I, I, and III; a classroom observation of math
instruction in Tier III; a teacher focus group; and a focus group with the RTI leadership team.
Follow-up communication regarding a student intervention data meeting took place after the site
visit. Findings from this site visit are summarized in four categories representing a school’s
capacity to improve student achievement using an RTI framework: consensus
building/leadership, data collection and management, multi-tiered system of instruction, and
special education instruction. Further, a focus group interview was completed with the district’s
secondary school psychologists at the middle school to gather information regarding the

district’s secondary RTT implementation.

Consensus Building/Leadership
= These schools have a strong RTI leadership team with support from a variety of
instructional leaders. Teachers and leaders are committed to implementing RTT practices

to improve student outcomes.
» Focus group participants report improved communication between general and special

educators regarding resources, scheduling, and meeting the specific needs of all students.

= Focus group participants report a need for information regarding the availability of RTI-

related PD to continue to strengthen and develop RTT capacity.

Data Collection and Management
* The schools have a data collection system in place (i.e., screening, progress monitoring);
however, systematic progress monitoring and accessibility to collected data is

challenging.
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* The schools utilize ‘data profile’ meetings and Study Study Teams to analyze student data
and progress. However, focus group participants report teachers are frequently unsure

how to use the data to drive instruction.

Multi-Tiered System of Instruction

* A multi-tiered system of instruction for reading and math exists.

= Research-based curriculum is delivered by varied school personnel (i.e., general and
special educators, occupational therapist, speech pathologist, counselor). The schools are

moving forward with RTI implementation in writing and behavior.

= Leaders report differentiating reading instruction has developed; however, differentiating
in other subject areas is challenging. The leadership team requested RTI-related PD
focused on differentiating instruction and alternative models for scheduling

interventions.

Special Education
* The leadership team reports that RTI data is used during special education referrals.
Further, they report evidence suggests students currently qualifying for special education

are those with the greatest needs.

Secondary Summary
The Secondary School Psychologists reported:
= Overall, RTT leadership is coordinated at the district level and secondary schools are
gradually being introduced to RTI-related practices (i.e., data collection, tiered
instructional system).
*  RTI-related PD was completed at both the middle and high school; however, the middle

school appears to be more progressed.

= Secondary schools are beginning to utilize data to determine interventions and a multi-

tiered instructional system is developing.

» RTI data is used when determining special education eligibility at the middle school, but

not at the high school.
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District: Hoquiam
Schools: Washington Elementary/Middle School Principal and SPED Director
Date: Spring 2009

RTI Evaluation Summary

Washington Elementary implements a three-tier Response to Intervention (RTI) framework in
reading, behavior, and Tier 3 Math in grades Kindergarten through sixth. The site visit to
Washington Elementary included classroom observations of reading instruction in Tiers I, II,
and III; observations in Tier 2 Math; a teacher focus group with two teachers; and a focus group
with the RTI leadership team. It was not possible to observe a student intervention data
meeting; however, a teacher who oversees the RTI model on campus provided an overview of
the processes and procedures used to make decisions about interventions and placements in
intervention groups. Findings from this site visit are summarized in four categories representing
a school’s capacity to improve student achievement using an RTI framework: consensus
building/leadership, data collection and management, multi-tiered system of instruction, and
special education instruction. Further, an interview and building tour were completed with the
district’s sole middle school principal and Director of Special Education at the middle school to

gather information regarding the district’s secondary RTT implementation.

Consensus Building/Leadership
*  Opverall, Washington Elementary is enthusiastic about implementing and further
developing effective RTT practices. The staff is committed to ensuring each student
receives effective academic and behavioral interventions needed to make appropriate

progzress.

» Although the district purchased research-based curriculum, there is a lack of
understanding regarding implementation. Ongoing PD is needed focused on

intervention delivery and the RTI process to develop RTT leadership capacity.

Data Collection and Management
» Washington Elementary has a data collection system in place. Screening and progress

monitoring are completed frequently and systematically.
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Team members collaboratively analyze data to drive instruction and select appropriate

interventions to meet students’ needs.

Consistent math core curriculum and assessment measures (i.e., screening, progress

monitoring) are lacking.

Multi-Tiered System of Instruction

A multi-tiered system of instruction is in place for reading and math.

Students “walk to read/math” during core reading and math instruction (e.g., a 50 grader

reading at a 3" grade level receives core instruction in the 3* grade core materials).

Leadership is concerned about the fidelity of implementation of both core and

intervention curriculum.

Special Education

RTI data is used as one piece of data to inform special education eligibility. The team

reported special education referrals have recently decreased.

Secondary Summary

The Middle School Principal and SPED Director reported:

Although there has been inconsistent secondary building leadership, they are enthusiastic

to further develop and implement RTI practices.

There is some evidence of a data management system. Multi-tiered instruction in reading

is present at the middle school.

Considerable concern regarding teachers’ understanding of effective instructional

strategies and overall understanding of the RTT process.

No data regarding the high school’s RTI implementation. Future evaluations need to

include this.
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District: Kiona Benton
Schools: Kiona Benton City Elementary/Secondary RTI Leadership Team
Date: Spring 2009

RTI Evaluation Summary

Kiona Benton City Elementary implements a two-tier Response to Intervention (RTT)
framework in reading in grades Kindergarten through fifth. The site visit to Kiona Benton
Elementary included classroom observations of reading instruction in Tiers I and II; a teacher

focus group with observed teachers and the RTI coach; a focus group with the RTT leadership

team; and an observation of a problem-solving meeting led by the RTI coach. Findings from this

site visit are summarized in four categories representing a school’s capacity to improve student
achievement using an RTI framework: consensus building/leadership, data collection and
management, multi-tiered system of instruction, and special education instruction. Further, a
focus group was held with the district’s secondary RTI Leadership Team to gather information

regarding the district’s secondary RTI implementation.

Consensus Building/Leadership
= Opverall, Kiona Benton benefits from the strong leadership provided by a variety of
instructional leaders. Currently they are in the planning stages or “just trying to figure it

b

out”.

* The leadership team and teachers view RTI as an overall school improvement plan

rather than just a process to identify students for special education.

= Confusion exists among staff regarding RTT implementation. The leadership team and
staff would benefit from on-going RTI-related PD to increase overall understanding of
RTI practices and responsibilities. Further, communication among all participants

regarding the “next steps” in implementation may be beneficial.

Data Collection and Management
» Kiona Benton Elementary does not have a systematic, well-developed data collection
system in place. Screening is completed and data is kept at the district-level. Further,

progress monitoring is not completed.

Prepared by Evaluation Research Services, Austin, Texas

40



The leadership team and teachers report DIBELS assessments will be used in the future
to screen and PM students’ progress.

Teachers report a lack of understanding regarding how to analyze student data to guide
instruction. Future PD are needed to address this area as well as how to monitor student

progress.

Multi-Tiered System of Instruction

Confusion exists among staff regarding the number of tiers currently in place. For
example, the leadership team reports a two-tier system of reading instruction while

teachers report a three-tier system is in place.

Students “walk to read” for approximately 90-minutes of core reading instruction. Tier
two interventions typically occur in small groups during this block. Teachers report
confusion regarding which interventions to use and who is responsible for

implementation.

The leadership team reports the current focus is on improving CORE curriculum and
instruction.

A variety of personnel (i.e., ESL, reading specialist, Title 1) collaborate together to

deliver intervention instruction.

Special Education

RTI data is not typically used to inform special education eligibility; however it has been
considered in isolated cases. The team reported special education referrals have recently

decreased.

Secondary Summary

The RTI Secondary Leadership Team Reported:

They are very excited to take advantage of “the perfect storm” to implement much
needed RTI practices. Further, the staff is supportive of implementing RTT practices to

improve student outcomes.

Secondary leaders and staff received various RTI-related PD and observed area schools

implementing RTT practices.
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* Evidence of a data management system exists. Screening and progress monitoring

occurs; however explicit details are not clear.

* A two-tiered system of instruction exists in the high school; however, information

regarding the middle school is not clear.

* Currently secondary schools are not using RTT data to determine special education

eligibility.
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District: Longview
Schools: Mint Valley Elementary
Date: May 27, 2009

RTI Evaluation Summary

Mint Valley Elementary implements a three-tier Response to Intervention (RTI) framework in
reading in grades?? The site visit included classroom observations of reading instruction in Tiers
I, 11, and III; a teacher focus group; a focus group with the RTI leadership team; and
observation of a student intervention data meeting. Findings from the site visit are summarized
in four categories representing a school’s capacity to improve student achievement using an RTI
framework: consensus building/leadership, data collection and management, multi-tiered system
of instruction, and special education instruction. A meeting with the district’s secondary team to

gather information regarding the district’s secondary RTT implementation was not completed.

Consensus Building/Leadership
= Ten years of RTI implementation have facilitated wide acceptance of the RTI model
amongst Mint Valley Elementary’ School’s staff.
* The strong RTI leadership team has support from a variety of leaders and is committed
to promoting appropriate interventions for all students.
* The school’s RTT process has evolved from a focus on special education

referral/eligibility to providing a systematic framework aimed at improving outcomes for

all students.

Data Collection and Management
* A well-developed data management system exists (i.e., screening, progress monitoring) to

frequently and systematically collect student data.

* Frequent RTI data grade level meetings are held to analyze student progress and adjust

interventions as needed to promote student achievement.

Multi-Tiered System of Instruction

= A three-tiered system of instruction is in place for reading.

Prepared by Evaluation Research Services, Austin, Texas 43



» Teachers expressed the need for more staff to provide the intensity and number of

intervention groups they would ideally like to implement.

Special Education
»  Special education eligibility is based on the 1QQ/achievement discrepancy model. It is not
clear whether the district also considers RTI data as an additional source to determine

special education eligibility.

Secondary Summary
* Secondary RTT information was not gathered thus resulting in the need to investigate the

district’s secondary RTT implementation in the future.
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District: Richland
Schools: White Bluffs Elementary/Executive Director for Special Programs
Date: May 15, 2009/June 25, 2009

RTI Evaluation Summary

White Bluffs Elementary implements a three-tier Response to Intervention (RTT) framework in
reading and incorporates behavior and math when necessary in grades Kindergarten through
fifth. The site visit to White Bluffs included classroom observations of reading instruction in
Tiers I, II, and III; an observation of a student intervention data meeting; a teacher focus group
with all observed teachers, reading specialists, and educational assistants; and a focus group with
the RTT leadership team. Findings from this site visit are summarized in four categories
representing a school’s capacity to improve student achievement using an RTI framework:
consensus building/leadership, data collection and management, multi-tiered system of
instruction, and special education instruction. Further, a telephone interview was completed with
the district’s Executive Director for Special Programs to gather information regarding the

district’s secondary RTT implementation.

Consensus Building/Leadership
*  White Bluffs has a strong leadership team with support from a variety of instructional
leaders. Staff was specifically retained and recruited based on their willingness to

participate in RTI practices.

*  White Bluffs has made RTI and related Professional Learning Communities the core

components for building consensus and leadership capacity.

Data Collection and Management
*  White Bluffs has an extensive data collection system in place. Screening and progress

monitoring are completed frequently and systematically.

* Team members collaboratively analyze data to drive instruction and select appropriate

interventions to meet students’ needs.

Multi-Tiered System of Instruction

»  Observations indicate a multi-tiered instructional system is in place at all grade levels.
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Highly trained educational assistants implement the core of the school’s research-based
ghly p

intervention practices.

Observed intervention instruction included effective instructional and behavioral

management strategies.

Special Education

The leadership team reported that RTT data is not used during special education
referrals. However, they also reported that the RTI process has lead to less special

education re-evaluations.

Secondary Summary

The Executive Director for Special Services reported:

Each secondary school is at a different place along the continuum for implementing a
multi-tiered instructional system. High schools are generally more developed than middle

schools.

Shared teacher leadership has contributed to some successful implementation practices.

Focus on professional learning communities has helped to facilitate systemic change.

There is very little evidence of a systematic data system (i.e., screening, progress

monitoring) and using data to drive instructional change and monitor students’ progress.

RTI reading data is used as one source when determining special education eligibility.
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District: Stevenson-Carson
Schools: Stevenson Elementary and Carson Elementary
Date: May 13, 2009

RTI Evaluation Summary

Stevenson Elementary and Carson Elementary implement a three-tier Response to Intervention
(RTI) framework in reading in grades K-6. The site visits included classroom observations of
reading instruction in Tiers I, II, and III; a teacher focus group; and a focus group with the RTI
leadership team. An observation of a student intervention data meeting was not completed.
Findings from the site visit are summarized in four categories representing a school’s capacity to
improve student achievement using an RTI framework: consensus building/leadership, data
collection and management, multi-tiered system of instruction, and special education instruction.
A meeting with the district’s secondary team to gather information regarding secondary RTI

implementation was not completed.

Consensus Building/Leadership

* The RTI leadership team has support from a variety of leaders and is committed to
promoting appropriate interventions for all students.

* There appears to be a common understanding and language regarding RTI
implementation.

= School staff has widely accepted the RTI Model and work collaboratively to provide
interventions; however, both are concerned with the amount of work/time required and
the ability of assessments to comprehensively assess students.

* The RTI leadership team and teacher focus groups report the need for on-going,
proactive RTI-related PD. Further, having all staff attend trainings and creating an RTI

handbook (i.e., job roles, processes, tasks) would facilitate RTT implementation.

Data Collection and Management
* A well-developed data management system exists (i.e., screening, progress monitoring) to

frequently and systematically collect student data.

» The reading coach reports monthly RTI data grade level meetings are held to analyze

student progress and adjust interventions as needed to promote student achievement.
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Multi-Tiered System of Instruction
» A three-tiered system of instruction is in place for reading.
* Both schools use a variety of research-based curriculum in all three tiers of reading
instruction.
= Student movement between tiers is based upon aim line data points. Students who move

back to Tier I are PM often and may still receive some intervention so they do not

regress.

Special Education
»  Special education eligibility is based on the IQ/achievement discrepancy model.
However, the district also considers RTI data as an additional source to determine

special education eligibility.

Secondary Summary
* Secondary RTT information was not gathered thus resulting in the need to investigate the

district’s secondary RTT implementation in the future.
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District: Walla Walla
Schools: Prospect Point Elementary /Secondary RTI Coordinator
Dates: May 11. 2009/June 29, 2009

RTI Evaluation Summary

Prospect Point Elementary implements a three-tier Response to Intervention (RTI) framework
in reading and behavior in grades K- 5. They have recently begun to implement RTI in behavior
and math. The site visit to Walnut Grove included classroom observations of reading instruction
in Tiers I, II, and I1I; a teacher focus group with all observed teachers; and, a focus group with
the building RTT Leadership team. Further, a video-recorded student intervention data meeting
including leadership personnel such as the principal and counselor as well as other school
personnel was used to inform this summary. Findings from this site visit and video-recorded
student intervention data meeting are summarized in four categories representing a school’s
capacity to improve student achievement using an RTI framework: consensus
building/leadership, data collection and management, multi-tiered system of instruction, and
special education instruction. Further, a telephone interview was completed with the district’s
secondary RTT Coordinator to gather information regarding the district’s secondary RTI

implementation.

Consensus Building/Leadership
= Prospect Point leadership and teachers value collaborative work and see it as an effective
system to build internal trust, accountability, and maximize educational outcomes for all

students.

* The team reports they have made effective use of resources and personnel in their
system in order to meet the needs of all students (e.g., ELL, Title, behavior, and special

education)

» There appeats to be a lack of familiarity regarding RTT terminology /language regarding
implementation. Perhaps PD that includes this common terminology/language may

facilitate collaboration and communication.

Data Collection/Management
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» Teachers and specialists use a variety of data to make decisions about students and their
academic needs. Overall, there is an extensive data system in place (e.g., screening,

progress monitoring) that involves teachers, students, and parents.

= Staff members collaboratively analyze student data to ensure adequate progress is

demonstrated and interventions are appropriate.

Multi-Tiered System of Instruction
*  Observed instruction suggests effective elements of instruction utilized within a multi-
tiered instructional system to support students in reading is in place.
= There is emphasis in the district on providing effective interventions for students,
through CAST meetings, grade level meetings, and student problem solving meetings.

* Administrators and teachers both described goals to expand the tiered intervention

framework into behavior and math.

Special Education
= RTI data is used as an additional data source to identify students for special education
eligibility. Data presented indicates a decrease in special education referrals during the

past yeat.

Secondary Summary
The Secondary RTI Coordinator reported:
» High schools are progressing towards RTT reading and math implementation while
middle schools are in the beginning implementation stages.
= PD focused on differentiating instruction during core instruction, collecting and
analyzing data, identifying appropriate interventions, and collaborative skills is needed.
* RTI reading data is used as an additional data source to determine special education

eligibility.
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District: White River
Schools: Foothills Elementary/Secondary leaders
Date: June 9, 2009

RTI Evaluation Summary

Foothills Elementary implements a three-tier Response to Intervention (RTI) framework in
reading in Kindergarten through fifth. The site visit to Foothills included classroom observations
of reading instruction in Tiers I, II, and III; an observation of a student intervention data
meeting; a teacher focus group; and a focus group with the RTT leadership team. Findings from
this site visit are summarized in four categories representing a school’s capacity to improve
student achievement using an RTI framework: consensus building/leadership, data collection
and management, multi-tiered system of instruction, and special education instruction. Further, a
focus group interview was completed at Foothills with leaders form the district’s secondary

schools to gather information regarding the district’s secondary RTI implementation.

Consensus Building/Leadership
* The leadership team and the third grade team are leading the effort to adopt RTI

practices school-wide; however not all grade levels/teachers are required to patticipate

until the 2009 school year.

* The leadership team plans to target general educators’ understanding and willingness to
participate in RTT practices. Further, they report collaboration and trust between
teachers needs to be developed as well as RTI-related job role responsibilities.

= All teachers participated in reading-related PD; however teachers may need further PD
focused on understanding the RTT process, intervention strategies, and using data to

drive instruction.

Data Collection and Management
* The third grade team developed an extensive data collection system (i.e., screening,

progress monitoring); however, other grade levels are just beginning implementation.

* The third grade team demonstrated using data to drive instruction and group students

homogeneously for intervention. Data is used to determine students’ intervention needs.

Multi-Tiered System of Instruction
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* Foothills Elementary utilizes research-based interventions; however, the use/adoption of

curriculum (i.e., core, intervention) varies greatly among teachers.

* The third grade team implements a systematic, tiered instructional system. It is unclear if
the other grade levels are implementing a tiered system; however, it was reported that
varied school personnel implement interventions daily (i.e., Title 1, SPED, GE) based on

student need and availability.

* Report data lacked detailed description of teachers’ instructional and behavioral

strategies used during interventions.

Special Education
* The district does not utilize RTI data to determine eligibility for special education;
however, it was reported that the number of elementary special education referrals has

decreased and those referred typically quality for eligibility.

Secondary Summary

Secondary Leaders Reported:

= Secondary schools are in their first year of RTT implementation and are moving towards

focusing on students’ needs.

* The high school is developing core curriculum and Tier three interventions. The middle
school is focused on developing progress monitoring tools. Both are unsure how to
implement Tier two interventions.

*  Detailed information regarding how secondary schools are implementing an RT1

framework is needed.

Prepared by Evaluation Research Services, Austin, Texas 52



Appendix B

School Summaries of
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Description of Survey Respondents

Totals Teacher Paraeducator Other
N
Total Number of Respondents 1098 (4520) 203 70 (reported
total)
1072 194 70 N
Years as an educator 15.74 10.71 16.88 mean
(0.5 —43) (0-32) (1-38) (range)
1077 194 70
Years at current school 9.01 7.77 9.9
(0.5 - 39) (0.5 —28) (1-39)
Years in current class (grade level, content 1057 7 65
area, level of instruction) 8.5 694 989
eV h (0 — 43) (0.5 — 27) (0 — 35)
Highest Degree Teacher Paraeducator
. 1 101 6 N
High School 0% 50% 9% %
- 4 51 6
Associate’s Degree 0% 259 9%
, 320 39 10
Bachelor’s Degree 29% 19% 14%
, 744 3 44
Master’s Degree 68% 1% 63%
6 0 0
Doctorate 1% 0% 0%
55 49 6
Other 5% 24% 9%
Highly Qualified? 96.7% 0% 87.0% %
SPED Endorsement 15.1% 1.5% 14.7%
Other Certification 51.4% 17.5% 52.5%
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Description of Survey Respondents, Continued

Teacher Paraeducator Other
Readin 727 185 34 N
eading 66% 91% 49% %
‘ 648 134 29
Mathematics 599% 66% 41%
_§) Science oo o ;
2 48% 18% 11%
o
o] . ) 558 24 12
< Social Studies 51% 12% 17%
T
o . 462 70 22
é Behavior 42% 34% 31%
, 623 76 27
Wiritten Language 57% 37% 39%
293 27 31
Other 27% 13% 44%
_ 559 164 28 N
_§7 Elementary (K-4) 50% 80% 40% %
Lo} ) 437 90 28
@ Middle (5-8) 40% 44%, 40%
el
o]
=t ) 228 23 30
Q) _
ngh 9-12) 21% 11% 43%
Tier I oo o " %
B ) 81% 24% 54% | %
-]
o] ) 627 136 40
l—
g [Tl 57% 67% 57%
B . 350 116 36
D
E’ Tier I11 329, 57% 51%
o 191 4 8
9 Accelerated 17% 2%, 11%
o
>
8 52 20 7
Other 5% 10% 10%
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Survey Results by District each district (excluding self-reported “non-implementers’ as indicated by a response of “none” to the question, “In
y y g p p y p q >

what area(s) is RTI being used (select all that apply) in the classroom in which you work?”)

Description of Survey Respondents

> 8 1 O [
() = 3 o o) c = ()
= 5 2 < 9 2 &
S [a'a] > K] (=
; 15} < o o £
2 g 5 & & = =
L é —I %] 2 =
o | Teachers 99 211) | 59 (106) | 25108) | 142384 | 12200 | 330645 | 23(76) | 129 366) | 116 239) | N
2 | Paraeducators 19 (89) 11 1(29) 24 0 (10) 59 13 30 (126) 25 |(reported
F | Others 10 1 0 6 0 8 12 10 7 total)
126 70 24 165 12 389 47 164 142 N
Years as an educator 16.01 16.67 16.22 16.71 10.83 14.09 13.43 14.67 14.94 mean
9.39 11.25 8.65 9.88 8.71 9.32 9.68 9.71 8.62 s.d.
125 69 25 166 12 390 48 162 145
Years at current school 10.49 10.08 11.91 9.68 8.33 7.56 8.63 8.77 8.42
8.21 9.36 9.28 711 6.43 7.01 7.69 6.98 5.95
Years in current class (grade level 125 67 2 163 12 380 47 156 133
tent atea. level of instruction > 9.46 9.55 10.32 7.6 6 7.9 8.26 7.68 8.23
content area, level of instruction) 8.03 9.73 8.48 6.07 5.94 7.63 7.57 7.8 7.3
. 14 9 1 17 0 21 6 12 13 N
High School 11% 13% 4% 10% 0% 5% 13% 7% 9% %
Associate’s Degree 1o 1 0 > . 19 4 1 8
8 & 8% 1% 0% 3% 0% 5% 8% 7% 5%
GEJ) Bachelor’s Deoree 27 23 11 40 6 108 9 50 38
a & 21% 32% 42% 23% 50% 27% 19% 30% 26%
B | Maccers Deoree 74 36 14 102 6 239 26 90 84
'g) g 58% 51% 54% 59% 50% 60% 54% 53% 57%
T | Doctorte 0 0 0 3 0 2 0 0 0
ctora 0% 0% 0% 2% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0%
8 7 0 9 0 28 5 24 13
Other
6% 10% 0% 5% 0% 7% 10% 14% 9%
Highly Qualified? 97.9% 96.1% 96.0% 98.4% 100.0% 97.5% 87.5% 98.3% 93.4% %
SPED Endorsement 16.1% 15.7% 11.5% 13.1% 25.0% 15.8% 8.5% 11.8% 13.0%
Other Cetrtification 50.9% 27.9% 45.5% 42.6% 72.7% 48.1% 46.3% 51.0% 50.7%
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Description of Survey Respondents, Continued

C
© c O 2
K S 2 § 2 2 =
; o) = [} o o
8 g 8 2 5 = £
hi g = o &5 >3 =
Readin 97 53 17 150 12 264 37 136 97 N
ading 76% 75% 65% 87% 100% 66% 77% 80% 66% %
Mathematice 88 48 20 136 11 217 18 111 97
£ athematic 69% 68% 77% 79% 92% 55% 38% 66% 66%
2 . 59 35 16 108 10 163 12 67 58
S Science
© 46% 49% 62% 63% 83% 1% 25% 40% 39%
5 Social Studics 66 34 17 105 10 182 12 75 48
< u 52% 48% 65% 61% 83% 46% 25% 44% 32%
5 Behavior 58 42 12 112 8 155 17 66 44
S v 45% 59% 46% 65% 67% 39% 35% 39% 30%
S Written Lan 69 39 17 119 11 210 17 112 68
oh Language 54% 55% 65% 69% 92% 53% 35% 66% 46%
Other 31 12 7 37 2 84 9 42 30
24% 17% 27% 20% 17% 21% 19% 25% 20%
= 75 44 13 156 11 202 29 104 69 N
- - _
g | Dlementary (K4 59% 62% 50% 91% 92% 51% 60% 62% 47% %
[e]
2 , 63 28 7 60 2 160 13 66 65
_§ Middle (5-8) 49% 39% 27% 35% 17% 40% 27% 39% 44%
o 4 12 14 7 0 0 84 14 22 43
O | High O-12) 9% 20% 27% 0% 0% 21% 29% 13% 29%,
£ | e 91 54 23 127 11 279 30 114 103 N
g’ ¢ 71% 76% 88% 74% 92% 70% 63% 67% 70% %
2 Tier 11 88 31 12 104 6 276 25 113 89
5 69% 44% 46% 60% 50% 70% 52% 67% 60%
] . 44 24 7 74 2 198 21 38 60
2 Tier 111
£ 34% 34% 27% 43% 17% 50% 44% 20% 1%
cC
= | Acceterated 12 2 3 25 3 85 7 21 21
O coerere 9% 3% 12% 15% 25% 21% 15% 12% 14%
(0]
0 6 0 0 5 1 20 4 16 9
g | Other 5% 0% 0% 3% 8% 5% 8% 9% 6%
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RTI Implementation

S 1 O —
Koy £ 2 o S 3 )
5 o 9 = > ; =z
> [a'a] > S c
; o e ) o o
@ 2 & o S = =
i 3 — 2 = =
Non-Implementers (these
respondents were removed from the %
: 20% 13% 30% 4% 14% 13% 31% 15% 15%
rest of this summary)
. 80 50 18 135 12 269 33 119 94
o |Reading 63% 70% 69% 780 100% 68% 69% 700 64%
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
S Mathemmatics 58 32 17 87 3 142 3 63 59
= 45% 45% 65% 51% 25% 36% 6% 37% 40%
g . 13 6 3 19 2 35 3 18 9
— SClence 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
o 10% 8% 12% 11% 17% 9% 6% 11% 6%
g 21 7 8 16 2 39 1 25 10
g . .
T [Pocial Studies 16% 10% 31% 9% 17% 10% 2% 15% 7%
2 Behavior 35 24 5 55 1 70 1 39 29
S 27% 34% 19% 32% 8% 18% 2% 23% 20%
Writien 1. 36 10 8 45 2 92 4 52 33
en Language 28% 14% 31% 26% 17% 23% 8% 31% 22%
Other 8 0 2 11 0 24 5 13 11
6% 0% 8% 6% 0% 6% 10% 8% 7%
Classtoom teacher 90 57 2 120 8 307 21 130 111 N
ssroom teache 70% 80% 85% 70% 67% 77% 44%, 77% 75% %
o | soecialived teacher 62 27 9 85 4 125 11 85 59
g [|PPecaized teache 48% 38% 35% 49% 33% 31% 23% 50% 40%
>
L piinrofossional 50 38 9 88 9 204 25 95 69
= | Araprotessiona 39% 54% 35% 51% 75% 51% 52% 56% 47%
(o)
E | pacent Volunteer 18 2 2 40 3 36 1 15 20
g a u 14% 3% 8% 23% 25% 9% 2% 9% 14%
[J]
L 6 71 1 2 12 3 1 7 2
cC
= |Rescarch Staff 5% 100% 4% 1% 100% 1% 2% 4% 1%
Other 8 2 2 10 1 16 4 22 6
¢ 6% 3% 8% 6% 8% 4%, 8% 13% 4%,
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RTI Implementation, Continued

Level Of RTIl Implementation

> S ' O —

() = 2 S o) c = [

5 3 2 5 2 S =

> < o < & o i

B 2 5 - o = E

i 3 ! 7] = =

, 15 9 0 17 0 52 5 25 12
0 - None/Don’t know 11.7% | 12.7% 0% 9.9% 0% 131% | 104% | 148% | 8.1%

| - Exolomation 36 18 13 41 2 74 4 37 29
~ Exploratio 281% | 254% | 50% | 238% | 16.%7 | 18.6% | 83% | 21.9% | 19.6%

2 — Installation y 6 . 22 1 38 0 0 19
N 3.1% 85% | 11.5% | 128% | 83% 9.6% 0% 3.6% | 12.8%

3 nitial Imolementati 19 6 6 33 5 70 1 31 29
~ it implementation 148% | 85% | 231% | 192% | 41.7% | 17.6% | 21% | 183% | 19.6%

4 — Full Implementation 3 16 1 25 1 04 > 3 20
Crenamp 141% | 225% | 38% | 145% | 83% | 161% | 104% | 207% | 13.5%

5 nnova 17 8 2 15 2 62 13 10 22
T nnovation 133% | 11.3% | 7.7% 87% | 167% | 15.6% | 27.1% | 59% | 14.9%

6 - Sustainabilic 11 8 0 6 0 20 11 15 12
- Sustaiiablity 8.6% | 11.3% 0% 3.5% 0% 5% 229% | 8.9% 8.1%

%
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In the past year, how many professional
development activities have been offered
(and/ot provided) to you that helped you
implement an RTT framework of
instruction? (1 = none;2=1o0r2;3 =3
or 4;4 =5 or more)

Professional Development Frequency (Scale: 1 - 4)

116
1.84

Hoguiam

68
2.15

Kiona-Benton

24
2.46

Longview

159
1.75

12
2.42

Richland

373
1.84

Stevenson-

35
2.89

=
O
E
g

157
1.82

White River

141
2.18

Mean
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0 — No Response

Screening and Progress Monitoring: Assessment Knowledge

>
)
O
>
—
1]
O
[T}

Kiona-Benton

Longview

Richland

Stevenson-

Walla Walla

White River

175% | 16.9% | 154% | 11.0% | 167% | 13.6% | 250% | 107% | 8.8% %
(7]
C
5 . 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
=1 Other/Off Topic 0% 1.4% 0% 0% 0% 0.3% 0% 0% 0%
%
D 2 — Incorrect Definition i 8 6 27 0 61 ’ 57 32
= 204% | 11.3% | 23.1% | 15.7% 0% 154% | 146% | 21.9% | 21.6%
(2]
o]
3 . 20 14 5 40 3 76 9 35 53
2 3 — Broad/Vague Definition 15.9% | 197% | 192% | 233% | 25.0% | 19.1% | 188% | 20.7% | 35.8%
c
s . . 29 15 5 47 3 85 9 28 21
Q
o |4 Partial Definition 23.0% | 21.1% | 192% | 273% | 250% | 21.4% | 188% | 16.6% | 14.2%
(7]
5 Full Definici 18 21 6 39 4 118 1 51 29
- etinition 143% | 29.6% | 231% | 227% | 333% | 29.7% | 229% | 302% | 19.6%
0 No Resbon 26 13 5 16 2 57 11 16 17 N
— Yo fesponse 206% | 183% | 192% | 93% | 167% | 144% | 229% | 95% | 11.5% Yo
[72]
c
S . 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 2 0
£ [~ Other/Off Topic 0% 1.4% 0% 0% 0% 0.5% 0% 1.2% 0%
(]
= 5 Incorrect Definition 17 10 3 12 0 33 2 19 21
£ |77 heeree AeEe 135% | 141% | 115% | 7.0% 0% 83% | 42% | 112% | 142%
]
i . 29 16 12 47 3 124 21 51 55
2 3 — Broad/Vague Definition 23.0% | 225% | 462% | 27.3% | 25.0% | 31.2% | 43.8% | 302% | 37.2%
[72]
8 |, pactial Definition 40 26 6 81 5 145 10 61 42
g artial Hetnito 31.7% | 36.6% | 231% | 471% | 41.7% | 365% | 208% | 36.1% | 28.4%
o
. 14 5 0 16 2 35 4 20 13
> — Full Definition 111% | 7.0% 0% 93% | 167% | 8.8% 83% | 11.8% | 88%
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Screening and Progress Monitoring: Assessment Frequency (scale: 1 —5)

East Valley
Longview
Richland

Stevenson-

Walla Walla

White River

c
[e]
o
c
0]
@
O
c
]
A4

How often were screening measures
administered in the past year? 102 64 22 143 8 354 37 153 135 N
(1 = never; 2 = once; 3 = twice; 3.72 3.55 3.91 4.24 4.38 3.73 3.7 3.82 4.1 Mean

4 = three times; 5 = more than 3 times)

How often are progress monitoring
measures administered in Tier I1? 91 61 21 137 8 329 33 139 122
(1 = never; 2 = 6 weeks; 3 = 4/5 weeks; 2.75 3.41 2.1 3.44 3.38 2.81 3.36 3.1 3.2

4 = 2/3 weeks; 5 = weekly or more often)

How often are progress monitoring
measures administered in Tier ITI? 91 62 22 138 10 326 32 130 119
(1 = never; 2 = 6 weeks; 3 = 4/5 weeks; 243 3.24 1.86 3.45 3.6 2.94 3.5 2.29 3.23

4 = 2/3 weeks; 5 = weekly or more often)

How often is student data reviewed to
make instructional decisions (e.g. to
change an intervention within the same 94 59 19 133 9 321 34 133 119
tier of instruction)? (1 = never; 2 = 1/2 2.18 2.44 1.68 2.34 2.78 2.11 2.38 2.38 2.34
data points; 3 = 3-5 data points; 4 = 6
data points; 5 = >06 data points)

How often is data reviewed to determine
if students need to be provided with a

different tier of instruction? (1 = never; 2 98 64 23 149 10 322 36 143 135
= 3x per year; 3 = 6 weeks; 2.46 2.72 2.48 3.16 2.9 2.73 3.86 2.69 2.76
4 = monthly; 5 = more often than

monthly)
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Implementation Coherence: East Valley (Spokane)

Do not S.Irongly Disagree  Agree Strongly
know disagree agree
RowN% RowN% RowN% RowN% RowN %
This §chool is oftep one of the first to adopt a new program, 22.9% | 2.6% 121.6% | 43.1% | 9.89%
practice, or educational model.
Th1_s school hgs explicit goals for what we want students to 6.8% | 3.0% | 10.6% | 47.09% | 32.6%
achieve (learning outcomes) at each grade level.
li(i)sg r';r:ti ;bgﬁicsnzcegof()()lr students’ learning outcomes are 135% 1 8% 1105% | 63.9% | 11.3%
There is a system in place to ensure that all instruction (core,
intervention and sup_plemeptal) is being delivered with fidelity 21.1% | 33% 1 13.8% | 4939 | 12.5%
(i.e., faithfully, or as it was intended by the creator, developer
ot publisher).
At th1.s school, we know what the ﬁd§11ty criteria are (e, 302% | 6.79% 110.1% | 44.39% | 8.79%
what is being looked for or at) when instruction is observed.
Esseejjggizﬁifoﬁg this school spend time in class 10.4% | 6.7% | 14.9% | 38.1% | 29.9%
ftr?}irsa:é; i(()j improving student performance are coordinated 10.0% 1 549 11159 | 52.3% | 20.8%
Everyone who delivers instruction (core, intervention and 5200 | 1.9% | 7.1% | 43.5% | 42.2%
supplemental) to students in my classroom is knowledgeable.
i&lilszzgci:ts receive core instruction in the general education 13.8% | 6.6% | 929% 129.69% | 40.8%
C_ore instruction is designed to engage all studf,nts (e.g., 11.8% | 33% | 929 143.19% | 32.79%
differentiated or adapted to meet each student’s needs).
”Sllizr; {[ss z; tsirksl'ic:rllczﬁi)coﬁrocess for intervening with struggling 9.2% | 2.1% | 9.99% | 48.6% | 30.3%
]iiz:i(;rs at this school are meeting the needs of struggling 04% | 7% |15.4% | 54.49% | 20.1%
This school has a set of clear, predetermined, grade-level
benchmarks (i.e., cut scores, goals/targets, or percentiles) that | 14.5% | .7% | 9.9% | 51.3% | 23.7%
are used to determine which students are at risk.
This school has a set of clear, predetermined entry and exit
ctiteria for all levels of instruction/intervention (core and 20.5% | 3.3% | 22.5% | 42.4% | 11.3%
interventions).
At th}s schogl, we use d@ta from each screening to ensure that 23.3% | 33% | 11.3% | 47.3% | 14.79%
core instruction is meeting the needs of most of our students.
At this school,. a'dmmlstratc?rs use assessment information to 30.1% | 3.0% | 10.5% 1 39.19% | 17.3%
help make decisions about instruction.
At this sch.ool, teacher.s use as.sessment information to help 125% 1 1.6% | 63% |58.6% | 21.1%
make decisions about instruction.
I am able to interpret assessment data. 8.5% | 2.3% | 6.9% |52.3% | 30.0%
isasrzls :sll:nttodrgzke instructional decisions based upon 109% 1 239 | 3.9% |51.29% | 31.8%
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Implementation Coherence: East Valley (Spokane), Continued

Do not S.Irongly Disagree  Agree Strongly
know disagree agree
tsiﬁ(;fylzififmmg RTI, instructional decisions are made in a 45.0% | 13% | 81% 13620 | 9.4
Since implementing RTI, instructional decisions are made
efficiently (i.e., students do not have to wait to receive 46.7% | 2.7% | 7.3% | 32.7% | 10.0%
appropriate instruction).
Since implementing RTI, instructional decisions are made
reliably (i.e., students receive instruction appropriate to their | 41.3% | 2.7% | 6.0% | 38.0% | 12.0%
level of need).
Since implementing RTT, at-risk students are identified early. | 42.7% | 2.7% | 4.0% | 35.3% | 15.3%
Since implementing RT1T, all at-risk students are identified. 51.0% | 3.4% | 8.1% | 26.8% | 10.7%
Since 1mpl§menF1ng RTI, fewer sFudents who atre not at risk 5720 | 28% | 7.6% | 27.69% | 4.8%
have been identified as being at risk.
Leaders in this school prqwde educators with resources they 1779% | 3.49% [ 13.6% | 55.19% | 10.2%
need to meet student achievement goals.
Leac_lers at this school provide dlrecﬂon in matters of 1929% | 5.4% | 11.5% | 46.99% | 16.9%
curriculum, teaching, and learning.
?Ot Otilciisnsactlggol, professional development related to RTT is 44.2% | 5.49% 115.5% | 27.99% | 7.00%
Educators at this school are prepared to implement RTL 41.4% | 6.3% | 14.1% | 32.0% | 6.3%
Leaders in my school have been offered adequate
opportunities to increase their ability to assist with RTI 44.0% | 4.7% | 12.7% | 26.0% | 12.7%
implementation.
In gen(?ral, 1 tblgk 1 am capz}ble of managing my instruction 88% | 279 | 1.4% | 46.67% | 4057
(e.g., differentiating instruction, pacing, etc).
E;::gi;; z;tfrftzclﬁzf for me to access help with 17.7% | 2.0% | 16.3% | 45.6% | 18.4%
Zl ggergzr;iiotgmk I am capable of managing my students 6.7% | 2.0% | 2.0% | 42.00% | 47 3%
zz:srfoi; ng;“;fngfe for me to access help with 152% | 2.6% |13.9% | 44.4% | 23.8%
Educators at this schogl .h.ave an influence on RTI-related 46.3% | 4.0% | 81% 12820 | 13.4%
school policies and activities.
iilﬁ(;tgéz at this school work together to solve RTI-related 3929 | 3.49% | 6.8% |33.8% | 16.9%
E;rtlliz(r)rrllp‘lzriloerrlmng RTI, our school has a more-widely shared 43.8% | 3.4% | 7.59% | 30.8% | 14.49%
Since implementing RTI, our students’ learning outcomes 0 0 0 0 0
have improved in all areas in which RTI was implemented. STV 27% [ 6:7% | 25.5% | 8.1%
Since 1rpplementmg RTI, the number of referrals to Special 71.4% | 2.0 11020 | 1560 | 7%
Education has decreased.
Sme? 1mplemept1ng RTI., there have 1?6?1’1 fe\yer referrals to 69.0% | 1.4% | 9.79% 1159 | 4.1
Special Education that did not result in identification.
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Implementation Coherence: Hoquiam

Donot Strongly Strongly

Disugree Agree

know disagree agree

RowN% RowN% RowN% RowN% RowN %

This school is often one of the first to adopt a new program,
practice, or educational model.

19.8% | 3.7% | 9.9% | 38.3% | 28.4%

This school has explicit goals for what we want students to achieve
(learning outcomes) at each grade level.

.0% 2.5% | 3.8% | 35.4% | 58.2%

Goals and objectives for students’ learning outcomes are being met

. 10.8% | 2.7% | 10.8% | 64.9% | 10.8%
at this school.

There is a system in place to ensure that all instruction (core,
intervention and supplemental) is being delivered with fidelity (i.e.,
faithfully, or as it was intended by the creator, developer or
publisher).

12.7% | 7.6% | 15.2% | 51.9% | 12.7%

At this school, we know what the fidelity criteria are (i.e., what is

[ 0 0 0, 0
being looked for or at) when instruction is observed. 4% | 11.4% [ 16.5% f 43.0% | 17.7%

The administrators at this school spend time in class observing
instruction.

1.3% | 12.7% | 12.7% | 43.0% | 30.4%

Programs for improving student performance are coordinated at

. 2.6% 3.8% 9.0% [ 55.1% | 29.5%
this school.

Everyone who delivers instruction (core, intervention and
supplemental) to students in my classroom is knowledgeable.

2.5% 1.2% | 11.1% | 49.4% | 35.8%

All students receive core instruction in the general education

8.9% | 12.7% | 15.2% | 34.2% | 29.1%
classroom.

Core instruction is designed to engage all students (e.g.,

0 0 0 0 0
differentiated or adapted to meet each student’s needs). 30%  1.2% | L1 | 6170 f22.2%

There is a systematic process for intervening with struggling

. 4.9% 4.9% | 12.3% | 46.9% | 30.9%
students at this school.

Educators at this school are meeting the needs of struggling

9.1% 3.9% | 13.0% | 55.8% | 18.2%
students.

This school has a set of clear, predetermined, grade-level
benchmatks (i.e., cut scotes, goals/tatgets, ot percentiles) that are 7.4% 3.7% 6.2% | 39.5% | 43.2%
used to determine which students are at risk.

This school has a set of clear, predetermined entry and exit criteria

. . . . . 12.7% | 5.1% | 11.4% | 48.1% [ 22.8%
for all levels of instruction/intervention (cote and interventions).

At this school, we use data from each screening to ensure that core
instruction is meeting the needs of most of our students.

11.1% | 6.2% | 11.1% | 40.7% | 30.9%

At this school, administrators use assessment information to help
make decisions about instruction.

13.9% | 10.1% | 15.2% | 41.8% | 19.0%

At this school, teachers use assessment information to help make
decisions about instruction.

I am able to interpret assessment data. 8.8% | 3.8% | 3.8% | 55.0% | 28.8%

I am able to make instructional decisions based upon assessment
data.

3.9% | 2.6% | 7.9% | 52.6% | 32.9%

77% | 2.6% | 2.6% | 56.4% [ 30.8%

Since implementing RT1T, instructional decisions are made in a
timely manner.

29.1% | 6.3% | 12.7% | 40.5% | 11.4%
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Implementation Coherence: Hoquiam, Continued

Do not  Strongl Strong
ono .rong v Disugree Agree rong’y
know disagree agree
Smce implementing RTI, 1nstru§monal de.clslons are 'mad.e efﬁc1ept1y 282% | 5.1% | 17.9% | 3339 | 15.4%
(i.e., students do not have to wait to receive appropriate instruction).
Smce 1mplemenugg RTI, 1nst'ruct10nal degslons are made reliably 228% | 38% | 769 | 4300 | 22.8%
(i.e., students receive instruction appropriate to their level of need).
Since implementing RT1T, at-risk students are identified early. 22.8% | 2.5% | 10.1% | 43.0% | 21.5%
Since implementing RT1T, all at-risk students are identified. 25.0% | 5.3% 9.2% | 39.5% | 21.1%
Smce.lrnpl.ementmg RTI, fewer students who are not at risk have 395% | 3.9% | 11.8% | 3680 | 7.99%
been identified as being at risk.
Leaders in this school provide educators with resources they need to 75% 1| 5.0% | 2009 | 5500 | 12.5%
meet student achievement goals.
tzalifi:flsga;;gml;crl;?sé provide direction in matters of curriculum, 51% | 38% 11779 | 5700 | 1659
CAC: (;cr}zisnsactlelgol, professional development related to RTT is 1459 | 26% 1 17.1% | 5539% | 10.5%
Educators at this school are prepared to implement RTL 18.2% | 6.5% | 15.6% | 49.4% | 10.4%
Leaders in my sc.hool hav; beep offered adequate opportunities to 190% | 13% 1 1529% | 51.99% | 12.79%
increase their ability to assist with RTT implementation.
Ir} genergl, I th}nk 1 am capabl§ of managing my instruction (e.g., 38% | 26% | 779% | 56.49% | 29.59%
differentiating instruction, pacing, etc).
Ell;lf;jclsi snsystem in place for me to access help with managing my 128% | 2.6% 1 205% | 51.3% | 12.8%
Ibr;l?ae‘r:;;?l, I think I am capable of managing my students (e.g., 0% 13% | 25% | 53.20% | 43.0%
Ill;ifglexl;j:tem in place for me to access help with classroom 14% | 51% 1 203% | 46.8% | 16.5%
E(jlilcciitso;z Statcl;il‘s]iiice};ool have an influence on RTI-related school 225% | 5.0% | 200% | 4380 | 8.8%
iilﬁc:fg)é: at this school work together to solve RTI-related 187% | 53% 1 133% | 45.39% | 17.3%
i;x:lzip‘lzgfjung RTI, our school has a more-widely shared 213% | 40% | 12.0% | 5079 | 12.0%
$1nce 1mpl.ementmg RTI, our students l.earmng outcomes have 423% | 3.8% | 9.00% | 3330% | 11.5%
improved in all areas in which RTI was implemented.
]S:jgii;tr;;[;lir;l:z:zgeizclf the number of referrals to Special 66.7% | 2.6% | 6.49% | 1549 | 9.0%
Since 1rpplemenqng RTI, ther§ have l?een fewer referrals to Special 71.8% | 38% | 38% | 1280 | 779
Education that did not result in identification.
Prepared by Evaluation Research Services, Austin, Texas 66




Implementation Coherence: Kiona-Benton

Donot Strongly Strongly

Disugree Agree

know disagree agree

RowN% RowN% RowN% RowN% RowN %

This school is often one of the first to adopt a new program,
practice, or educational model.

17.1% | 11.4% | 42.9% | 22.9% | 5.7%

This school has explicit goals for what we want students to achieve
(learning outcomes) at each grade level.

83% | 5.6% | 22.2% | 44.4% | 19.4%

Goals and objectives for students’ learning outcomes are being met

. 19.4% | 8.3% | 22.2% | 41.7% | 8.3%
at this school.

There is a system in place to ensure that all instruction (core,
intervention and supplemental) is being delivered with fidelity (i.e.,
faithfully, or as it was intended by the creator, developer or
publisher).

16.7% | 16.7% | 22.2% | 38.9% | 5.6%

At this school, we know what the fidelity criteria are (i.e., what is

[ 0 0 0, 0
being looked for or at) when instruction is observed. 194% | 13.9% [ 22.2% | 38.9% | 5.6%

The administrators at this school spend time in class observing

. . 2.8% 5.6% | 19.4% | 61.1% | 11.1%
instruction.

Programs for improving student performance are coordinated at

. 11.4% | 8.6% | 28.6% | 37.1% | 14.3%
this school.

Everyone who delivers instruction (core, intervention and
supplemental) to students in my classroom is knowledgeable.

8.3% .0% 8.3% | 27.8% | 55.6%

All students receive core instruction in the general education

16.7% .0% 8.3% | 38.9% | 36.1%
classroom.

Core instruction is designed to engage all students (e.g.,

0 0, 0 0 0,
differentiated or adapted to meet each student’s needs). 8.3% Ao | LIV ] 55.6% 1 25.0%

There is a systematic process for intervening with struggling

. .0% 56% | 44.4% | 44.4% | 5.6%
students at this school.

Educators at this school are meeting the needs of struggling

5.6% 2.8% | 41.7% | 41.7% | 8.3%
students.

This school has a set of clear, predetermined, grade-level
benchmatks (i.e., cut scotes, goals/tatgets, ot percentiles) that are 20.0% | 2.9% | 40.0% | 22.9% | 14.3%
used to determine which students are at risk.

This school has a set of clear, predetermined entry and exit criteria

. L . . . 22.2% | 2.8% | 44.4% ] 30.6% | .0%
for all levels of instruction/intervention (cote and interventions).

At this school, we use data from each screening to ensure that core
instruction is meeting the needs of most of our students.

19.4% | 2.8% | 27.8% | 47.2% | 2.8%

At this school, administrators use assessment information to help
make decisions about instruction.

30.6% | 5.6% | 22.2% | 33.3% | 8.3%

At this school, teachers use assessment information to help make
decisions about instruction.

I am able to interpret assessment data. 0% 2.9% | 8.8% | 61.8% | 26.5%

11.1% | 2.8% | 5.6% | 63.9% | 16.7%

I am able to make instructional decisions based upon assessment

5.9% 2.9% | 11.8% | 55.9% | 23.5%
data.

Since implementing RT1T, instructional decisions are made in a
timely manner.

44.4% | 11.1% | 22.2% | 16.7% | 5.6%
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Implementation Coherence: Kiona-Benton, Continued

Donot Strongly Strong|
ono .rong v Disugree Agree rong’y
know disagree agree
Smce implementing RTI, 1nstru§monal de.clslons are 'mad.e efﬁc1ept1y 38.9% | 13.99% | 25.0% | 13.99% | 8.3%
(i.e., students do not have to wait to receive appropriate instruction).
Smce 1mplemenugg RTI, 1nst'ruct10nal degslons are made reliably 40.0% | s.6% | 28.6% | 2000 | 2.99
(i.e., students receive instruction appropriate to their level of need).
Since implementing RT1T, at-risk students are identified early. 27.8% | 13.9% | 25.0% | 27.8% | 5.6%
Since implementing RT1T, all at-risk students are identified. 25.0% | 8.3% | 36.1% | 22.2% | 8.3%
Smce.lrnpl.ementmg RTI, fewer students who are not at risk have 583% | 2.8% | 19.49% | 1679 | 2.8%
been identified as being at risk.
Leaders in this school provide educators with resources they need to 222% | 839% | 2789 | 3330 | 5.6%
meet student achievement goals.
tzalifi:flsg a'; ;glslezcr};?r?é provide direction in matters of curriculum, 143% | 11.4% 1 28.6% | 371% | s.6%
CAC: (;cr}zisnsactlelgol, professional development related to RTT is 25.0% | 1679% | 11.1% | 4720 | 0%
Educators at this school are prepared to implement RTL 19.4% | 13.9% | 25.0% | 38.9% | 2.8%
Leaders in my sc.hool hav; beep offered adequate opportunities to 27.8% | 11.1% | 11.19% | 41.79% | 8.3%
increase their ability to assist with RTT implementation.
Ir} genergl, I th}nk 1 am capabl§ of managing my instruction (e.g., s6% | 28% | 83% | 5000 | 33.3%
differentiating instruction, pacing, etc).
;Ir*llrslterrjcltsisnsystem in place for me to access help with managing my 222% | 569 | 1679 | 3339 | 22.20%
Ibr;l?ae‘r:;;?l, I think I am capable of managing my students (e.g., 28% | 289 | 289% | 38.99% | 50.8%
Ill;ifglexl;j:tem in place for me to access help with classroom 86% | 299% | 200% | 5719 | 11.4%
Edggators at th.ls .s.chool have an influence on RTI-related school 278% | 83% | 36.1% | 2500 | 2.8%
policies and activities.
iilﬁc:fg)é: at this school work together to solve RTI-related 278% | 83% | 2789% | 3069 | 5.6%
i;x:lzip‘lzgfjung RTI, our school has a more-widely shared 389% | 11.1% | 13.9% | 36.19% | 0%
$1nce 1mpl.ementmg RTI, our students l.earmng outcomes have s5.6% | 13.9% | 0 | 25.0% | 5.6%
improved in all areas in which RTI was implemented.
Since 1mplemenmng RTI, the number of referrals to Special 833% | 83% | 56% | 2.8% 0%
Education has decreased.
Since 1rpplemenqng RTI, ther§ have l?een fewer referrals to Special 83.3% | 5.6% 2.8% 8.3% 0%
Education that did not result in identification.
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Implementation Coherence: Longview

Donot Strongly Strongly

Disugree Agree

know disagree agree

RowN% RowN% RowN% RowN% RowN %

This school is often one of the first to adopt a new program,

practice, or educational model 11.4% | 5.7% | 13.7% | 43.4% | 25.7%

This school has explicit goals for what we want students to achieve
(learning outcomes) at each grade level.

.6% 2.8% | 2.2% | 42.1% | 52.2%

Goals and objectives for students’ learning outcomes are being met

. 4.7% 24% | 11.8% | 67.6% | 13.5%
at this school.

There is a system in place to ensure that all instruction (core,
intervention and supplemental) is being delivered with fidelity (i.e.,
faithfully, or as it was intended by the creator, developer or
publisher).

9.6% | 2.3% | 17.5% | 52.0% [ 18.6%

At this school, we know what the fidelity criteria are (i.e., what is

o 0, 0 0, 0
being looked for or at) when instruction is observed. 16:5% | 1% [ 12.5% f 51.7% | 18.2%

The administrators at this school spend time in class observing
instruction.

2.8% | 2.8% | 6.2% | 58.4% | 29.8%

Programs for improving student performance are coordinated at

. 4.6% 1.1% | 12.6% | 51.4% | 30.3%
this school.

Everyone who delivers instruction (core, intervention and
supplemental) to students in my classroom is knowledgeable.

2.3% 2.3% 51% | 41.5% | 48.9%

All students receive core instruction in the general education

3.4% 7.3% | 19.2% | 32.2% | 37.9%
classroom.

Core instruction is designed to engage all students (e.g.,

0 0 0 0 0
differentiated or adapted to meet each student’s needs). 28% | 3% | 9T | 48.9% [ 35.2%

There is a systematic process for intervening with struggling

. 2.3% 1.7% | 13.0% | 51.4% | 31.6%
students at this school.

Educators at this school are meeting the needs of struggling

5.1% 1.7% | 16.6% | 59.4% | 17.1%
students.

This school has a set of clear, predetermined, grade-level
benchmatks (i.e., cut scotes, goals/tatgets, ot percentiles) that are 2.8% 2.3% 2.8% | 39.5% | 52.5%
used to determine which students are at risk.

This school has a set of clear, predetermined entry and exit criteria

. . . . . 9.7% | 1.7% | 18.2% | 48.9% [ 21.6%
for all levels of instruction/intervention (cote and interventions).

At this school, we use data from each screening to ensure that core
instruction is meeting the needs of most of our students.

6.8% 1.1% | 7.4% | 56.8% | 27.8%

At this school, administrators use assessment information to help
make decisions about instruction.

10.7% | 1.1% | 3.4% | 48.0% | 36.7%

At this school, teachers use assessment information to help make
decisions about instruction.

I am able to interpret assessment data. 4.0% 6% 4.0% | 49.2% | 41.8%

I am able to make instructional decisions based upon assessment
data.

2.8% | 2.3% | 1.1% | 51.1% | 42.6%

5.7% 2.8% 4.0% | 43.2% | 44.3%

Since implementing RT1T, instructional decisions are made in a
timely manner.

24.0% | 1.7% | 18.9% | 44.0% | 11.4%
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Implementation Coherence: Longview, Continued

Do not  Strongl Strong
ono .rong v Disugree Agree rong’y
know disagree agree
Smce implementing RTI, 1nstru§monal de.clslons are 'mad.e efﬁc1ept1y 21.0% | 2.8% | 193% | 42.00 | 14.8%
(i.e., students do not have to wait to receive appropriate instruction).
Smce 1mplemenugg RTI, 1nst'ruct10nal degslons are made reliably 6% | 6% 0.4% | 60.8% | 14.6%
(i.e., students receive instruction appropriate to their level of need).
Since implementing RT1T, at-risk students are identified early. 12.7% | 4.6% | 16.8% | 47.4% [ 18.5%
Since implementing RT1T, all at-risk students are identified. 18.7% | 4.2% | 24.1% | 41.6% | 11.4%
Smce.lrnpl.ementmg RTI, fewer students who are not at risk have 35.0% | 6 | 1120 | 4189 | 10.6%
been identified as being at risk.
Leaders in this school provide educators with resources they need to 41% | 29% | 9.9% | 63.79% | 1930
meet student achievement goals.
tzalifi:flsg a'; ;glslezcr};?r?é provide direction in matters of curriculum, 290% | 35% | 64% | 6220 | 25.0
CAC: (;cr}zisnsactlelgol, professional development related to RTT is 188% | 65% 1 2209 | 4350 | 82
Educators at this school are prepared to implement RTL 21.1% | 4.7% | 22.2% | 39.8% | 12.3%
Leaders in my sc.hool hav; beep offered adequate opportunities to 38.1% | 48% | 16.19% | 33.99% | 7.1%
increase their ability to assist with RTT implementation.
Ir} genergl, I th}nk 1 am capabl§ of managing my instruction (e.g., 6% 24% | 1.8% a7.00 | 47.6%
differentiating instruction, pacing, etc).
Ell;lf;jclsi snsystem in place for me to access help with managing my 47% | 29% | 94% | 56.5% | 25.99%
Ibr;l?ae‘r:;;?l, I think I am capable of managing my students (e.g., 0% 2.3% % | 453% | 51.00%
Ill;ifglexl;j:tem in place for me to access help with classroom 20% | a6 | 879 | 5260 | 30.6%
E(j?cciit:;z;taz}g;iice}?d have an influence on RTI-related school 28.1% | 18% | 135% | 4449 | 1239
iilﬁc:fg)é: at this school work together to solve RTI-related 162% | 129% 1 11.0% | 5260 | 19.1%
i;x:lzip‘lzgfjung RTI, our school has a more-widely shared 240% | 1.8% | 15.8% | 44.49% | 14.0%
$1nce 1mpl.ementmg RTI, our students l.earmng outcomes have 41.6% | 179% 1 1279% | 3530 | 8.79%
improved in all areas in which RTI was implemented.
]S:jgii;tr;;[;lir;l:z:zgeizclf the number of referrals to Special 6220 | 35% | 15.1% | 1579 | 359
Since 1rpplemenqng RTI, ther§ have l?een fewer referrals to Special 65.1% | 23% | 105% | 18.0% | 4.1%
Education that did not result in identification.
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Implementation Coherence: Odessa

Do not  Strongl Strong
ono .rong v Disugree Agree rong’y
know disagree agree
RowN% RowN% RowN% RowN% RowN %
This §chool is oftep one of the first to adopt a new program, 231% | 0% 0% | 23.1% | 53.8%
practice, or educational model.
This gchool has explicit goals for what we want students to achieve 0% 0% 0% | 462% | 53.8%
(learning outcomes) at each grade level.
a(icziliss z:clgo(z)li]ectlves for students’ learning outcomes are being met 0% 0% 0% 1 692% | 30.8%
There is a system in place to ensure that all instruction (core,
intervention and supp!emental) is being delivered with fidelity (i.e., 7790 | 779% | 15.4% | 3859 | 30.8%
faithfully, or as it was intended by the creator, developer or
publisher).
At. this school, we know What. the ﬁd§l1t§r. criteria are (i.e., what is 779% 1 779 | 779 | 3850 | 38.5%
being looked for or at) when instruction is observed.
;fll;frizlglgilstmtors at this school spend time in class observing 0% 0% | 308% | 53.8% | 15.49%
f}fics)ir?}r:;f) 1for improving student performance are coordinated at 7 7% 0% 1 1549% | 385% | 38.5%
Everyone who delivers instruction (core, intervention and 0% 0% 0% | 30.8% | 69.20%
supplemental) to students in my classroom is knowledgeable. ' ’ ’ ' '
CAlgszzL;iilts receive core instruction in the general education 0% 779% | 23.1% | 38.59% | 30.8%
Cpre instruction is designed to engage all stud?nts (e.g., 0% 770, 0% | 4620 | 46.2%
differentiated or adapted to meet each student’s needs).
;lllgzr(; 1; ztsiﬁit:rglimocolfrocess for intervening with struggling 0% 779% | 779 | 69.20% | 15.4%
iigzitt:rs at this school are meeting the needs of struggling 9.1% 0% 1 182% | 5450 | 1820
This school has a set of clear, predetermined, grade-level
benchmatks (i.e., cut scotes, goals/tatgets, ot percentiles) that are 15.4% .0% .0% 30.8% | 53.8%
used to determine which students are at risk.
This school has.a set of clegr, predetc?rmlned entry.and exit eritetia | o340 | 30, 779% | 46.2% | 23.1%
for all levels of instruction/intervention (core and intetrventions).
At this gcho.ol, we use data from each screening to ensure that core 779% |V 779% | 779 | 5380 | 23.1%
instruction is meeting the needs of most of our students.
At this scbgol, adm1n1§trators use assessment information to help 231% | 0% 0% | 462% | 30.8%
make decisions about instruction.
At t.h'ls school, téachers use assessment information to help make 0% 0% 0% 1 41.7% | 583%
decisions about instruction.
I am able to interpret assessment data. 0% 0% 7.7% | 38.5% | 53.8%
;:tr: able to make instructional decisions based upon assessment 0% 0% 0% | 36.4% | 63.6%
iﬁzﬁ:z};ﬁtﬁfﬂﬂng RTI, instructional decisions are made in a 167% 1 16.7% | 1679 | 4179 | 8:3%
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Implementation Coherence: Odessa, Continued

Do not  Strongl Strong
ono .rong v Disugree Agree rong’y
know disagree agree
Smce implementing RTI, 1nstru§monal de.clslons are 'mad.e efﬁc1ept1y 779% | 15.4% | 30.8% | 3859% | 7.79
(i.e., students do not have to wait to receive appropriate instruction).
Smce 1mplemenugg RTI, 1nst'ruct10nal degslons are made reliably 779% | 779 | 2319 | 3850 | 23.1%
(i.e., students receive instruction appropriate to their level of need).
Since implementing RT1T, at-risk students are identified early. 77% | 7.7% | 7.7% | 61.5% | 15.4%
Since implementing RT1T, all at-risk students are identified. 8.3% | 16.7% | 8.3% | 50.0% | 16.7%
Smce.lrnpl.ementmg RTI, fewer students who are not at risk have 8.3% 0% 1 250% | 583% | 83%
been identified as being at risk.
Leaders in this school provide educators with resources they need to 91% | 9.1% 0% | 6360 | 182
meet student achievement goals.
tzalifi:flsg a'; ;glslezcr};?r?é provide direction in matters of curriculum, 0% 9.1% 0% | 6360 | 273%
CAC: (;cr}zisnsactlelgol, professional development related to RTT is 154% | 7.79% 1 23.19% | 30.8% | 23.1%
Educators at this school are prepared to implement RTL 15.4% | 15.4% | 15.4% | 38.5% | 15.4%
Leaders in my sc.hool hav; beep offered adequate opportunities to 30.8% | 154% | 779 | 3850 | 7.79%
increase their ability to assist with RTT implementation.
Ir} genergl, I th}nk 1 am capabl§ of managing my instruction (e.g., 779 0% 779 | 30.8% | 53.8%
differentiating instruction, pacing, etc).
Ell;lf;jclsi snsystem in place for me to access help with managing my 7 7% 0% 1 23.1% | 53.8% | 15.4%
Ibr;l?ae‘r:;;?l, I think I am capable of managing my students (e.g., 0% 0% 0% | 4620 | 53.8%
Ill;ifglexl;j:tem in place for me to access help with classroom 0% 0% 1 154% Ve1s0% | 23.1%
E(jlilcciitso;z Statcl;il‘s]iiice};ool have an influence on RTI-related school 154% | 77% | 23.1% | 53.8% | 0%
iilﬁc:fg)é: at this school work together to solve RTI-related 8.3% 0% 83% | 583% | 25.0%
i;x:lzip‘lzgfjung RTI, our school has a more-widely shared 231% | 779% | 15.4% | 30.89% | 23.1%
$1nce 1mpl.ementmg RTI, our students l.earmng outcomes have 231% | 779% | 23.1% | 30.89% | 15.4%
improved in all areas in which RTI was implemented.
]S:jglcli ;trzz)[;lilr;l:ztézrge fszclf the number of referrals to Special 615% | 0% | 308% | 779 0%
Since 1rpplemenqng RTI, ther§ have l?een fewer referrals to Special 69.2% 0% 23.1% | 7.7% 0%
Education that did not result in identification.
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Implementation Coherence: Richland

Donot Strongly Strongly

Disugree Agree

know disagree agree

RowN% RowN% RowN% RowN% RowN %

This school is often one of the first to adopt a new program,
practice, or educational model.

18.2% | 1.1% | 10.8% | 40.4% | 29.4%

This school has explicit goals for what we want students to achieve
(learning outcomes) at each grade level.

42% | 2.9% | 7.8% | 45.9% | 39.2%

Goals and objectives for students’ learning outcomes are being met

. 9.6% 1.6% 7.1% | 60.1% | 21.6%
at this school.

There is a system in place to ensure that all instruction (core,
intervention and supplemental) is being delivered with fidelity (i.e.,
faithfully, or as it was intended by the creator, developer or
publisher).

15.6% | 5.8% | 21.2% | 42.0% | 15.4%

At this school, we know what the fidelity criteria are (i.e., what is

o 0, 0 0, o
being looked for or at) when instruction is observed. 20.5% | 58% | 17.0% 1 40.6% | 16.1%

The administrators at this school spend time in class observing
instruction.

45% | 4.3% | 14.1% | 51.1% | 26.0%

Programs for improving student performance are coordinated at

. 5.2% 3.4% | 14.5% | 54.1% | 22.6%
this school.

Everyone who delivers instruction (core, intervention and
supplemental) to students in my classroom is knowledgeable.

5.8% 2.7% 6.3% | 45.0% | 40.3%

All students receive core instruction in the general education

10.5% | 4.2% | 11.8% | 38.2% | 35.3%
classroom.

Core instruction is designed to engage all students (e.g.,

0 0 0 0 0
differentiated or adapted to meet each student’s needs). 8.5% [ 2:7% 1 9.2% | 45.7% | 33.9%

There is a systematic process for intervening with struggling

. 4.7% 2.7% | 13.1% | 53.6% | 26.0%
students at this school.

Educators at this school are meeting the needs of struggling

7.8% 2.0% | 15.7% | 54.1% | 20.4%
students.

This school has a set of clear, predetermined, grade-level
benchmatks (i.e., cut scotes, goals/tatgets, ot percentiles) that are 5.6% 2.7% 7.6% | 50.6% | 33.6%
used to determine which students are at risk.

This school has a set of clear, predetermined entry and exit criteria

. . . . . 15.6% | 4.4% | 19.8% | 42.0% [ 18.2%
for all levels of instruction/intervention (cote and interventions).

At this school, we use data from each screening to ensure that core
instruction is meeting the needs of most of our students.

16.0% | 2.9% | 12.7% | 46.8% | 21.4%

At this school, administrators use assessment information to help
make decisions about instruction.

13.3% | 2.9% | 8.4% | 45.3% | 30.0%

At this school, teachers use assessment information to help make
decisions about instruction.

I am able to interpret assessment data. 52% | 1.8% | 6.8% | 52.0% | 34.2%

I am able to make instructional decisions based upon assessment
data.

7.6% 1.6% | 3.6% | 54.8% | 32.4%

6.9% | 2.9% | 6.3% | 50.1% [ 33.8%

Since implementing RT1T, instructional decisions are made in a
timely manner.

26.6% | 3.8% | 15.1% | 39.0% | 15.3%
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Implementation Coherence: Richland, Continued

Donot Strongly Strong|
ono .rong v Disugree Agree rong’y
know disagree agree
Smce implementing RTI, 1nstru§monal de.clslons are 'mad.e efﬁc1ept1y 233% | 3.6% | 208% | 36.99% | 15.4%
(i.e., students do not have to wait to receive appropriate instruction).
Smce 1mplemenugg RTI, 1nst'ruct10nal degslons are made reliably 225% | 149% | 1239 | 4750 | 16.4%
(i.e., students receive instruction appropriate to their level of need).
Since implementing RT1T, at-risk students are identified early. 19.4% | 2.3% | 10.8% | 45.9% [ 21.6%
Since implementing RT1T, all at-risk students are identified. 254% | 2.5% | 19.5% | 36.2% | 16.5%
Smce.lrnpl.ementmg RTI, fewer students who are not at risk have 415% | 2.0% | 919% | 365% | 10.9%
been identified as being at risk.
Leaders in this school provide educators with resources they need to 105% | 3.0% 1 155% | 52.39% | 18.99%
meet student achievement goals.
tzalifi:flsga;;gml;crl;?sé provide direction in matters of curriculum, 66% | 300 11589 | 5240 | 2220,
CAC: (;cr}zisnsactlelgol, professional development related to RTT is 192% | 620% 1 24.99% | 38.49% | 11.4%
Educators at this school are prepared to implement RTL 17.3% | 6.6% | 20.7% | 39.9% | 15.5%
Leaders in my sc.hool hav; beep offered adequate opportunities to 301% | 469% | 1539% | 36.79% | 13.4%
increase their ability to assist with RTT implementation.
Ir} genergl, I th}nk 1 am capabl§ of managing my instruction (e.g., 750 | 11% | 3.4% | 4939 | 38.5%
differentiating instruction, pacing, etc).
;Ir*llrslterrjcltsisnsystem in place for me to access help with managing my 145% | 279% 1 17.5% | 45.8% | 19.5%
Ibr;l?ae‘r:;;?l, I think I am capable of managing my students (e.g., 34% | 16 | 200 | 4430 | 48.6%
Ill;ifglexl;j:tem in place for me to access help with classroom 125% | 259% | 1279% | 44.99% | 27.4%
Edggators at th.ls .s.chool have an influence on RTI-related school 23.6% | 55% | 1319% | 41.79% | 16.1%
policies and activities.
iilﬁc:fg)é: at this school work together to solve RTI-related 191% | 320% 1 11.8% | 44.99% | 21.0%
i;x:lzip‘lzgfjung RTI, our school has a more-widely shared 25.6% | 3.99% | 12.8% | 4169 | 16.0%
$1nce 1mpl.ementmg RTI, our students l.earmng outcomes have 405% | 259% | 950 | 3420 | 13.3%
improved in all areas in which RTI was implemented.
Since 1mplemenmng RTI, the number of referrals to Special 625% | 9 43% | 221% | 10.2%
Education has decreased.
Since 1rpplemenqng RTI, ther§ have l?een fewer referrals to Special 715% | 119% | 279 | 1749 | 720
Education that did not result in identification.
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Implementation Coherence: Stevenson-Carson

Donot Strongly Strongly

Disugree Agree

know disagree agree

RowN% RowN% RowN% RowN% RowN %

This school is often one of the first to adopt a new program,
practice, or educational model.

34.4% | 1.6% 1.6% | 37.7% | 24.6%

This school has explicit goals for what we want students to achieve
(learning outcomes) at each grade level.

9.8% | 3.3% | 3.3% | 41.0% | 42.6%

Goals and objectives for students’ learning outcomes are being met

. 11.9% | 1.7% | 10.2% | 59.3% | 16.9%
at this school.

There is a system in place to ensure that all instruction (core,
intervention and supplemental) is being delivered with fidelity (i.e.,
faithfully, or as it was intended by the creator, developer or
publisher).

14.8% | 6.6% | 16.4% | 47.5% | 14.8%

At this school, we know what the fidelity criteria are (i.e., what is

0 0, 0 0, 0
being looked for or at) when instruction is observed. 18.6% 1 51% [ 11.9% f 508% | 13.6%

The administrators at this school spend time in class observing
instruction.

8.2% 0% | 16.4% | 41.0% | 34.4%

Programs for improving student performance are coordinated at

. 9.8% 6.6% | 11.5% | 37.7% | 34.4%
this school.

Everyone who delivers instruction (core, intervention and
supplemental) to students in my classroom is knowledgeable.

9.8% 1.6% 4.9% | 45.9% | 37.7%

All students receive core instruction in the general education

16.7% | 8.3% | 30.0% | 23.3% | 21.7%
classroom.

Core instruction is designed to engage all students (e.g.,

0 0 0 0 0
differentiated or adapted to meet each student’s needs). 13:3% 1 10.0% [ 18.3% f 41.7% | 16.7%

There is a systematic process for intervening with struggling

. 9.8% 1.6% 8.2% | 44.3% | 36.1%
students at this school.

Educators at this school are meeting the needs of struggling

11.5% | 1.6% | 13.1% | 54.1% | 19.7%
students.

This school has a set of clear, predetermined, grade-level
benchmatks (i.e., cut scotes, goals/tatgets, ot percentiles) that are 11.5% | 1.6% 8.2% | 34.4% | 44.3%
used to determine which students are at risk.

This school has a set of clear, predetermined entry and exit criteria

. . . . . 18.3% | 3.3% | 18.3% | 36.7% | 23.3%
for all levels of instruction/intervention (cote and interventions).

At this school, we use data from each screening to ensure that core
instruction is meeting the needs of most of our students.

31.1% | 3.3% | 82% | 29.5% | 27.9%

At this school, administrators use assessment information to help

. ) . 20.0% | 1.7% 6.7% | 35.0% | 36.7%
make decisions about instruction.

At this school, teachers use assessment information to help make
decisions about instruction.

I am able to interpret assessment data. 6.6% | 3.3% | 1.6% | 42.6% | 45.9%

I am able to make instructional decisions based upon assessment
data.

19.7% | 3.3% 1.6% | 31.1% | 44.3%

9.8% | 3.3% | 6.6% | 37.7% | 42.6%

Since implementing RT1T, instructional decisions are made in a
timely manner.

45.0% | .0% | 10.0% | 31.7% | 13.3%
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Implementation Coherence: Stevenson-Carson, Continued

Do not  Strongl Strong
ono .rong v Disugree Agree rong’y
know disagree agree
Smce implementing RTI, 1nstru§monal de.clslons are 'mad.e efﬁc1ept1y 458% | 1.79% | 13.6% | 25.49% | 13.6%
(i.e., students do not have to wait to receive appropriate instruction).
Smce 1mplemenugg RTI, 1nst'ruct10nal degslons are made reliably 50.0% | 3.6% | 1.8% | 30.49% | 143%
(i.e., students receive instruction appropriate to their level of need).
Since implementing RT1T, at-risk students are identified early. 43.9% | 3.5% | 1.8% | 31.6% | 19.3%
Since implementing RT1T, all at-risk students are identified. 44.6% | 3.6% 54% | 30.4% | 16.1%
Smce.lrnpl.ementmg RTI, fewer students who are not at risk have 550% | 529% | 3.49% | 2930 | 6.99%
been identified as being at risk.
Leaders in this school provide educators with resources they need to 237% | 349% | 179 | 3900 | 3220
meet student achievement goals.
tzalifi:flsga;;gml;crl;?sé provide direction in matters of curriculum, 203% | 34% | 519% | 4580 | 25.49
CAC: (;cr}zisnsactlelgol, professional development related to RTT is 44.8% | 349% | 5200 | 3280 | 13.8%
Educators at this school are prepared to implement RTL 39.0% | 5.1% | 3.4% | 35.6% | 16.9%
Leaders in my sc.hool hav; beep offered adequate opportunities to 508% | 34% | 5.19% | 27.19% | 13.6%
increase their ability to assist with RTT implementation.
Ir} genergl, I th}nk 1 am capabl§ of managing my instruction (e.g., 102% | 1.7 0% | 407% | 47.5%
differentiating instruction, pacing, etc).
Ell;lf;jclsi snsystem in place for me to access help with managing my 158% | 0% 8.8% | 43.99% | 31.6%
Ibr;l?ae‘r:;;?l, I think I am capable of managing my students (e.g., 100% | 33% | 1.79% 1 35.0% | 50.0%
Ill;ifglexl;j:tem in place for me to access help with classroom 20% | 0% | 136% | 3560 | 28.8%
E(jlilcciitso;z Statcl;il‘s]iiice};ool have an influence on RTI-related school 46.6% | 349% | 349% | 2079 | 25.99
iilﬁc:fg)é: at this school work together to solve RTI-related 397% | 349% | 179 | 24.19% | 31.0%
i;x:lzip‘lzgfjung RTI, our school has a more-widely shared s18% | 1.8% | 18% | 2320 | 21.49%
$1nce 1mpl.ementmg RTI, our students l.earmng outcomes have 534% | 179% | 6.9% | 24.19% | 13.8%
improved in all areas in which RTI was implemented.
]S:jgii;tr;;[;lir;l:z:zgeizclf the number of referrals to Special 28.6% | 3.6% | 369 | 1250 | 18%
Since 1rpplemenqng RTI, ther§ have l?een fewer referrals to Special 845% | 1.79% | 17% | 103% | 1.79%
Education that did not result in identification.
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Implementation Coherence: Walla Walla

Donot Strongly Strongly

Disugree Agree

know disagree agree

RowN% RowN% RowN% RowN% RowN %

This school is often one of the first to adopt a new program,
practice, or educational model.

18.6% | 1.5% | 10.3% | 45.9% | 23.7%

This school has explicit goals for what we want students to achieve
(learning outcomes) at each grade level.

4.6% | 3.6% | 7.2% | 40.0% | 44.6%

Goals and objectives for students’ learning outcomes are being met

. 7.8% 1.0% | 10.9% | 62.2% | 18.1%
at this school.

There is a system in place to ensure that all instruction (core,
intervention and supplemental) is being delivered with fidelity (i.e.,
faithfully, or as it was intended by the creator, developer or
publisher).

15.4% | 4.1% | 22.1% | 36.4% | 22.1%

At this school, we know what the fidelity criteria are (i.e., what is

o 0, 0 0, o
being looked for or at) when instruction is observed. 2L3% | 2.1% | 164% 1 42.1% | 17.9%

The administrators at this school spend time in class observing
instruction.

51% | 4.6% | 16.8% | 52.6% [ 20.9%

Programs for improving student performance are coordinated at

. 7.2% 1.5% | 11.9% | 50.0% | 29.4%
this school.

Everyone who delivers instruction (core, intervention and
supplemental) to students in my classroom is knowledgeable.

57% | 1.5% | 4.6% | 50.0% [ 38.1%

All students receive core instruction in the general education

9.7% 6.1% | 15.8% | 35.7% | 32.7%
classroom.

Core instruction is designed to engage all students (e.g.,

0 0 0 0 0,
differentiated or adapted to meet each student’s needs). 2% | 41% | 10.8% | 47.9% [ 32.0%

There is a systematic process for intervening with struggling

. 3.6% 3.1% | 12.2% | 51.0% | 30.1%
students at this school.

Educators at this school are meeting the needs of struggling

7.3% 1.0% | 14.0% | 54.4% | 23.3%
students.

This school has a set of clear, predetermined, grade-level
benchmatks (i.e., cut scotes, goals/tatgets, ot percentiles) that are 6.6% 1.0% 9.2% | 42.9% | 40.3%
used to determine which students are at risk.

This school has a set of clear, predetermined entry and exit criteria

. . . . . 19.5% | 1.0% | 19.0% | 42.1% [ 18.5%
for all levels of instruction/intervention (cote and interventions).

At this school, we use data from each screening to ensure that core
instruction is meeting the needs of most of our students.

154% | 1.0% | 9.2% | 47.2% | 27.2%

At this school, administrators use assessment information to help
make decisions about instruction.

22.8% | 3.0% | 7.6% | 40.1% | 26.4%

At this school, teachers use assessment information to help make
decisions about instruction.

I am able to interpret assessment data. 6.2% | 21% | 3.6% | 50.3% [ 37.9%

I am able to make instructional decisions based upon assessment
data.

5.7% 1.0% | 4.2% | 52.1% | 37.0%

7.7% 1.0% 5.2% | 45.9% | 40.2%

Since implementing RT1T, instructional decisions are made in a
timely manner.

35.1% | 1.0% | 8.4% | 42.9% | 12.6%
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Implementation Coherence: Walla Walla, Continued

Donot Strongly Strong|
ono .rong v Disugree Agree rong’y
know disagree agree
Smce implementing RTI, 1nstru§monal de.clslons are 'mad.e efﬁc1ept1y 346% | 1.6% | 89% | 4350 | 11.5%
(i.e., students do not have to wait to receive appropriate instruction).
Smce 1mplemenugg RTI, 1nst'ruct10nal degslons are made reliably 29.3% 5% 500 | 47.1% | 17.8%
(i.e., students receive instruction appropriate to their level of need).
Since implementing RT1T, at-risk students are identified early. 25.0% | 1.0% | 7.3% | 46.4% | 20.3%
Since implementing RT1T, all at-risk students are identified. 30.5% | 1.1% | 16.3% | 36.8% | 15.3%
Smce.lrnpl.ementmg RTI, fewer students who are not at risk have 45.8% | 0% 63% | 38.4% | 9.5%
been identified as being at risk.
Leaders in this school provide educators with resources they need to 7% | 11% 1 89% 150.00% | 253%
meet student achievement goals.
tzalifi:flsga;;gml;crl;?sé provide direction in matters of curriculum, 89% | 1.6% | 115% | 5249 | 2579,
CAC: (;cr}zisnsactlelgol, professional development related to RTT is 35.6% | 379% | 18.6% | 3249 | 9.6%
Educators at this school are prepared to implement RTL 30.6% | 52% | 14.5% | 37.3% | 12.4%
Leaders in my sc.hool hav; beep offered adequate opportunities to 39.8% | 2.6% | 1419% | 3250 | 11.0%
increase their ability to assist with RTT implementation.
Ir} genergl, I th}nk 1 am capabl§ of managing my instruction (e.g., 21% | 16% | 479% | 5050 | 41.1%
differentiating instruction, pacing, etc).
Ell;lf;jclsi snsystem in place for me to access help with managing my 83% | 21% | ss8% | 4720 | 3379
Ibr;l?ae‘r:;;?l, I think I am capable of managing my students (e.g., 31% | 269 | 36% | 4200 | 4879
Ill;ifglexl;j:tem in place for me to access help with classroom 104% | 2.6% 1 104% | 45.19% | 31.6%
E(jlilcciitso;z Statcl;il‘s]iiice};ool have an influence on RTI-related school 374% | 219% | 12.6% | 3580 | 12.1%
iilﬁc:fg)é: at this school work together to solve RTI-related 28.6% | 5% 0.0% | 44.4% | 17.5%
i;x:lzip‘lzgfjung RTI, our school has a more-widely shared 362% | 1.19% | 1069 | 3789 | 14.49%
$1nce 1mpl.ementmg RTI, our students l.earmng outcomes have s16% | 1.6% | 53% | 28.99% | 12.6%
improved in all areas in which RTI was implemented.
]S:jgii;tr;;[;lir;l:z:zgeizclf the number of referrals to Special 698% | 21% | 6.9% | 1439 | 6.99%
Since 1rpplemenqng RTI, ther§ have l?een fewer referrals to Special 72.5% 5% 32% | 153% | 85%
Education that did not result in identification.
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Implementation Coherence: White River

Donot Strongly Strongly

Disugree Agree

know disagree agree

RowN% RowN% RowN% RowN% RowN %

This school is often one of the first to adopt a new program,
practice, or educational model.

13.4% | 3.5% | 7.6% | 50.6% | 25.0%

This school has explicit goals for what we want students to achieve
(learning outcomes) at each grade level.

2.9% | 3.5% | 5.8% | 55.2% | 32.6%

Goals and objectives for students’ learning outcomes are being met

. 9.3% 2.3% | 12.2% | 68.6% | 7.6%
at this school.

There is a system in place to ensure that all instruction (core,
intervention and supplemental) is being delivered with fidelity (i.e.,
faithfully, or as it was intended by the creator, developer or
publisher).

15.4% | 6.5% | 20.7% | 49.7% | 7.7%

At this school, we know what the fidelity criteria are (i.e., what is

0 0, 0 0, 0
being looked for or at) when instruction is observed. 18:8% | 47% [ 18.2% | 512% | 7.1%

The administrators at this school spend time in class observing

. . 2.9% | 11.1% | 18.7% | 49.7% | 17.5%
instruction.

Programs for improving student performance are coordinated at

. 4.1% 59% | 16.5% | 57.6% | 15.9%
this school.

Everyone who delivers instruction (core, intervention and
supplemental) to students in my classroom is knowledgeable.

2.3% 5.8% 2.3% | 48.5% | 40.9%

All students receive core instruction in the general education

9.9% 8.7% | 15.1% | 41.3% | 25.0%
classroom.

Core instruction is designed to engage all students (e.g.,

0 0 0 0, 0
differentiated or adapted to meet each student’s needs). W7 23% [ 13.5% f 52.0% 1 20.5%

There is a systematic process for intervening with struggling

. 4.7% 5.3% | 20.0% | 54.7% | 15.3%
students at this school.

Educators at this school are meeting the needs of struggling

4.7% 2.3% | 22.2% | 59.1% | 11.7%
students.

This school has a set of clear, predetermined, grade-level
benchmatks (i.e., cut scotes, goals/tatgets, ot percentiles) that are 10.5% | 5.3% | 15.2% | 47.4% | 21.6%
used to determine which students are at risk.

This school has a set of clear, predetermined entry and exit criteria

. L . . . 17.6% | 8.2% | 25.9% | 41.2% | 7.1%
for all levels of instruction/intervention (cote and interventions).

At this school, we use data from each screening to ensure that core
instruction is meeting the needs of most of our students.

21.9% | 3.6% | 16.0% | 47.3% | 11.2%

At this school, administrators use assessment information to help
make decisions about instruction.

21.5% | 7.6% | 11.6% | 49.4% | 9.9%

At this school, teachers use assessment information to help make
decisions about instruction.

I am able to interpret assessment data. 53% | 24% | 4.7% | 54.7% | 32.9%

I am able to make instructional decisions based upon assessment
data.

5.8% 1.2% | 6.4% | 58.5% | 28.1%

7.0% 1.8% 4.7% | 53.8% | 32.7%

Since implementing RT1T, instructional decisions are made in a
timely manner.

247% | 5.9% | 17.6% | 42.4% | 9.4%
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Implementation Coherence: White River

Donot Strongly Strong|
ono .rong v Disugree Agree rong’y
know disagree agree
Smce implementing RTI, 1nstru§monal de.clslons are 'mad.e efﬁc1ept1y 249% | 53% | 1248% | 45.6% | 9.5%
(i.e., students do not have to wait to receive appropriate instruction).
Smce 1mplemenmgg RTI, msqucnonal degsmns are made reliably 213% | 53% | 1129 | 5159 | 10.7%
(i.e., students receive instruction appropriate to their level of need).
Since implementing RT1T, at-risk students are identified early. 24.6% | 4.7% | 12.3% | 48.5% | 9.9%
Since implementing RT1T, all at-risk students are identified. 23.8% | 4.8% | 24.4% | 38.1% | 8.9%
Smce.lrnpl.ementmg RTI, fewer students who are not at risk have 422% | 6.0% | 96 | 3300 | 420
been identified as being at risk.
Leaders in this school provide educators with resources they need to 94% | 820 | 2249 | 4889 | 11.29%
meet student achievement goals.
tzalifi:flsg a'; ;glsl;cr};?r?é provide direction in matters of curriculum, 50% | 659 | 1129 | 6579 | 1079
CAC: (;cr}zisnsactlelgol, professional development related to RTT is 16.6% | 5.9% 1 195% | 5000 | 7.1%
Educators at this school are prepared to implement RTL 17.2% | 11.2% | 17.2% | 45.6% | 8.9%
Leaders in my sc.hool hav; beep offered adequate opportunities to 24.4% | 6.0% | 1559 | 4820 | 6.0%
increase their ability to assist with RTT implementation.
Ir} genergl, I th}nk 1 am capabl§ of managing my instruction (e.g., 350 | 23% | 12% | 5150 | 41.5%
differentiating instruction, pacing, etc).
Ell;lfjsclsi snsystem in place for me to access help with managing my 12.4% | 65% 1 16.0% | 51.5% | 13.6%
Ibr;f;;ae‘r:;;?l, I think I am capable of managing my students (e.g., 18% | 1.8% | 1.89% | 473% | 47.3%
Ill;ifglexl;j:tem in place for me to access help with classroom 95% 1| 59% | 16.6% | 5500 | 13.0%
Edggators at th.ls .s.chool have an influence on RTI-related school 247% | 65% | 1829 | 4180 | 8.8%
policies and activities.
iilﬁcea;(g)é: at this school work together to solve RTI-related 140% | 479% 1 15.8% | 52.00% | 13.5%
S;ﬁzip‘lzgfjung RTI, our school has a more-widely shared 213% | 53% | 16.0% | 43.8% | 13.6%
Smce 1mp1.ementmg RTI, our students l.earmng outcomes have 39.9% | 420 | 101% | 3879 | 7.1%
improved in all areas in which RTI was implemented.
Since 1rpplement1ng RTI, the number of referrals to Special 63.9% | 3.6% | 1019% | 183% | 4.19%
Education has decreased.
Since 1rpplemenqng RTI, ther§ have l?een fewer referrals to Special 67.5% | 3.6% 41% | 201% | 47%
Education that did not result in identification.
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Efficacy and Expectancy (Scale: 1 = Increased; 2 = No Change; 3 = Decreased)

Teacher Paraeducator Other |

How do you think implementing RTT has 993 175 54
changed your confidence in your ability to 1.59 1.54 1.65
meet the needs of all of your students? 0.61 0.59 0.55
How do you think implementing RTT has 991 174 54
changed your confidence in your school’s 1.5 1.47 1.52
ability to meet the needs of all students? 0.62 1 0.54
How do you think implementing RTT has 979 176 54
changed your expectations for your students’ 1.55 1.53 1.63
academic (or behavioral) performance? 0.58 0.57 0.52
How do you thmk implementing RTT has 967 171 53
changed expectations at your school for

rudents’ academi behavioral 1.46 1.39 1.53
students’ academic (or behavioral) 0.59 0.57 0.5

performance?

mean

s.d.
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ERS Quantitative Measures Proposal
HB 2136 and (RTI)2
January 2009

Quantitative Measures Proposal

Proposed Data Collection

Proposed measures/data to be used for the Washington RTI Evaluation are as follows:

WA OSPI Measures

ERS proposes that we use applicable questions from the following measures:

* Readiness Checklist Data Summary

= Assessment System Survey

= Curriculum

» Effective Behavior & Instructional Support Teams

® Screening Data Summary

= RTI Pilot School Profile

= District Response to Intervention Blueprint

* Indicators 4, 9, 10 from OSPI Special Education Indicators
®  Other OSPI Special Education Indicators as relevant

Data Collected in Schools
In addition, ERS proposes that the following data be used:

= (Case-level (school- or student-level) longitudinal high-stakes test data (e.g. WA state tests)
® (Case-level longitudinal screening data
*  Other data being collected by schools/districts (to be discussed)

* Information gathered from site visits (Jade to discuss)

ERS-developed Measure

Finally, ERS will create a single survey to measure other activities, change mechanisms, and local
circumstances that are not captured by data above.

Proposed Timeline
* ERS proposes that data be collected 3x/year (to coincide with screening, if possible — to be
discussed)

* The ERS-developed measure will be developed and piloted over the next 3 months (when is
next round of screening?)

= All measures will focus on activities, change mechanisms, local circumstances, and outcomes
outlined in the program model (matrix to be provided by ERS)
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ERS Site Visit Proposal
HB 2136 and (RTI)2
Spring 2009

Site Visit Proposal

The following is a proposal for the site visit procedures to be followed for the following three

semesters (spring 09, fall ’09, spring *10) in each district:

Proposal:

*  Conduct observations and focus groups in one elementary school in spring ’09.

»  Visit middle school in fall ’09 and high school spring 10 (if appropriate to district RTI
development)

®  Please Note: If any district strongly feels the order of visits should be switched (such as visiting the high
school or middle school first), this can be worked ont between ERS and the District.

* Interviews: can be conducted on site in the school being visited or off site in some sort
of district office

* The Focus group will most likely be conducted after school (unless there is a time that
everyone can attend during school hours)

* Data meeting possibly after school (if the District/school has one)

= Optional: collect other artifacts which show school’s devotion to and procedures for
implementing RTI

1. Observations:

® 4-5Total Observations: 2 Tier 1 teachers teaching core curriculum (1 in
ELA/Reading and 1 in Math); 1 Tier 2 intervention class; 1 Tier 3 intervention class
(if available OR another Tier 2 in another content area); 1 data meeting (if possible)

= 30 minutes each

2. Focus Groups:

®* 1 hour
* At minimum- all observed teachers (if possible)
* RTI Behavior personnel (if implementing RTT behavior)

= Optional (from other elementary school(s) in district)-1 tier 1 core classroom teacher
(ELA/Reading or Math); 2 intervention teacher representatives

Sample Questions:

= Whenever you start a new initiative like RTT, there are always going to be things that work well
and things that can be challenging. What has gone well in your classroom/ school as you implement
RTI1? What has been challenging?
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ERS Site Visit Proposal
HB 2136 and (RTI)2

Spring 2009

For those students that are struggling, including those not necessarily at-risk, what do you do in the
classroom to support them? Is there any school-level support or intervention beyond the help offered in
the Tier I classroom? If yes, what school level processes are in place to help struggling students?
(Information on grouping, how students are selected and move in/ out of interventions, materials used

etc.)

Tell me about the professional development you have received to support your district/ school’s
implementation of K11 including formal and informal support, such as coaching. After you attend a
RTI professional development session, what type of follow up support is offered?

What has been the RTT coordinator’s role on your campus this year?

Tell me how you use student assessment data. (Examples: When do you examine the results? How

often do you have the opportunity to analyze student data? How do you use that information (get
specifics)?

Primary Interview 1: Elementary

45 min-1 hour

Principal and/or Vice Principal(s) of school in which observations and focus groups
are held

RTT coordinator(s)
Other elementary level district administrator(s)

Optional: Principal and/or Vice Principal(s) of other elementary school(s) in district
with RTT implementation; Intervention “coaches” (if appropriate)

Secondary Interview 2: Middle and High School (Please note: During subsequent

semesters, the middle or high school will become the primary interview)

45 min-1 hour

Principal(s) and or Vice principal(s) of middle and high school(s) (at least 1 from
each level)

RTT coordinatoz(s)
Other secondary district administrator(s)

Intervention “coaches” (if appropriate)
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ERS Site Visit Proposal
HB 2136 and (RTI)2

Spring 2009

Sample Interview Questions:

Whenever you start a new initiative like R'T1, there are always going to be things that work well
and things that can be challenging. What sorts of things have gone well thus far in the initiative?

What has been challenging?

Tell me about the professional development your teachers have received to support RTT
implementation, including formal and informal support, such as coaching. Affer teachers attend a
RTI-related professional development session, what type of follow up support is offered?

What has been the RTI coordinator’s role this year? How has that role changed since the beginning

of the grant?

What were your top two goals for this initiative? What progress have yon made towards reaching
those goals? What do your data tell you about your progress? What part of your school’s instruction

needs to change to meet those goals?

Besides grouping students for intervention, how do you (and your RTI coordinator/ coaches, etc.) use

student assessment data?

FAQ

1. When will we know the site vistt window and when we will be observed?

ERS will inform each district of the site visit window during the first few weeks of the

semester. The site visits will typically be conducted towards the middle-end of the semester

according to school schedules and observer availability. The window will be the same for

ALL districts. An assigned observer will contact your RTI coordinator to schedule the actual

date your will have your site visit at least 1-2 months prior to the site visit window.

2. Who will organige the actual site visit schedule for the observer?

The assigned observer to your district will contact the RTI Coordinator. The RTI

Coordinator may call upon some school personnel to help arrange the site visit schedule, but

the RTI Coordinator will be the primary person working with the observer to make sure the

schedule is set prior to the site visit.
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ERS Site Visit Proposal
HB 2136 and (RTI)2
Spring 2009

3. Who will be conducting our stte visits?

Either a trained ERS associate or another trained Washington RTI professional will conduct
your site visit. An intense training will be conducted for all potential Washington RTI
observers April 6-7 in Portland and Vancouver School District. All observers will be highly
skilled in conducting focus groups, interviews, and observations. They will be professionals
with a great deal of experience working in schools and possess a great deal of knowledge
about RTI and the goals outlined by the program model. It is likely that the same observer
will return each semester, but it is also possible that because of logistics, a new observer will

conduct your site visit.

4. Wil the observer set up his/her own lodging and transportation?

The observer will set up his/her own transportation and lodging, but may need some

guidance from local district people.

J. Do I have to provide lunch or snacks?

You are not required to provide lunch or snacks for the meetings. An observer may bring
snacks for the after school meetings. If there is time to go off campus for lunch, this is

optional and can be worked out between the District personnel and the observer.

6. What should I do with my observer if there is “down time” during the day in between

observations, focus groups, and interviews?

If there is down time, your observer can work independently on paperwork in whatever
space you have available. This can be worked out between the observer and the

District/school personnel.

7. When will we get feedback from the observer and ERS?

The observer will not give much feedback during the site visit. Feedback will be given via
your RTI Coordinator after reports are completed and approved by ERS and OSPI. These
“feedback loops” are TBD. Every effort will be made to make sure the information gets to
your District in a timely manner. Nothing is a “secret”! You will most likely even have an
opportunity to participate in providing ERS with feedback regarding your report before it is
finalized. (TBD)
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ERS Site Visit Proposal
HB 2136 and (RTI)2
Spring 2009

8. What if my district doesn’t have a Tter 111 class for the observer to see? What if my district
doesn’t have a data meeting? What if my district only has one elementary school
implementing RTI? What if my district has multiple schools who want to participate in the

Jocus groups/interviews? What if my district isn’t even implementing RTI at the secondary

level?

All of this is very important information for us to incorporate into the report(s). However,
we are very aware that all Districts are not the same and this is part of the evaluation. The
activities specified above in the site visit proposal are what we would ideally like to
conduct/see, but we are flexible and realistic that some activities may need to be adjusted.
This can be worked out with the RTI coordinator and ERS prior to setting up the site visit

schedule.

9. What if 1 have other questions or concerns before or after the site visit?

Feel free to contact Jade (Wexler) at any time regarding any concerns or questions that arise.

Her email is jwexler(@mail.utexas.edu and her cell phone number is (512) 799-3385.
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SC: ver. 05-05-09

Washington (RTI)2 and HB 2136:
Survey for Providers of Supplemental Instruction

We ask that each provider of supplemental instruction using RTT at this school complete this survey. If you
prefer to complete this survey electronically, send an e-mail to Saro Mohammed saro(@alum.mit.edu with the
Subject Line: “Washington Supplemental Provider Survey”. Please include the name of your school in the
body of the message.

Response to Intervention (RTI) refers to a system of instruction in which there are usually different
levels or “tiers” of instruction, and different types of periodic assessments that are used to ensure that all
students are receiving the level of instruction that they need.

Please answer the following questions based on your experience with or participation in RTT.
You can make explanatory notes anywhere on this form, feel free to let us know if you interpreted
items in a specific way, or if you had questions about any of the items. There are no right answers,
so please be thoughtful and honest as you respond to the items.

DEMOGRAPHICS

1. In what content area(s) do you provide supplemental instruction (select all that apply)?
U Reading U Behavior
O Mathematics O Written Language
O Science O Other (please specify):

O Social Studies

2. What grade level(s) do you teach (select all that apply)?

U Kindergarten U Grade7
O Grade 1 O Grade 8
O Grade 2 O Grade 9
O Grade 3 0 Grade 10
U Grade 4 O Grade 11
0 Grade5 O Grade 12
0 Grade6

3. What level(s) of supplemental instruction/intervention do you provide (select all that apply)?

O Tier I (general, core, universal, primary, or regular instruction) provided to the whole class
O Tier II (targeted, secondary, ot intervention) provided to (a) small group(s)

O Tier III (intensive, tertiary, or special education) provided to (a) very small group(s)

O Accelerated

O Other (please specify):

4. Including the current year, how many years have you worked with students? years

5. Including the current year, how many years have you worked with students at this school? years
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ERS Evaluation Questions

HB 2136 and (RTI)2

Spring 2009

RTI Supplemental Provider Survey

6. Including the current year, how many years have you been providing supplemental instruction in this
class (this content atrea, grade level, and level of instruction/intervention)? years

7. What is the highest level of education you have completed (select one)?

High School
AA.
B.A./B.S.
M.A./M.S./M.Ed./Ed.S.
Ph.D./Ed.D.

Other (please specify):

o000

8. What is your instructional role?

O Parent Volunteer
O Paraeducator
O Other (please specify):

9. Do you currently hold a special education endorsement? Y N

10. Do you have any other specialized certifications/endorsements (e.g., reading)? Y N

If yes, please list them here:

RTI QUESTIONS

For this survey, please think of one class or group that you teach when answering the questions. If
you provide supplemental instruction in more than one content area, grade, or level of instruction,
please tell us which one you will be thinking of as you respond to the remaining questions:

Content area:

Grade level: Number of students:

Level of instruction/intervention (tier I, tier I, accelerated, etc):

1. In what area(s) is RTI being used (select all that apply) in the classroom in which you work?

None/I don’t know
Reading

Mathematics

Science

Social Studies
Behavior

Written Language
Other (please specity):

oooooooog
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ERS Evaluation Questions
HB 2136 and (RTI)2

Spring 2009

RTI Supplemental Provider Survey

2. What level of implementation below would you say applies to your use of RTI in the classroom in
which you work?

0O U0 O O0OOdOd

None/I don’t know

I am currently learning about RTT and thinking about how it may fit into my teaching

I am preparing for the implementation of RTI, working on a plan for implementing, and/or
figuring out what I need to put in place to begin implementation

I have a few pieces of RTI in place, and a plan for moving forward with the rest of
implementation

An RTI framework is up and running in my classroom

I am looking for ways to improve RTI in my class, all the pieces are in place and being used, but
I think I can make it even better by tweaking some aspects to be more relevant to my classroom
RTI is operational, innovations are applied in my classroom, and systems are in place to ensure
that what we are doing is sustainable and continues to work well

3. Who delivers interventions in the classroom in which you work (select all that apply)?

ooooo

Q

The classroom teacher
A specialized teacher (reading specialist, special education teacher, ELL teacher, etc)

A paraprofessional

Parent volunteers

Research staff (university faculty, trained graduate students, trained tutors, usually part of an
ongoing research study)
Othet/s (please specify):

4. How would you define a “screening measure’?

5. In the last year, how many times were screening measures administered to the students you work with
(include all screening measures in the last 12 months, even if your class has changed during that time)?

a
a
a
Q
Q

None (Don’t know/Doesn’t apply)
Once

Twice

Three times

Morte than three times

6. How would you define a “progress monitoring measure’?
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ERS Evaluation Questions

HB 2136 and (RTI)2

Spring 2009

RTI Supplemental Provider Survey

7.

10.

11.

12.

How often are progress monitoring measures administered to the students you work with who are
receiving tier 2 (targeted or “secondary”) interventions?

O Never (Don’t know/Doesn’t apply)
U Every six weeks or less often

O Every four to five weeks

U Every two to three weeks

O Weekly or more often

How often are progress monitoring measures administered to the students you work with who are
receiving tier 3 or even more intensive (intensive or “tertiary”) interventions?

U Never (Don’t know/Doesn’t apply)
O Every six weeks or less often

O Every four to five weeks

O Every two to three weeks

0 Weekly or more often

How often is student data reviewed to make instructional decisions (e.g. to change an intervention
within the same tier of instruction)?

O Never, teachers recommend changes when they feel they are necessary
U When one or two data points have been collected

U When three to five data points have been collected

O When six data points have been collected

U When more than six data points have been collected

How often is data reviewed to determine if students need to be provided with a different tier of
instruction?

0 Never/I don’t know

U Three times per academic year or less frequently

O Once every six weeks or less frequently

O Once per month ot less frequently

U More often than once per month

In the past year, how many professional development activities have been offered (and/or provided) to
you that helped you implement an RTI framework of instruction?

U None

O One or two

O Three or four

O Five or more

Where did you receive these trainings?
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ERS Evaluation Questions

HB 2136 and (RTI)2

Spring 2009

RTI Supplemental Provider Survey

13. For each of the following statements, indicate how strongly you agree or disagree, based on your
experience. Please use the following scale:

1 = Strongly Disagree 2 = Disagree 3 = Agree 4 = Strongly Agree DK = Don’t Know

This school is often one of the first to adopt a new program, practice, or educational 1 2 3
model.
This school has explicit goals for what we want students to achieve (learning outcomes) at 1 2 3

each grade level.
Goals and objectives for students’ learning outcomes are being met at this school. 1 2 3

There is a system in place to ensure that all instruction (core, intervention and supplemental) 1 2 3
is being delivered with fidelity (i.e., faithfully, or as it was intended by the creator, developer or
publisher).

At this school, we know what the fidelity criteria are (i.e., what is being looked for or at) 1 2 3
when instruction is observed.

The administrators at this school spend time in class observing instruction. 1 2 3
Programs for improving student performance are coordinated at this school. 1 2 3
Everyone who delivers instruction (core, intervention and supplemental) to students in my 1 2 3

classroom is knowledgeable.

All students receive core instruction in the general education classroom. 1 2 3
Core instruction is designed to engage all students (e.g,, differentiated or adapted to meet 1 2 3
each student’s needs).

There is a systematic process for intervening with struggling students at this school. 1 2 3
Educators at this school are meeting the needs of struggling students. 1 2 3
This school has a set of clear, predetermined, grade-level benchmarks (i.e., cut scores, 1 2 3

goals/targets, or percentiles) that are used to determine which students are at risk.

This school has a set of clear, predetermined entry and exit criteria for all levels of 1 2 3
instruction/intervention (core and interventions).

At this school, we use data from each screening to ensure that core instruction is meetingthe 1 2 3
needs of most of our students.

At this school, administrators use assessment information to help make decisions about 1 2 3
instruction.

At this school, teachers use assessment information to help make decisions about instruction. 1 2 3
I am able to interpret assessment data. 1 2 3
I am able to make instructional decisions based upon assessment data. 1 2 3
Since implementing RTI, instructional decisions are made in a timely manner. 1 2 3
Since implementing RTT, instructional decisions are made efficiently (i.c., students do not 1 2 3

have to wait to receive approptriate instruction).

4

4
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Since

implementing RT1, instructional decisions are made reliably (i.c., students receive 1

instruction appropriate to their level of need).

Since implementing RT1I, at-risk students are identified early. 1
Since implementing RT1I, all at-risk students are identified. 1
Since implementing RT1, fewer students who are not at risk have been identified as being at 1
risk.

Leaders in this school provide educators with resources they need to meet student 1

achievement goals.

Leaders at this school provide direction in matters of curriculum, teaching, and learning. 1
At this school, professional development related to RT1 is coordinated. 1
Educators at this school are prepared to implement RTT. 1
Leaders in my school have been offered adequate opportunities to increase their ability to 1

assist with RTT implementation.

In general, I think I am capable of managing my instruction (e.g., differentiating instruction, 1
pacing, etc).

There is a system in place for me to access help with managing my instruction. 1
In general, I think I am capable of managing my students (e.g,, behavior). 1
There is a system in place for me to access help with classroom management. 1
Educators at this school have an influence on RTI-related school policies and activities. 1
Educators at this school work together to solve RTI-related challenges. 1
Since implementing RT1, our school has a more-widely shared common vision. 1
Since implementing RT1, our students’ learning outcomes have improved in all areas in which 1

RTI was implemented.

Since

Since

implementing RTI, the number of referrals to Special Education has dectreased. 1

implementing RT1, there have been fewer referrals to Special Education that did not 1

result in identification.

14. How do you think implementing RTI has changed your confidence in your ability to meet the needs

of all of your students?

15. How do you think implementing RTT has changed your confidence in your school’s ability to meet

U Iam more confident now in my ability to meet the needs of all my students
O There is no change in confidence in my ability to meet the needs of my students
U Iam less confident now in my ability to meet the needs of all my students

the needs of all students?

U Iam more confident now in my school’s ability to meet the needs of all students

N N NN

W W W W
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O There is no change in confidence in my school’s ability to meet the needs of all students
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U Iam less confident now in my school’s ability to meet the needs of all students

16. How do you think implementing RTI has changed your expectations for your students’ academic (or
behavioral) performance?

O I have higher expectations for my students’ academic (or behavioral) performance
O There is no change in my expectations for my students’ academic (or behavioral)
performance

U I have lower expectations for my students’ academic (or behavioral) performance

17. How do you think implementing RTI has changed expectations at your school for students’ academic
(or behavioral) performance?
U We have higher expectations at my school for students’ academic (or behavioral)
performance

O There is no change in expectations at my school for students’ academic (or behavioral)
performance

U We have lower expectations at my school for students’ academic (or behavioral) performance

Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey. Your feedback will be used to guide the
efforts of Washington (RTI)” and HB 2136.

Portions of this survey were adapted from:

Bos, C., Mather, N., Dickson, S., Podhajski, B., Chard, D. (2001). Perceptions and knowledge of preservice and inservice
educators about early reading instruction. Annals of Dyslexia, DK1, 97-120.

Edmonds, M., Roberts, G., and Vaughn, S. (2003). Evaluation of the Hawaii Reading Excellence Act Program, 2002-2004.
Unpublished interview protocol. Evaluation Research Services: Austin, TX.

Oregon Reading First: Pilot surveys. (2003). Unpublished survey instruments. Evaluation Research Services: Austin, TX.

Texas Reading First Baseline Surveys. (2004). Unpublished survey instruments. Center for Academic and Reading Skills at the
University of Texas Health Science Center: Houston, TX.
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Washington (RTI)2 and HB 2136: Survey for Teachers

We ask that each teacher using RTT at this school complete this survey. If you prefer to complete this survey
electronically, send an e-mail to Saro Mohammed saro@alum.mit.edn with the Subject Line: “Washington
Teacher Survey”. Please include the name of your school in the body of the messages.

Response to Intervention (RTI) refers to a system of instruction in which there are usually different
levels or “tiers” of instruction, and different types of periodic assessments that are used to ensure that all
students are receiving the level of instruction that they need.

Please answer the following questions based on your experience with or participation in RTT.
You can make explanatory notes anywhere on this form, feel free to let us know if you interpreted
items in a specific way, or if you had questions about any of the items. There are no right answers,
so please be thoughtful and honest as you respond to the items.

DEMOGRAPHICS
1. What content area(s) do you teach (select all that apply)?
U Reading U Behavior
U Mathematics O Written Language
O Science O Other (please specify):

W Social Studies

2. What grade level(s) do you teach (select all that apply)?

U Kindergarten O Grade 7
O Grade 1 O Grade 8
O Grade 2 O Grade9
U Grade3 O Grade 10
O Grade 4 O Grade 11
O Grade 5 O Grade 12
O Grade6

3. What level(s) of instruction/intervention do you provide (select all that apply)?

QO Tier I (general, core, universal, primary, ot regular instruction) provided to the whole class
O Tier II (targeted, secondary, ot intervention) provided to (a) small group(s)

O Tier III (intensive, tertiary, or special education) provided to (a) very small group(s)

O Accelerated

O Other (please specify):

4. Including the current year, how many years have you been a teacher? years
5. Including the current year, how many years have you been teaching at this school? years

6. Including the current year, how many years have you been teaching this class (this content area, grade
level, and level of instruction/intervention)? years
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7. What is the highest degree you have earned (select one)?

U B.A./BS.
O M.A./M.S./M.Ed./EdS.
U Ph.D./Ed.D.

O Other (please specify):

8. Are you Highly Qualified to teach the grade level(s) you are currently teaching? Y N
9. Do you currently hold a special education endorsement? Y N

10. Do you have any other specialized certifications/endorsements (e.g., reading)? Y N
If yes, please list them here:

RTI QUESTIONS

For this survey, please think of one class or group that you teach when answering the questions. If
you teach more than one content area, grade, or level of instruction, please tell us which one you
will be thinking of as you respond to the remaining questions:

Content area:

Grade level: Number of students:

Level of instruction/intervention (tier I, tier II, accelerated, etc):

1. In what area(s) is RTI being used (select all that apply) in the classroom in which you teach?

None/I don’t know
Reading

Mathematics

Science

Social Studies
Behavior

Written Language
Other (please specity):

ooooopoog

2. What level of implementation below would you say applies to your use of RTT in the classroom in which
you teach?

O None/I don’t know

O Iam currently learning about RTT and thinking about how it may fit into my teaching

O I am preparing for the implementation of RTI, working on a plan for implementing, and/or
figuring out what I need to put in place to begin implementation
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U OO0 O

I have a few pieces of RTI in place, and a plan for moving forward with the rest of
implementation

An RTT framework is up and running in my classroom

I am looking for ways to improve RTI in my class, all the pieces are in place and being used, but
I think I can make it even better by tweaking some aspects to be more relevant to my classroom
RTI is operational, innovations are applied in my classroom, and systems are in place to ensure
that what we are doing is sustainable and continues to work well

3. Who delivers interventions in the classroom in which you teach (select all that apply)?

oooodod

Q

The classroom teacher
A specialized teacher (reading specialist, special education teacher, ELL teacher, etc)

A paraprofessional

Parent volunteers

Research staff (university faculty, trained graduate students, trained tutors, usually part of an
ongoing research study)
Other/s (please specify):

. ow would you define a “screeni easure’’:
4. H Id you defi “screening m re”’?

5. In the last year, how many times were screening measures administered to your students (include all
screening measures in the last 12 months, even if your class has changed during that time)?

Q
a
a
a
a

None (Don’t know/Doesn’t apply)
Once

Twice

Three times

Morte than three times

6. How would you define a “progress monitoring measure’?

7. How often are progress-monitoring measures administered to your students receiving tier 2 (targeted

or “sec

ooooo

ondary”) interventions?

Never (Don’t know/Doesn’t apply)
Every six weeks or less often
Every four to five weeks

Every two to three weeks

Weekly or more often
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8. How often are progress-monitoring measures administered to your students receiving tier 3 or even
more intensive (intensive or “tertiary’’) interventions?

a
a
a
a
a

Never (Don’t know/Doesn’t apply)
Every six weeks or less often
Every four to five weeks

Every two to three weeks

Weekly or more often

9. How often is student data reviewed to make instructional decisions (e.g. to change an intervention
within the same tier of instruction)?

Q
Q
Q
Q
Q

Never, teachers recommend changes when they feel they are necessary
When one or two data points have been collected

When three to five data points have been collected

When six data points have been collected

When more than six data points have been collected

10. How often is data reviewed to determine if students need to be provided with a different tier of
instruction?

a
a
a
a
a

Never

Three times per academic year or less frequently
Once every six weeks or less frequently

Once per month or less frequently

More often than once per month

11. In the past year, how many professional development activities have been offered (and/or provided) to
you that helped you implement an RTT framework of instruction?

Q
Q
Q
Q

None

One or two
Three or four
Five or more

12. Where did you receive these trainings?
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13. For each of the following statements, indicate how strongly you agree or disagree, based on your
experience. Please use the following scale:

1 = Strongly Disagree 2 = Disagree 3 = Agree 4 = Strongly Agree DK = Don’t Know

This school is often one of the first to adopt a new program, practice, or educational 1 2 3 4 DK
model.
This school has explicit goals for what we want students to achieve (learning outcomes) at 1 2 3 4 DK

each grade level.
Goals and objectives for students’ learning outcomes are being met at this school. 1 2 3 4 DK

There is a system in place to ensure that all instruction (core, intervention and supplemental) 1 2 3 4 DK
is being delivered with fidelity (i.e., faithfully, or as it was intended by the creator, developer or
publisher).

At this school, we know what the fidelity criteria are (i.e., what is being looked for or at) 1 2 3 4 DK
when instruction is observed.

The administrators at this school spend time in class observing instruction. 1 2 3 4 DK
Programs for improving student performance are coordinated at this school. 1 2 3 4 DK
Everyone who delivers instruction (core, intervention and supplemental) to students in my 1 2 3 4 DK

classroom is knowledgeable.

All students receive core instruction in the general education classroom. 1 2 3 4 DK
Core instruction is designed to engage all students (e.g;, differentiated or adapted to meet 1 2 3 4 DK
each student’s needs).

There is a systematic process for intervening with struggling students at this school. 1 2 3 4 DK
Educators at this school are meeting the needs of struggling students. 1 2 3 4 DK
This school has a set of clear, predetermined, grade-level benchmarks (i.e., cut scores, 1 2 3 4 DK

goals/targets, or percentiles) that are used to determine which students are at risk.

This school has a set of clear, predetermined entry and exit criteria for all levels of 1 2 3 4 DK
instruction/intervention (core and interventions).

At this school, we use data from each screening to ensure that core instruction is meetingthe 1 2 3 4 DK
needs of most of our students.

At this school, administrators use assessment information to help make decisions about 1 2 3 4 DK
instruction.

At this school, teachers use assessment information to help make decisions about instruction. 1 2 3 4 DK
I am able to interpret assessment data. 1 2 3 4 DK
I am able to make instructional decisions based upon assessment data. 1 2 3 4 DK
Since implementing RTI, instructional decisions are made in a timely manner. 1 2 3 4 DK
Since implementing RTT, instructional decisions are made efficiently (i.e., students do not 1 2 3 4 DK

have to wait to receive appropriate instruction).
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Since

implementing RTI, instructional decisions are made reliably (i.e., students receive 1

instruction approptiate to their level of need).

Since

implementing RTI, at-risk students are identified early. 1
Since implementing RTI, all at-risk students are identified. 1
Since implementing RTI, fewer students who are not at risk have been identified as being at 1
risk.

Leaders in this school provide educators with resources they need to meet student 1

achievement goals.

Leaders at this school provide direction in matters of curriculum, teaching, and learning. 1
At this school, professional development related to RTI is coordinated. 1
Educators at this school are prepared to implement RTI. 1
Leaders in my school have been offered adequate opportunities to increase their ability to 1

assist with RTT implementation.

In general, I think I am capable of managing my instruction (e.g., differentiating instruction, 1
pacing, etc).

There is a system in place for me to access help with managing my instruction. 1
In general, I think I am capable of managing my students (e.g., behavior). 1
There is a system in place for me to access help with classroom management. 1
Educators at this school have an influence on RTI-related school policies and activities. 1
Educators at this school work together to solve RTI-related challenges. 1
Since implementing RTT, our school has a more-widely shared common vision. 1
Since implementing RT1I, our students’ learning outcomes have improved in all areas in which 1

RTT was implemented.

Since

Since

implementing RTI, the number of referrals to Special Education has decreased. 1

implementing RT1I, there have been fewer referrals to Special Education that did not 1

result in identification.

14. How do you think implementing RTI has changed your confidence in your ability to meet the needs

of all of your students?

15. How do you think implementing RTT has changed your confidence in your school’s ability to meet

U Iam more confident now in my ability to meet the needs of all my students
O There is no change in confidence in my ability to meet the needs of my students
U Iam less confident now in my ability to meet the needs of all my students

the needs of all students?

U Iam more confident now in my school’s ability to meet the needs of all students

N N NN
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U There is no change in confidence in my school’s ability to meet the needs of all students

U Iam less confident now in my school’s ability to meet the needs of all students

DK

DK
DK
DK

DK

DK
DK
DK
DK

DK

DK
DK
DK
DK
DK
DK
DK

DK
DK

Prepared by Evaluation Research Services, Austin, Texas



ERS Evaluation Questions
HB 2136 and (RTI)2
Spring 2009

RTI Teacher Survey

16. How do you think implementing RTI has changed your expectations for your students’ academic (or
behavioral) performance?

U I have higher expectations for my students’ academic (or behavioral) performance

O There is no change in my expectations for my students’ academic (or behavioral)
performance

U I have lower expectations for my students’ academic (or behavioral) performance

17. How do you think implementing RTT has changed expectations at your school for students’ academic
(or behavioral) performance?

U We have higher expectations at my school for students’ academic (or behavioral)
performance

O There is no change in expectations at my school for students’ academic (or behavioral)
performance

U We have lower expectations at my school for students’ academic (or behavioral) performance

Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey. Your feedback will be used to guide the
efforts of Washington (RTI)” and HB 2136.

Portions of this survey were adapted from:
Bos, C., Mather, N., Dickson, S., Podhajski, B., Chard, D. (2001). Perceptions and knowledge of preservice and inservice
educators about early reading instruction. Annals of Dyslexcia, 51, 97-120.

Edmonds, M., Roberts, G., and Vaughn, S. (2003). Evaluation of the Hawaii Reading Excellence Act Program, 2002-2004.
Unpublished interview protocol. Evaluation Research Services: Austin, TX.

Oregon Reading First: Pilot surveys. (2003). Unpublished survey instruments. Evaluation Research Services: Austin, TX.

Texas Reading First Baseline Surveys. (2004). Unpublished survey instruments. Center for Academic and Reading Skills at the
University of Texas Health Science Center: Houston, TX.
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Basic Information Sheet

In order to assist ERS in our evaluation of HB 2136 and (RTT)2, please fill out the following
information and return to the ERS evaluation prior to his/her site visit. (Ideally, it would be
most beneficial for you to return this sheet when you send your evaluator their agenda). You

may use bullet points, if applicable.
1. In what areas are you implementing RTT (reading, math, behavior, etc.)?
2. How many tiers are in your school’s RTT model?

3. What grades and/or content or other (behavior/drop-out prevention) areas are included in

your RTT model?
4. When did you start implementing RTI?

5. Briefly describe your school’s screening and progress monitoring system. Include who is
assessed, what measures are administered, who administers them, how often they are

administered, and how data is utilized in making instructional decisions.

6. How do you ID students at risk and what happens after it is determined that a student is at
risk?

7. Briefly describe your core curriculum.

8. Briefly describe any interventions offered at your school. Include who conducts the
interventions and the interventions’ frequency and duration as well as a description of the

intervention used (i.e. a “program” vs. individually developed materials, etc.).
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Tiered Instruction Coding Form
(adapted from the ICE-R Coding Form and Vaughn & Linan-Thompson, 2002)

Classroom Information

School

Teacher Name

Observer

Subject

Grade

Number of Students

Date

Length of Observation

Length of Class Period

Dimension A: Instructional Grouping

Whole Class (instructor leading whole class in common activity or lesson)
Small Group (students working in groups of 3 — 8)
Pairs (students working in pairs)

Individual (student working 1:1 with an instructor)

ARl A

Independent (students working by themselves)

Dimension B: Location

General Education Classroom

Special Education Classroom

Instructional Support Classroom (study hall, learning lab, etc.)
Other (hallway, office, etc.)

b=
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Dimension C: Materials

Math manipulatives

1. Published curriculum materials (e.g., Read Naturally, Connect Math)
2. School-developed intervention materials

3. Computer

4. Game

5. Flash cards

6.

7.

Other (e.g., tape recorders)

Dimension D: Instructor

General Education Teacher

Special Education Teacher

Educational Assistant/Paraprofessional
Literacy/Math Specialist

Other

AN

Dimension

Time  Brief Summary of Activity

B C
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Teacher Behavior

la.

Frames activity/lesson cleatly and succinctly.

Most  Some  Rarely/
ofthe @ ofthe Not at N/A
time time all

3 2 1

1b.

Communicates expectations by providing clear and explicit
indications of goals for assignments/activities.

2a.

Uses appropriate pacing.

2b.

Monitors ongoing student performance and adjusts pacing.

3. Models activity, skill, or task during initial instruction.

4. Offers assistance during guided practice items and provides
immediate feedback.

5. Provides multiple opportunities for practice.

6. Checks for understanding during an activity to be sure that
students are performing correctly.

7. Assists students in correcting errors by providing positive,
corrective feedback.

8. Assesses student learning through informal or formal
measures.

9. Scaffolds instruction for students according to need.

10. Redirects off-task behavior as appropriate.

11. Selects practice items/activities to meet lesson objectives.

Average Score:
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Teacher Effectiveness

1. How effective was this teacher in maximizing student engagement?

2. Opverall, how effective was this teacher in implementing instruction?

3. Overall, how effective was this teacher in implementing flexible,
accurate grouping strategies (based on data to the best of your
knowledge?)

4. Opverall, how effective was this teacher in differentiating instruction?
(Was there any evidence of using assessment to guide instruction?)

5 = Excellent, 4 = Above Average, 3 = Average, 2 = Below Average, 1 = Poor,

NA = Could not be determined by this observation
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Data Meeting Coding Form

School:

Observet:

Participants (roles):

Date:

Frequency of meetings:

Length of observation:

Length of meeting:

1. Who is leading the meeting?
2. Who else is present?

3. What roles are represented (teacher, coach, administrator, etc.)? Why are these roles

represented?
4. Describe the meeting’s structure (round table discussion, case presentation approach, etc.)?
5. Describe the engagement level of the participants?
6. What supporting documents are available (agenda, data displays, etc.)? Can we get copies
with student names blocked?

7. What types of data are being discussed? How are the data displayed? Who collected the

data?

8. Describe how meeting participants are connecting student data with past, ongoing, and

potential instruction?

9. Are decisions being made? If so, what kind of decisions (grouping, moving students in and
out of tiers or interventions, extending time of instruction, specific intervention decisions,

etc.)? Is there a process for formalizing decisions (consensus, show of hand vote, etc.)
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Teacher Focus Group (FG#1)

Introduction Protocol: Washington’s Department of Education has asked Evaluation Research
Services to evaluate two of the state’s initiatives: Improving Core Subject Instruction for All
Students Pilot Project and Re-Tooling Instruction through Response to Intervention. Today
we’re going to talk about how Response to Intervention (or RTI) is being implemented here at
(school name). I want to remind you that everything discussed in this session is confidential and
the information collected will not affect you or your relationship with the state in any way. Your
names will not be included in the final report, and I will not discuss the content of our
discussion with anyone outside of this room. This is not a personal evaluation; we are here to
provide feedback to program organizers so they know where to focus their efforts in the future.
In a way, this is a needs assessment to help the program administrators determine where they

need to focus their efforts in the future as they continue to support you and your students.

Opening Question
1. Let’s begin by going around the group and having each of you tell me what grade you teach
and how long you have taught at this school (or whichever school from the district you are

here representing).

Introductory Question

2. What does the term “Response to Intervention” mean to you?

Transition Question
3. What do you see as your role in your school’s RTI model? If your role has changed, please

describe the change.

Key Questions

4. Whenever you implement new initiatives like RTT, there are things that work well and things
that can be challenging. What has been working well for you in terms of RTI
implementation? What have been the biggest challenges in implementing RTT at your

school? (Consensus Building/Leadership)
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5. Tell me about the professional development you have received related to RTI, including

formal and informal support. (Consensus Building/Leadership)

e Are there any RTI-related topics you would like to be covered in future PD

opportunities?

6. What additional resources could help you be more effective in your role in terms of RTI

implementation? (Consensus Building/Leadership)
7. Tell me about how you use student data. (Data Collection/Management)

8. Describe your core curriculum and any interventions you use. (Core Curriculum and

Intervention)

= Instructional approaches
»  Who conducts intervention
= Location of intervention
= Frequency and duration

»  Entry/exit criteria

All Things Considered Question
9. Has RTT helped your school become more effective at meeting students' academic and/or

behavior needs? Why or why not?

Summary Question

10. During our session together, we have discussed your roles in (school name)’s RT1
implementation, the challenges you have faced, related professional development, and your
overall thoughts of RTI. Some of the big ideas that have emerged include (list 2 or 3 big

ideas that were generated throughout the session). Is this an adequate summary?

Final Question

11. T will use the information I learned from you all today combined with a similar focus group
conducted with your administration and my observations in your classrooms to write a
narrative site report on (school name). The narrative site reports from all of the schools ERS
has visited will be used as the basis for evaluating how Washington’s Department of

Education implementation of RTI and the Improving Core Subject Instruction for Al Students Pilot
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Project (HB 2136) and Re-Tooling Instruction throngh Response to Intervention initiative or (RTT)2
grants. We will provide your school with a one-page summary about our visit including
observations and potential recommendations. Knowing what I will be doing with this

information, is there anything that I have missed?
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Elementary School RTI Leadership Team Focus Group

Introduction Protocol: Washington’s Department of Education has asked Evaluation Research
Services to evaluate two of the state’s initiatives: Improving Core Subject Instruction for All
Students Pilot Project and Re-Tooling Instruction through Response to Intervention. Today
we’re going to talk about how Response to Intervention (or RTI) is being implemented here at
(school name). I want to remind you that everything discussed in this session is confidential and
the information collected will not affect you or your relationship with the state in any way. Your
names will not be included in the final report, and I will not discuss the content of our
discussion with anyone outside of this room. This is not a personal evaluation; we are here to
provide feedback to program organizers so they know where to focus their efforts in the future.
In a way, this is a needs assessment to help the program administrators determine where they

need to focus their efforts in the future as they continue to support you and your students.

Introductory Question

1. What does the term “Response to Intervention” mean to you?

Transition Question
2. Why did you decide to implement an RTT framework? Would you characterize RTI as a

school improvement initiative, as a means for identifying LD or both?

Key Questions
3. Whenever you start a new initiative like RTI, there are always going to be things that work
well and things that can be challenging. What sorts of things have gone well thus far in the

initiative? What has been challenging? (Consensus Building /Leadership)

4. What are your top two goals for your school related to RTI? (Consensus

Building/Leadership)

a.  What progress have you made towards reaching these goals? How do you know? Is

this an expected or adequate amount of progress?

b. What do your data tell you about your progress?
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c.  What parts of your school’s implementation of RTI need to change in order to reach

your goals?
d. Have your “goals” changed as a result of your experiences thus far?

5. Tell me about the professional development your teachers have received to support RTI,
including formal and informal support, such as coaching. After teachers attend a RTI-related

professional development session, what type of follow up support is offered? (Consensus

Building/Leadership)

6. Tell me about how you and your teachers use student assessment data. (Data

Collection/Management)

7. How is it decided that a student should move from tier 1 to tier 2? From tier 2 to tier 1?
What types of supports, if any, are in place for students transitioning from tier 2 back to tier

1? (Data Collection/Management/Placement in intervention)

8. Describe your core curriculum and any interventions you use. (Core Curriculum and
Intervention)
= Instructional approaches
v Who conducts intervention
= Location of intervention
»  Frequency and duration
»  Entry/ exit criteria
9. Do you use RTI to determine eligibility for special education, and more specifically, the

learning disability designation? (SPED Identification)

All Things Considered Question
10. What would you consider the most important “lesson learned” thus far regarding
implementing RTT? What are your next steps in terms of RTT implementation? How do you

plan to fine-tune yout school’s RTT implementation? (Consensus Building/Leadership)

Summary Question
11. During our session together, we have discussed how (school name)’s RTT implementation

was rolled out, the challenges you have faced, related professional development, and the
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lessons you have learned thus far regarding RTI. Some of the big ideas that have emerged
include (list 2 or 3 big ideas that were generated throughout the session). Is this an adequate

summary?

Final Question

12. T will use the information I learned from you all today combined with a similar focus group
conducted with a subset of your teachers and my observations in classrooms to write a
narrative site report on (school name). The narrative site reports from all of the schools ERS
has visited will be used as the basis for evaluating Washington’s Department of Education
implementation of RTT and the Improving Core Subject Instruction for All Students Pilot Project (HB
2136) and Re-Tooling Instruction through Response to Intervention initiative or (RTI)2 grants. We
will provide your school with a one-page summary about our visit including observations
and potential recommendations. Knowing what I will be doing with this information, is

there anything that I have missed?
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Secondary School RTI Leadership Team Focus Group

Introduction Protocol: Washington’s Department of Education has asked Evaluation Research
Services to evaluate two of the state’s initiatives: Improving Core Subject Instruction for All
Students Pilot Project and Re-Tooling Instruction through Response to Intervention. Today
we’re going to talk about how Response to Intervention (or RTI) is being implemented here at
(school name). I want to remind you that everything discussed in this session is confidential and
the information collected will not affect you or your relationship with the state in any way. Your
names will not be included in the final report, and I will not discuss the content of our
discussion with anyone outside of this room. This is not a personal evaluation; we are here to
provide feedback to program organizers so they know where to focus their efforts in the future.
In a way, this is a needs assessment to help the program administrators determine where they

need to focus their efforts in the future as they continue to support you and your students.

Introductory Question

1. What does the term “Response to Intervention” mean to you?

Transition Question
2. Why did you decide to implement an RTT framework? Would you characterize RTI as a

school improvement initiative, as a means for identifying LD, or both?

Key Questions
3. Whenever you start a new initiative like RTI, there are always going to be things that work
well and things that can be challenging. What sorts of things have gone well thus far in the

initiative? What has been challenging? (Consensus Building/Leadership)

4. What are your top two goals for your school related to RTI? (Consensus
Building/Leadership)

a.  What progress have you made towards reaching these goals? How do you know? Is this

an expected or adequate amount of progress?

b. What do your data tell you about your progress?
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c.  What parts of your school’s implementation of RTI need to change in order to reach

your goals?
d. Have your “goals” changed as a result of your experiences thus far?

5. Tell me about the professional development your teachers have received to support RTI,
including formal and informal support, such as coaching. After teachers attend a RTI-related

professional development session, what type of follow up support is offered? (Consensus

Building/Leadership)

6. Tell me about how you and your teachers use student assessment data. (Data

Collection/Management)

7. How is it decided that a student should move from tier 1 to tier 2? From tier 2 to tier 1?
What types of supports, if any, are in place for students transitioning from tier 2 back to tier

1? (Data Collection/Management/Placement in Intetrvention)

8. Describe your core curriculum and any interventions you use. (Core Curriculum and
Intervention)
= Instructional approaches
v Who conducts intervention
= Location of intervention
»  Frequency and duration
»  Entry/ exit criteria
9. Do you use RTI to determine eligibility for special education, and more specifically, the

learning disability designation? (SPED Identification)

All Things Considered Question
10. What would you consider the most important “lesson learned” thus far regarding
implementing RTT? What are your next steps in terms of RTT implementation? How do you

plan to fine-tune your school’s RTI implementation? (Consensus Building/Leadership)

Summary Question
11. During our session together, we have discussed how (school name)’s RTT implementation

was rolled out, the challenges you have faced, related professional development, and the
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lessons you have learned thus far regarding RTI. Some of the big ideas that have emerged
include (list 2 or 3 big ideas that were generated throughout the session). Is this an adequate

summary?

Final Question

12. T will use the information I learned from you all today combined with a similar focus group
conducted with a subset of your teachers and my observations in classrooms to write a
narrative site report on (school name). The narrative site reports from all of the schools ERS
visits will be used as a key data source for evaluating Washington’s Department of Education
implementation of RTI and the Improving Core Subject Instruction for All Students Pilot
Project (HB 2136) and Re-Tooling Instruction through Response to Intervention initiative
or (RTI)2 grants. We will provide your school with a one-page summary about our visit
including observations and potential recommendations. Knowing what I will be doing with

this information, is there anything that I have missed?
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