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CHAPTER 7 Data-Driven Problem-Solving Processes
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Problem Solving Versus Referral for SPED

Sumimary

A

After reading this chapter, you should be able to:

» Detail the purpases and models of Response to Intervention (RTI).
» Gather data needed 10 inform interpretation of assessment results,

° Hold informed conversations with administrators, colleagues, and parents about
tiers of support available to CLD students.

¢ Engage in problem-solving processes to address student learning needs.

INTRODUCTION

Assessment is a reaching tool, calibraved chictly by its appropriatencss for the
intended group and purpose. Effective use of assessments to measure learning
requires teachers to understand, and have taught to, the specific skills and knowl-
edge students need to perform cach task, But ceaching vechniques alone cannot
ensure that every student will learn what is taught.

Consider the quarterback on a football team, Mere mastery of the physics and
execurion of the perfect pass cannor guarantee the ball will be canght, Top quar-
rerbacks understand that the health, psychology, prior training, and motivation of
their receivers factor into each player’s ability to perform under particular circum-
stances. These quarterbacks respond quickly to missed connections by making
changes to their delivery, redirecting ream supports, and structuring subsequent
plays to the receiver’s strengths,

Effective teachurs are like winning quarterbacks. Their ahility to deliver con-
rent successtully refleces nov anly professional mastery bur also the degree to
which rhey understand and respond to what each individual studeat brings vo the
game. The focus of this chaprer is on the power that insights gathered via prein-
structional assessment {Chapeer 3) have during response to inservention and other
data-driven, problem-soiving processes, These rypes of processes are key o the
advancement of both the teacher and the student on the field of educational
achievement,




Response to Itervention

RESPONSE TO INTERVENTION

Response o intervention integrates assessment and intervention within a multilevel
prevention system to maximize student achievement and to reduce behavioral prob-
lems. With R, schools use dara o idenrify students at visk for poor learning oue-
comnes, monitor student progress, provide evidence-hased inrerventions and adjust
the intensity and nature of those in terventions depending on a student’s responsive-
ness, and identify students with lea reiang disabilities or other disabilivies. {Narional
Center on Response to Intervention, 2010, p. 2)

Sosrce: National Center on Response to Intervension (March 20101 Fsenrial Components of RTT - A
Closer Look at Response oo Intervention, p., 2.

Response to intervention (RTI) is a relevant topic of any text that examines the rela-
tionship between assessment and nstruction. RTT reflects newer perspectives and
practices in the way schools identify and respond to students who are not learning as
expected within the core curriculinn, or general instruction provided all students.

Despite these cfforts, nationwide data continue to show that far too many
capable students are not acquiring the skills necessary for academic suceess {Aud
et al., 201 15 1ES, 2015). Although some seudents enter school wirh a degree of
academic disadvantage (Burkam & Lee, 2002; Hare & Risley, 1993, 2005,
Weisleder & Fernald, 2013), it benefits educators to examine instances in which
exposure to formal instruction increases rather than closes the educational pap,

These phenomena are not Jimired to isolated cases. Tndeed, entire groups of
students may “fail” when they are provided with poar curriculum or instructional
methads. Siruations such as these are beyond unforeunate: they violate the educa-
tional rights of all students, exceptional and nonexceptional alike. More insidi-
ously, parterns of student (school) failure can reinforce notions thar entire groups
of students are inherently fess capable of learning than others.

R is a conglomerate of practices based on the abternate premise thatr most
students do tearn well when provided high-quality instruction and close monitoring
of educational progress (Echevarria & Fashrouck, 2009 Fuchs & Deshler, 2007),
Iz its ideal, RTT combines systematic, proactive, and responsive elemeats o improve
patrerns of student achievement across entire schools and districts.

RTT approaches encourage examination of both the instructional inpus and
achievement outputs associated with individual and group tearning within the
“eore.” RTT models require thae instruction be {a) evidence-based, (b) delivered with
fidelity, and (¢) consistently informed hy dynamic measures of student Progress
(Bender & Shores, 2007). Frequent assessments of eargered skills provide teachers
the information required for timely instructional adjustments to ensure that all
students receive the supports necessary to maximize individval success (Hale et al.,
2010}, RTT speaks so explicitly to the power of evidence-based instruction chat R
was included among the eriteria schools may utilize to determine a student’s cligibil-
ity for special education {reauthorized fndividuals with Disabifities Education Act
{IDEA], 2004). Preventative support structures, such as RTI. along with assurance
for supports to meet culturally and linguistically diverse (CLD} student needs, also
are promoted in the updated Every Student Succeeds Act (2016).

RTH represents an importane shife in the requirements necessary to tdentify
and assist students with a possible learning disability. Previous criteria for deter-
mining disability focused on finding a significant discrepancy between the stu-
dent’s overall abilicy (measured [Q) and performance on standardized tests of
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academic achievement. As discussed throughout this text, however, factors other
than an innate disability can contribute ro student achievement, and overreliance
on discrepancy models is one of the factors frequently associared with dispropor-
tionate referral and placement of CLD students in special education (De Valenzu-
ela, Copeland, Qi, & Park, 2006; Rueda & Windmueller, 2006).

In addition to overidentification at the point of evaluation, adherence to discrep-
ancy maodels can actually prevent struggling students from receiving the support
needed to close emergent achievement gaps before they widen, RT1 represents a move
away from wait-to-fail models thar disregard student struggles until gaps hecome large
enough to merit diagnoses as a disability (Fletcher & Vaughn, 2009 Fuchs, Mack,
Morgan, & Young, 2003). It has heen anticipated that through more rapid response
to concerns and eligibility based on student response 1o rescarch-based methocds, fewer
students overall will require spectal education support (Fuchs & Deshler, 2007).

RTT has greater potential to promote systemic improvement than previous
models where focus on assessment and placement (in special education) did little
ro expand veachers” abilities to assess, interpret, and respond to students’ fearning
neeels with targeted and timely supports. Whereas test results provide a score, weli-
implemented interventions facilitate the cycles of learning, assessment, and modi-
fication necessary to determine when, how, and wnder wiai conditions the student
does fearn, RTI models invive us to think as muach abour the responsiveness of aur
instruction to the student’s learning, as the student’s response to our instruction
{Hamayan, Marler, Sdnchez-Lopez, & Damico, 2014; Hiebert, Stewart, & Uzicanin,
2010y, Teachers who begin to problem solve in this manner not only become more
adepr at distinguishing disabilities from differences in individual srudents, they
often become more capable and responsive teachers of students overall, This is
pargicularly important with CLD students for whom fack of apprepriare teaching
miethods can seriously alfect opportonity o learn,

Some districts frame self-assessment, improvement plans, and instructional prac-
vices around maltitiered systems of support (MTSS). MTSS structures Freguently

include RFI, bur the terms are not synonymous. Both are con-

assessment FREEZE FRAME 7.1

sidered preventative, but MTSS models tend to be more com-
prehensive, with artention to varied or multiple tiers of

Whereas test results provide a score,
well-implemented interventions facilitate
the cycles of learning, assessment, and
maodification necessary to determine

instrictional support. These support structures may involve
nonacademic areas such as sociab-cmational development and
behavior, or system goals {e.g., professional development, learn-
ing culture, and parent invelvement). Although distinctions

when, how, and under what conditions exist, the bulk of information and examples in this chapter

the student does fearn,

applies to the data we employ to assess—and assess within—

vither of these proactive/responsive systems of supports.

What Does BV Lool Like?

Well-designed RTT models include a number of componenis that enable and sup-
port student learning, Ceneral to each is the assurance of high-quality classroom
instruction, delivered with fidelity by collaborative and knowledgeabie staff who
involve parents in supporting the child’s educational experience. Students’ progress
is monitored closely via universal screenings and data derived from student
responses to targeted intervention,

RTT models commonly reference a triangular pyramid of tiered supports. Most
models delineate three or four tiers, with the Targest or core level representing the
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effective educationial practices provided to all scudents. The premise and promise
of RTI is that a well-implemented instructional core successfully meets the needs
of 70% to 80% of students across settings and populations. When fewer stu-
dents demonstrate expected growth within the core, schools should examine
the following:

» Scope and coherence of curticular content

© Appropriateness of the instructional methods

o Fidelity of implementation

¢ Validity of data for CLD students

Correspondence with more authentic or alternate demonstration of skills

Because the proportion of students with innate learning disabilities is generally
similar regardiess of demographic, it is reasonable to expect that the majority of
students, regardless of background, will experience success within a relevant and
responsive core.

RTI structures differ among states, citics, and districts. There are two major
types of RTI models, employed cither separately or in tandem within a framework
of supports. The first is referred to as a standard treatment protocol. Within this
model, the same research-based treatment is provided to all students at each level,
with progress measured against set indicators or benchmarks of achievement. Stu-
dents who do not meet these criteria receive an additional research-supported treat-
ment of more intensive supports, Literacy models that track student achieverment
using benchmark and progress monitoring systems, such as AIMSWeb (Pearson)
and DIBELS or IDEL {University of Oregon), are examples of standard treatment
protocols commonly used in schools today.

Although the models are not mutually exclusive, the problem-solving model
differs from the standard treatment protocol in several respects. Chief among these
is that problem-solving models focus on more individualized interventions and
contextually based assessment. Methods outlined for problem solving foster
detailed consideration of the experiential or external factors that may be influene-
ing a specific student’s achievement (Hamayan et al,, 2014). Individualized inter-
ventions that prove cffective for numerous students may then become incorporated
into the core as levels of necessary differentiation for all, rather than as indicators
of individual need.

In discussing problem-solving and standard treatment models of RTI, Cathe-
rine Collier (2010) notes that the graphics used to describe them (see Figure 7.1 for
examples) lend insight to potential weakness or cautions of each. In the multitiered
models, student movement between tiers may be based upon universal or larger
scale criteria that are not appropriate for CLD students. Although placement within
the tiers is ideally fluid (students return to core settings once skill-specific needs are
met}, the potential exists for the ascending tiers to be misinterpreted as unidirec-
tional steps toward special education.

Conversely, problem-solving models are frequently depicted as cireular to
represent continuous cycles of instruction, assessment, analysis, and instructional
refinement. Although this representation effectively reduces consideration of the
process as a path to special education, ongoing treatment outside the standard can
fail to illuminate how, when, and if the student can be successful within the core,
These models are not mutually exclusive, and many schools strive to employ elements
of both,
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Tiers (Not Tracks) of Instruction

Consideraion of the appropriateness of a measure for students became the ropic for
prekindergarten teachers artending a workshop about the new wriversal sereener for
use in their school.

Mr. Mantris Well, T thiek Iunderstand the intention and, vos, it makes a lor of
sense to find out early which students need more help than others, but . .

Ms. Ordaz: Will paraprofessional allocations and class size be adjusted for
classes with more low students?

Ms. Lowell: 1 don’t consider my students “low,™ but [ do worry that a lot of
their scores will be. Many of them have never even been exposed 1o the
pictured items they'll be asked ro quickly name. Others could easily do that
task in their home language—but not in English.

Mr, Mantriz “Thats what bothers me, too. T understand that rapid automatic
naming predicrs reading success and ics imporrant to have an carly indica-
tor of who may oeed more attention. Bur for many of our students, this
screener won't be measuring how quickly students can name pictures. It will
e measuring their exposure to English,

Ms. Ordaz: Tsn't English vocabulary necessary for reading in English? I scems
to me thar regardless of why they have rrouble, it will show us which ones
aeed move help for whatever reason,

Mr. Maatriz What happens il 75% of our students don't make benchmark?
Will this screener tell us who needs which kind of help?

The teachers in the vignetre are asking excellent questions. As mentioned in Chap-
ter 2, it just as impaoreant to understand the reliabilivy and validity of screening
tools as diagnostic measures,

Take a few minutes ro think about (or discuss) che following:

@ Is the picture-naming task a reliable measure of students” ability to name pic-
tures in English? {In other words, does it accurately poreray the student’s abil-
ity to name specific English words?)

e Is it a valid measure of rapid automatic naming? (Docs the task distinguish
between students who score poorly due to word retrieval and those who sim-
ply do not yet know the words?)

@ What might it indicate if 75% of Mr. Mantris class does fail to meet the Fall bengl-
mark? Will we be able to answer this question on the basis of screening data alone?

Typically, Tier [ of a standard treatment protocol refers to the general or core
instruction available to all students, At this level, evidence-based practices and qual-
ity resources combine to meet the academic and behavioral needs of iost students.
Of key importance for educators of CLD students is whether the instrucrional and
assessment methods used for RTE are research-based as effective and appropriare
for students of all demographics in that setting {Sanford, Brown & Turner, 2012},
Attention to appropriatencss for CLD students is eritical given the (a) predominance
of instructional pracrices touted as research-based for all students that have not
specifically been determined as effective for English learners, (b} biased methods
used to assess skills, and (c) dissimilarity of peers to which they are compared
(Brown, 2013; Brown & Doolirtle, 2008: Klingner, Floover, & Baca, 2008: Reyn-
olds & Shaywitz, 2009). Where such assurances have not been examined andfor
cannot be made, RT1 runs the risk of misidentifying students by the same fauley
criteria as the discrepancy formula it seeks to replace (Reynolds & Shaywitz, 2009).
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RTI models reflecr the realization that some students may require more inten-
sive suppott to make expected gains in particular areas. It is important, however,
for schoals to understand the variables that can influence student performance on
screenings, and consider alternate probes and core-level accommodations before
referral to more intensive tiers of support.

Teaching Tips:

+ Review screening data from the teacher’s lens.
» Do the results reflect the student’s performance on formal and informal
classroom tasks?
= Do observations by any other staff indicate the student demonstrates tar-
geted skills under differing conditions?
o Review screening results with the child in mind.
o Does this student typically perform well under the conditions in which the
skill was screened?
¢ Do anccdotal notes indicate the student was unwell or under stress at the
time of screening?
¢ Identify other sources of data that exist or can be gathered to corroborate the
student’s need for additional support with specified skiils.
» Determine scaffolds that will support this student’s ongoing participation in a
differentiated core,
» Monitor look-alike or alternate indicators of data that demonstrate student
growth with the targeted skill.
o Advocate for multidimensional sources of data when identifying the most ben-
eficial settings to advance student skills.

The goal is to ensure that each student is allowed to engage in the core setting for
the maximum time possible, while stili meeting his or her individual needs. Indeed,
recent research has found that among students with similar academic profiles, those who
remained in the core setting made greater progress than those veceiving the designated
intervention (Balu et al., 2015}, Further research is needed to understand what’s hap-
pening when additional “help” serves to hinder rather than strengthen achievement.

Typically, students identified as making insufficient progress within a well-designed
and well-implemented core are referred for more targeted levels of instruction in spe-
cific areas of need. At any given time, 15% to 20% of students may require Tier I
supports for some aspect of the curriculum while continuing to participate in the uni-
versal core. An often-cited benefit of Tier II interventions is that they typically are
provided in smaller group settings. Each student’s progress is monitored more fre-
quently, with probes administered every 1 to 2 weeks. Data points plotted to determine
students’ rate of growth reveal their response to the intervention. Poor student responses
require reassessment of the intervention and a refincment of the methods used with an
individual or group of students. Just as with the core, instructional techniques utilized
in Tier IT nced to be effective for the intended group(s) of students, delivered with fidelity,
and responsive to the learner(s) for whom it is designed.

For many students, early attention to specific needs results in a resolution of
difficulties such that they can continue successful participation in an enriching core
with minimal additional supports. Student participation in either tier of support is
understood to be need-specific and fluid—never a form of {re)designation or track-
ing, This labeling/tracking may occur overtly, through assignmient to leveled classes,
or through the more insidious use of scoring terminology to describe a student or
group (e.g., “She’s below basic,” “Most of my class is red”).
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SNAPSHOT from CLASSROOM PRACTICE

In this picture, Mrs. Thomas is working with a small group of 2nd-grade students
to provide them with added support during their reading time. This kind of a
guided intervention enables teachers to provide targeted instruction that is
responsive to students' individual acadermic needs.

Jessica Thomas

Two years ago, our building switched to a push-in intervention model. We saw
huge success with this change and | believe a large part of that success was
due to the fact that reading intervention became a part of the homeroom class.
Classrooms were no longer a revolving door of students leaving for 30 minutes
here, 20 minutes there, and the transition times it took to get to a new location.
Our push-in model cut down on the time it took for students to get to reading i
intervention and allowed them to start working sooner. The push-in model

also allowed the planning and intervention process to become more of a
collaborative effort between the classroom teacher and innovation specialists.
Reading aides and specialists could hear what was going on during classroom
instruction and intervene, almost immediately, around that instruction for Tier i
interventions. It really took on a “class within a class” feel, which took away the
shame that sometimes came with “going to reading.” Since all students were
working with small groups, and rotating through teachers, aides, and specialists,
they felt succassful in their own classroom. We were also able to intervene
around more students as the transition time from room to room was cut down,
There was a bit of push back in the beginning. Teachers were worried that it
would be too distracting to students. What we found was that the students
transitioned more seamlessly because they weren't leaving the classroom. This
kept the focus on reading, the strategies fluid, and the messages the same.

JoAnna Euston, Elementary Instructional Coach
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As noted in the conversation between Ms. Ordaz and My Maoeri, soch think-
ing can begin to impact school culture and decisions unless dara discussions are
structured to invite deeper consideration of the results (Datnow, Choi, Park,
St. John, 2018}

When discussions are a vegular part of data review, trends may be noted
that foster ideas for strategic improvement to ongoing practice. This process
serves not only to empower teachers, but also to reduce the noise created by
responding, to cach pereeived “deficit” by adding a new program or pullout to
the curricular routine.

Bringing Focus to the “Data Daze”

The new principal at Roosevelt Elementary, Ms. Drake, was surprised by how
many teachers deseribed their students, and the schoob in general, as “tow.™ This
was done in o manner that suggested inherent ability, rather than specifically
defined need or skifl, To be honesey fall screening data was alarming. Per proto-
col, Ms. Drake was now required to help staff “dvitl down™ on those multical-
ored graphs.

Slides presente d during this Data Day’s ineering confirmed that Roosevelts
reading trinngles were indeed “upside down™ {see Vigure 7.2), This meant that the
majority of students scored in red or yellow, with fewer scoring in the green. There
was o pereeptible cohort scoring “well above.”™
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Despite having had time to reflect, Mrs. Ryan blurted, “Thar’s just Roosevelt.
We do the best we can with whar we get. Have you seen the neighborhood?” Heads
nodded. Another person added, “What if the red kids got extra vocabulary home-
work or we use their recess time for fluency drills?” Mrs. Ryan countered, “I've
been here 20 years and it just fecls like we're warking harder and cramming more
into each day, but little changes.” Ms, Drake realized this may be a systemic chal-
lenge, and likely the reason she was assigned to Roosevelt. What an opportunity to
make a difference! She truly believed most people do strive to feel successful, but
numbers alone couldn’t tell any of chem why they weren’t achieving desired out-
comes at their school,

Tn addition to screening, there also were demographic data, When Ms. Drake
asked about the percentage of students in special education, teachers shared thar this
had become a district concern, and “now nobody can be referred.” Ms, Drake reas-
sured staff that problem solving around student needs actually was ot a special
education process. There may be students whose needs lead to that consideration,
but their first step would be “looking beyond these darn trianglest”

Out of the corner of her eye, she caught another teacher’s eyes roll and declared,
“Let’s stop talking and do some walking.” Ms. Drake asked teachers to submis the
names of students who may benefit from further attention, She clarified, “These
should be students whose needs aren’s being met in the accommodated tiers. These
are students who stand out, even when provided extra support.”,

By week’s end, 4th-grade teachers had submitted more names than Ist-prade
through 3rd-grade teachers combined, so they would be the 1st grade-level group to
meet. There were far too many referrals to represent exceptionality or to explore
cach in-depth, However, every child’s success mattered, so they would be trying a
new approach. Ms. Drake also invited the ESL teacher, counselor, tearning coach,
and speech pathologist to this grade-level, problem-solving meeting, They would
have 1 hour.

Ms. Drake had prepared a few slides to keep the conversation moving. The firse
was a photo of nurse Jen's office on a typical busy day. More than 80% of her visi-
tors return to class after a shorr assessment (e.g., temperature reading, sugar level
reading, obscrvation) and the indicated “treatment” (e.8., medication, warer, listen-
ing ear). “Why is the student returning to the classroom important?” Ms. Drake
asked. “Students need to be in class to learn,” Ms. El-Amin chimed. “Bxactly,” the
principal replied. “It’s like our model of MTSS. There are really only a few students
who need something very different, bur we don’t ignore the rest,”

To start the problem-solving process, classroom teachers were given a few min-
utes to jot down up to three primary concerns they had for each student they had
come to discuss, Examples were provided regarding che level of detail for this step
(.8, “Sara has trouble answering questions about stories” is more infarmative than
“Sara doesn’t undersrand”),

As teachers read alond concerns, teammates probed details such as, “Were these
student-read staries, or does thar also happen after hearing you read?” This helped the
group reach consensus on how o list the emerging themes, For example, Sara’s name
was added to those of lan, Josue, Carmen, Jamari, Stephanie, Ixchel, and Kendra on
the chaet labeled, “Answering Questions after Listening,” There was an even longer list
for “Answering Questions after Reading,” with many of the same names appearing on
it. Two teachers commented that they were not sure if those who couldn’t respond to
reading prompts might have done berter orally, so they made a note o follow-up with
imformal probes to find out. Mr, Vu had a great resource wirh scaffolded tasks that he
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was willing to share. All agreed that seeing how each student performed with different
response options would add a lot to their understanding of who needed what, and even
more importantly, who already knotes and can do when provided an alternate probe.

Another theme emerged that reflected concerns such as, “I never hear him
speak,” “She doesn’t use complete sentences,” and “They just don’t respond. Crick-
ets!” By the 30-minute mark, chart paper lists revealed common themes around
“Speaking in Sentences,” “Answering Questions,” and “Retelling Stories or Events.”
Everyone noted the connection to oral langnage, which could also, of course, impact
fluency, vocabulary, and compirebension. Two charts had only one name. The speech
language pathologist and counselor would be following up in advance of more indi-
vidualized problem solving related to those concerns.

Returning to the emergent themes, Ms. Drake drew a frame around each titled
skill, She asked the group to reflect on current practices, resources, or routines.
Acknowledging full plates and wariness to add-ons, she asked, “Are there any tweaks
that could be done to get more power, more language use, and growth from what
we already do?” They took a few minutes to note individual thoughts before sharing,
The ESL teacher opened by saying, “Pechaps this is my lens, but I feel like classes are
too quiet. The scripted response drills we’ve adopred to increase engagement . . . well,
it’s not the same. Flow many of you studied a foreign language in high school, aced
every pattern drill, but never learned to speak?”

“I agree,” said Mr, Vu, “language, words, and sentence structures don’r really
‘stick” until you’re using them for a real purpose. This could be asking your question,
sharing your thoughts, or simply requesting that your steak be ‘just the right amount
of pink.”” Others laughed and nodded. Ms. Drake summarized, “Do we believe that
increasing the students’ opportunities to talk, to truly converse, has value?” “Yes,” said
Mz DeJong, “but I don’t know what that would look like without losing control, or
having it Jook to others that way. Previous principals frowned on noisy classrooms.”

“Well, if that noise is students tafking about what they’re thinking, learning, or
creating,” said Ms. Drake, “I've got your back. My role is to advacate for what we
collectively decide has the most leverage with onr students. That will be our focus. Let's
plan to meer again next week. In the meantime, write down any ideas or strategies you
feel might add power, not work, to our day. This could include how to rethink a par-
ticular structure, like what happens during partner shares, or a simple prompt we all
can use to cue higher level or more elaborate responses throughour the day—even in
gym. Send your thoughts to Gayle. She’ll compile them for discussion next week. We'll
decide what is doable and how well know it is working. We arc not ignoring ‘the
rriangles,’ but that data alone couldn’t guide us to the discussion that we had roday.”

The meeting adjourned with 5 minutes to spare. Mrs. Ryan lagged behind. “You
know, Ms. Drake, when we started today, I thoughe this would be a waste of rime.
That’s what I used to feel whenever the outcome wasn’t testing for special ed. We
didn’t know what else to do. Today we turned our resignation about student needs
to a focus on how we can add traction to what we already do, instead of just spin-
ning our wheels. Is this what you meant by ‘accommeodated tiers?*” “That’s precisely
it,” Ms. Drake answered with a smile.

Grade- or subject-level problem solving may be most appropriate when many
students demonstrate difficulties within an RTI/MTSS framework. Instead of negat-
ing concerns as “typical,” educators are encouraged to notice themes that emerge
from descriptions of actnal students. This will foster more authentic and focused
discussions around proactive adjustments that presume everyone’s ability rather
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than fnability to succeed. This process also helps to focus resources on gathering
the information necessary to problem solve around the strengths and needs of
individual students who stand out from their peers. The following process outlines
the steps for group problem solving.

Group Problem Solving
Materials:

Lists from teachers (see “Before Meeting”)
Chart paper (or documents to project)
Markers

Blank paper (for teachers to make notes)

-]

}; Directions:

1. Before Meeting

o Identify the grade or subject level with a high rate of special education or
problem-solving referrals.

° Invite teacher representatives and support personnel with insight to, and
impact upon, that group.

@ Ask teachers to bring a list of students they either referred, or feel are not
benefitting from current supports,

2. During Meceting

o Set up chart paper or projected document for lists that wilt be developed.

* Explain time limit and purpose {i.e., to determine if themes emerge from
discussion of indivicual needs).

® Have teachers write down one to three concerns for each student they have
come to discuss.

o Ag each teacher shares, invite clarification and consensnus about how that
student’s concern is described and/or whether it is already represented on
an existing chart.

° When all individuals have shared, invite individual reflection on any emer-
gent themes.

¢ Share thoughts. Seek consensus on one or two themes.

° Ask participants now to reflect on current supports, routines, or practices.
What adjustments might leverage greater opportunity to authentically use
or develap skills?

3. Follow-Up

o The facilitator, coach, or team leader consolidates ideas for follow-up dis-
cussion, Teachers determine adjustments or suggestions they feel will add
power to every child’s day.

° As a group, answers are developed in response to the following questions:
e Is professional development desired?

° How and when will we reflect on or measure the impact?
¢ Might this professional development or instructional change benefic
other grades or teams?

o Continue individualized problem solving around the more unique needs of
students that also surfaced during this process.
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Additional Notes:

This activity can be sepeated as ofren as desired throughouot rhe academic school
vear, For actions raken, follow-up within the first 6 to 9 weeks is needed ro gauge
implementation and allow for reflection.

As noted earlien, such problem-sofving approaches can exist within or i addi-
tion to the standard creatment protocol to assist seaff i identifying and responding
to individual needs. These processes can also result in instructional insights that
improve the core, thereby reducing the numbers of students who fail sereeners for
reasons unrelated o true abilivy o skill (Flamayan ez al,, 2014),

INDIVIDUALIZING FOR CLD STUDENTS

Within weeks of beginning 1st grade, Joaquin was referred for intensive literacy
support. Teachers undersiood that family mobility and vmotional upheavals had
interfered with his participation in kindergarren, but things had srabitized and
he'd become "ne different than others™ by midyear. Sill; he miled ro master all
lecter sounds by May and remained behind peers when school resumed. Tiered
Lireraey interventions (¢.g., scripred small-group instruction, drills) and “visuals”
{i.c., marketed levter/picrure charts) did not resuls in the rare of growth necessary
to ¢lase his cmerging achievement gap. Teachers hegan to suspect “processing”
or “memory problems.”

Staff ar Joagquin’s school had recently received training on “MTSS for Indi-
* Although designed 1o repiace the preassessient process lor
special educarion (SPED), district presenters emphasized that an individualized
prablem-solving approach wag different. It should not be considered the “road
to SPED™ but rather a process o determine the conditions wnder which the stu-
dene (and teacher) experience greater sticeess. As sucl, the reachers ol any stu-
dent, even a srudent already receiving special services, could benefir from this

vidual Students.’

provess when needed.

In the past, Joaguins teacher would have seruggled sith referral. She didn’t wane
to overidentify CLD students, bure what it Joaquin had a true exceptionaliny?
Wouldn'r ignaving i be just as had ¥ She decided ro submit his name for the problem-
solving process (PSP). Prior ta the mecting, one of the child study weam members
visired to parher deails. They wlked bricily about Jonquins strengths, needs, inter-
ests, and family. How did bis parent deseribe him? The newly created PSP form
requested much more personal (biographical) information abour the student, There
also was a place for individual and contexrualizing group screener data,

The firse PSE meering about Joaquin included several Chitd Study Team mem-
bers, the ESOL. teacher, administrator, and alter-chaul supervisor, M Avagon. He
alsor saw Joaguin daily and had a good relatonship wich his mother, The PSP form
was prefilled with available hackground information and projecred on the wall. They
showed Janquins schoul picrure while talking about his inrerests and family, M,
Aragon added thar Joaguin loved having “fun homework™ (8., colaring or connring
page), but his mother had expressed worry thar, speaking livde Eoglish, she couldn’t
be of much help with his seading,.

The bifingual speech language pashologist (SEP) often wied 1o observe studenrs
caming up for PSP discussion. Visiting class, she involved Joaquin in a shaorr game
with peers that revealed be could name fae fower pictares in English than in Spanish.
This suggested that Lnglish proficiency Tactored it his ability to benefic from the
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picture accommodation assumed ro cue lis association of letters with sounds. These
new insights inspired the PSP team to develop more refined intecventions targeted
specifically ro Joaquin.

The first intervention involved sending honic a small packet of sticky notes
preprinted with multiples of several unmastered graphemes. Parents were asked to
lead Joaquin on a hunt around the house modeling the sound and placing sticky
notes on objects determined to begin with that sound. They stuck a printed “p” to
the door (puerta), a container for straws (popotes), and a shelf for plates (platos).
They added “s” stickies to the chair (sifla), couch (sofa), and salt (sal). They placed
“m” stickies on the table {(mesa), jam (mermelada), and even one on the sleeve
(manga) of Mamil Joaquin found it great fun to review and add letters daily. His
mother made it even more fun by hiding a candy next to “something thar begins with
‘ssss,” ‘mmm,’ or “p."” When this skill was probed in class 4 days later, Joaquin dem-
onstrated 100% visual recognition and sound association for the letter/sounds
worked on that week.

Joaquin’s rapid learning under these conditions led the SLP ro also provide
parents a bilingual alphabet book to record pictures {drawn or cut out) and Spanish
words beginning with the sound associated with each letter. Pages were divided into
two columns, one for home words and the other for English words. Parents were
encouraged to help Joagquin discover when English letter sounds {i.c., 2} did not exist
in Spanish words. Where possible, spaces in both columns were prefilled with pic-
tured cognates (pantalonesfpants) to provide student and reacher shared referents to
anchor letter-sound associations.

Use of this tool to build sound/symbol association and phonemic awareness
(sound discrimination, blending, etc.) was modeled by the SLP. Telephone support
was provided daily the first week.

Although given 4 weeks to complete home sections, Joaquin returned his book
in two. The teacher was thrilled. She reported back to his PSP team that she and
Joaquin had reviewed the letters, sounds, and corresponding Spanish words for the
class. Peers loved listening for the sound in unfamiliar words and suggesting English
words he could choose for the other column. Within a few short weeks of probing
and responding to Joaquin's skills, it became apparent that his needs were largely
sitnational and his assers were immense. When provided with this more rargeted and
authentic seaffold, Joaguin made rapid gains.

The reacher determined that afl her students could benefit from what was origi-
nally developed to meer the almost unrecognized needs of ose. She looked forward
to adding more student-created bilingual ABC books to sit among the reference shelf
materials in her classroom,

3s this scenario demonstrates, educators frequently can increase the academic
xhievement of CLD students simply by carefully observing for, and building on,

| he skills and resources each already brings to class, The multitude of factors sur-
i ounding the Imrnmg of CLD students requues educators to think reflectively

~hbout the root issues of any perceived delays in learning,

| As teachers explore a CLD student’s history, the following questions may yield

mformatlon that proves particularly relevant to the problem-solving process:

* How is the “behavior” or perceived “delay” exhibited in the primary language
or home enwvironment? In general, genuine behavioral, language, and some learn-
ing disabilities are also evident to family members, who note differences in this
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child compared with her or his siblings and peers. When parents or guardians
are consulted {e.g., through home visits), they often provide wonderfut insights
into their child’s learning patterns, knowledge bases, and background experi-
ences. Such insights greatly enhance a reacher’s capacity to check potentially
inaccurate assumptions about learning and language acquisition capacities.

o As nglish achieventent at an expected level given the students stage of Englisl
aeguisition? A student’s abilicy to participage in and henefic from instruction
ts invariably affecred by his or her proficiency in the language of inscruction,
especially if accommuaodations are not consistently used to increase content
comprehensibiticy.

o Does the student’s langrage acquisition bistory appear fo account for strengths
or weaknesses in the prisnavy kinguage? 1f a student’s opportunities to use and
maintain her or his first language have diminished due ro English exposure,
she or he may experience some degree of first language loss before fully acquir-
ing the second language. When such a student is assessed in both languages,
neither language may appear strong, and this can be misinterpreted as an
indication of an innate fanguage delay or a learning disorder.

o [s L1 achicoement consistent with the amownt and thue period of L1 academnic
instruction? Careful consideration of the amount and type of narive language
instruction is necessary o determine whether the student’s current learning
patterns are consistent with prior academic expericnces.

@ How does the student respond 1o scaffolded or mediated learning? One of the
most eritical sources of information is ancedotal and product evidence of how
the student responds o sheftered or other forms of accommodative classroom
mstraction provided at a level consistent with the student™s previous academic
and linguistic experiences. CLD students who demonstrate grade-fevel or
expected learning under these conditions may indeed have significant academic
needls but are unhikely to have a learning disability. Many students, however,
have not been given an opportunity to learn and benefic from shebrered or
accommuodative instruction. When such needs-based instruction has not yet
been atcempted, reachers and other educators must carcfully guard against
erroneous assumptions about rhe students’ learning capacities.

o s the tem that facilitates interprotation and processing of provided informa-
tion, miade up of or informed by diverse individuals, parents or guardians, and
family and conmumunity menthbers who undersiand the studont’s Tanguage and
chltarred Multiple lenses are needed vo consider the student’s strengths and
potential challenges under differing educationat conditians, The hame perspec-
rive is especially erivieal for insights to the most authentic interpreration of
Facrars that hinder or enable learning performance,

A well-developed problem-solving process thar includes consideration of these

questions may reveal that a student’s curren difficulties can reasonably be explained
or aceowntted for on the basis of her or his prior opporeunities to fearn.

INTENSIFIED NEEDS (FEW OF THE FEW)

Although the majority of seudents’ necds can be mer wirthin Tiers 1 and 11, a
refative fere (3% to §%) may require even more intensive levels of support ro
show gains, At cthis level, fnrervention support is delivered to even smaller




Intensified Needs (Few of the Few)

Throughout a child's journey through the
educational system, various data are collected
as a means of shedding tight on his or her
aptitude, progress, anc potential. But what is
data and how does it relate to what we want
to know about the child? Data is simply
informaticn. It can take many farms (e.g.,
observation), but it often is reduced to

RS

data, we run the risk of
missing critical interactions
and insight to the big
picture,

Multiple lenses are necessary to bring into
facus a larger systemic picture, or bigger
picture of any one child, i we consider the
four dimensions of the learner’s biography,
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numbers for easier management. Numbers,
however, don’t always tell enough of the story.
For example, how long can a person tolerate
suh exposure without getting sunburned?
This question presumes a tot but most adults
could probably provide an answer based on
experiences from their own lives, Let's say
we ask 100 people this question and their
responses range from 15 minutes to 4 hours. + Background knowledge (home, commu-
Granted, a few might say they "always" or nity, and school)
“never” burn, but those are considerad ¢ Enrichment vs. remediation
outliers; as a result, we exclude them from + Varied ways ta show learning
the study.
If the amount of time this normative sample
can be in the sun without burning averages
90 minutes, can we be confident this is an
appropriate benchmark for all? Will any be
“hurned” by this assumption? Might reactions

key factors to consider include:

Saciccultural Dimension

¢ Internal or situational stressors

¢ Parental involvement in problem solving

s Classroom climate {collaborative vs.
competitive)

Cognitive

Academic

o Prior education

* L1 instructional support

= Instructional approach

e Skills present in home/community con-

also vary by time of year or geographic texts
location? What other factors could impact an Linguistic
individual's response to sun? s L1 proficiency level
As with skin reactions to the sun, RTi = English proficiency fevel
measures are hest considered within an ¢ Adequacy of language accommadalions
individualized contaxt. Whenever we drill s Opportunities to access all language

down on static indicators such as humerical assets while learning 1

groups with more frequent probes of progress. The purpose of these assess-
ments is ro ensure that the instruetional methods and marerials align wich
stadents’ needs. Nothing is gained educationally by merely documensing inter-
ventions that don’t wark.

RTE models vary somewhar with regard ro the most intensive tier(s) of
instruction. [t may be thar Tier [H includes botk students wichour disabilities and
those wirh special needs, or Tier I (or 1V) may be reserved only for students with
identificd exceptionalities. Special educarion students should be assigned to the
most appropriate and least restrictive tier of instruction for each curricular area
basedt on individual need racher than on predetermined influence of (dis)abifity.
Although a well-designed model of RT1 leads to more appropriate determination
of students in need of intensive suppores, RTLs, above all, a continuum of general
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assessment FREEZE FRAME 7.2 RAARA

education supports designed to prevent school failure in the
larger population of students.

Figure 7.3 summarizes key aspects of each tier of RTI

Nothing is gained educationally by merely instructional support (Brown & Daoolittle, 2008; Collier, 2010;

documenting interventions that don’t work. Echevarria & Vogt, 2010; Fisher, Frey, & Rothenberg, 2011).

Figure 7.3 Key Aspects of RTI Tiers of Instruction

Tier T {All Students)

-

Research-based curriculum and methods with evidence of effectiveness for the target
population(s)

English Language Development (ELDYEnglish to Speakers of Other Languages
(ESOL} is a component of core instruction

Culturally responsive instruction to access, assess, and build on background
knowledge

Stratepies and materials appropriate for English learners

s Sheltered, academically rich, English language instruction

» Peer collaboration

s Native language instruction

» Visuals, realia

Teaching for rransfer

Universal screening of academics

Progress monitoring compares English learners with English learning peers
Tnformed interpretation of student performance

Explicit instruction in——and contextualized opportunities to use—phonemic aware-
ness, phonics, Auency, vocabulary, and comprehension

Tier II (Some Students)

* B 5 B

20-30 minutes in addition to core program

Data-driven (multiple sources)

Evidence-based curriculum and methods (e.g., sheltered English language instruc-
tion, native language instruction)

Culturally responsive instruction to access, assess, and build on background knowledge
Small group (three ro five students)

Systemaric and explicit instruction that targers skill building, transfer, and authentic use
Progress monitored with comparisons made to true peers; resultsfinterpretation
triangulated across settings

Tier Il {(Few Students)

Appropriateness of Tier I and II evident by progress of most true peers

45-60 minutes in addition to core program

Delivered by educators who can pinpoint specifie needs of individual students and
respond in culturally responsive ways

Data driven {nwltiple sources and rypes)

Culturally responsive instruction to access, assess, and build on background knowledge
Strategics and materials appropriate for English learners (e.g., sheltered English lan-
guage instruction, peer collaboration, native language instruction, visuals, realia)
Culturally and linguistically appropriate assessments inform interpretation of need
Special cducation support, as necessary, and as supported by detailed description of,
and plan for, conditions under which student skills grow.
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PROBLEW SOLVING VERSUS REFERRAL FOR SPED

Jatme is curvently in the 7¢h grade. He caune ro the United States and enrered school
in the middle of last year, Teachers have become concerned that, desptie oecasional
transtation support from a Spasish-speaking paraprofessional, he is st8l) nowhere near
grade fevel. Jaime is not even ahle to work successfully with his peers on 3rd- and
dth-prade-level material used in tiered reading and ESL.

The reading reacher has expressed the concern that Jaime should be in special
education, bur the ESL reacher, Mrs. Jaeger, thinks that he is “bright.” She has
abserved him during his unstrucrured rime with other Spanish-speaking students and
has noticed that Jaime usually takes the Jead in organizing games, Te also appears
quick with respanses that make his friends laugh. Tension has developed heeween
these teachers beeanse of their different perspectives on Jaimes inhercot abilities.
However, each agrees that Jaime is not able to waorlc anywhere near grade level in
cither Spanish or English, so he is referred ro SPED,

The school’s bilingual social worker accompanies Mrs, Jaeger w Jaime's home
to find our more about his family and school history, This is always an important
component of the evaluation. Jaime’s mother reports they had lived in o rural pant
of Mexica where aceess (o education was inconsistent and offered to all chitdren
simultaneously, regardless of educarional Tevel. When asked, his mother estimates
thar Jaime had been in school about a toral of 10 or 12 months before coming 1o the
United Stazes. Fler answers to additional questions and the perceptions she shares of
her child indicare that she does nat see him as very different frone other children his
age that she had known in Mexico,

This information helps the evaluation team understand Jaime's case. te explains
many of the perceived problems, even his difficulties with learning materiat in Span-
ish. They now ksow much of the prior instruction provided had nor been at jaime’s
tearning level, regardless of language, so his lack of achiovement is nor conclusive
evidence of an inmate learing problem,

An informal probe of Spanish liceracy skills reveals thar Jaime does have the criti-
cal foundations of literacy in his primary language. These and other assessments
indicate that faime is able to read and comprehend in Spanish ar the carly 2nd-grade
level. Althongh consistene with his educational history, Jaime's skills are nor enough
for him to have benefitted from the higher-level rranslated texes and supports used
with other sewcomers. Mad teachers known this information sooner, they would have
better understood his inabifity o perform academic tasks, despite what weree inirially
considered adequate supports,

Astudent interview also reveals Jaime has developed functional liceracy from eovi-
rarmensal print and is proud of his ability w write words such as Walnart, Wendy's,
opei, and elosed without a visual model, Using an early elementary probe of English
reading, reachers also discover Jaime is beginning to transfer Spanish literacy skills to
his new language by phonetically spelling nef (knife), fore {fork), and spun (spovs).
Given this more detniled deseription of Jaime's skills, which includes statements about
what he bas mastered and can demonstrate, the team is able o develop much more
appropriate interventions to better promote his learning and language acquisition,

Occasionally, a student—such as Jaime in this scenario—awill stand out as hav-
- g arypical difficuley with classeoom material. Responsive teachers madify
their lessons and the manner of delivery ro find “keys™ for opening different
learning doors. Many also benefit from consultation with others, Effective




e

234

CHAPTER 7 Data-Driven Problem-Solving Processes

teacher assistance or problem-solving teams have members with insights and
expertise in pertinent areas such as English for speakers of other languages
(ESOL), special education, behavior, and literacy. Family members and students
themselves also provide invaluable information and insight. Without these per-
spectives, the ideas and recommendations provided may reflect common
approaches for most students but may not be appropriately tailored to the
specific needs of this CLD student.

Tn Jaime’s case, what barriers or presumptions delayed attention to his needs?
Would Jaime have stood out during a subject- or grade-level problem-solving pro-
cess? Had the staff members participated in more individualized problem-solving
discussions prior to referral for SPED (see Figure 7.4), the following proactive
measures might have been taken:

o Data from Jaime’s educational history would have prompted academic
probes and revealed the inappropriateness of standard newcomer materials
for him.

Figure 7.4 Informed Problem-Solving Discussions

¢ Use methods such as those described in Chapter 3 (e.g., records review, inter-
view, observation) to gather preinstructional assessment information in the
following areas:

« Lducational history {e.g., type, language, and consistency of instruction)

e Primary language proficiency (e.g., developmental milestones, language use
patterns within the home, current use/proficiency levels, evidence of L1 loss)

= Lnglish proficiency {e.g., amount/type of prior exposure, current usefproficicrcy
levels, academic performance in language-laden settings)

 Acculturation (e.g., time in country, cultural learning norms) {vefer to
Chaprer 4)

» Medical history (e.g., vision, hearing, chronic mental or physical illness)

e Develop a profile of student skills based on information and evidence obrained
through preinstructional assessment.

+ Accommodate the delivery of instruction (e.g., first language support, sheltered Eng-
lish, modified instructional level) to maximize the student’s ability to participate and
engage in the cuericulum.

« Monitor the student’s response to comprehensible instruction provided:

s At appropriate learning levels (regardless of age/grade)
« With attention to differences in learning processes
o Under individual and collaborative conditions

« Employ varied means to assess student learning in context. Identify the conditions
in which the student does learn. Seck evidence of applied skills and learning in other
contexts. Use this information to continually inform and adapt instruction so the
student can experience both success and challenge with the curriculum.

e Continue effective interventions that can be supported within the accommeo-
dated tiers.

*» Keep refining, adjusting, and documenting the types and intensities of supports
needed in other areas unti} the student experiences success.

e If the amount of support exceeds what can be assured via a responsive general
education program, that data is needed to help determine eligibility and veed for
special education,
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® Information about Jaime’s skills and interests would have informed the devel-
opment of relevant, engaging rasks that were at his learning level (e.g., Wendy’s
menu language and mathematics).

® Bilingual paraprofessional support might have been used to bridge Jaime’s
prior knowledge and new concepts,

° Jaime’s Spanish proficiency would have enabled him to participate orally in

higher-level content discussions with heterogeneous cooperative groups that

included at least one other bilingual student.

Formative assessment to monitor Jaime’s participation in, and success with,

modified and accommodated instruction would have more accurately revealed

his true learning capacities,

Use of RTI to support referral for special education hinges on the preinstruc-
tional and formative assessments that add critical information to presumptions
of experience and static measures of universal “growth.” A student like Jaime
who has received limited education in his native country may be very unlikely
to expetience classroom success even when instructed using lower grade-level
content and when provided native language support. Without an awareness of
a CLD student’s experiential, educational, and language acquisition history, a
teacher might easily compare this student with cultural and linguistic peers who
are performing well under the same conditions and mistakenly suspect the pres-
~ence of a learning disability. Thus, it is extremely important to examine all
aspects of a student’s past and present language, learning, and social experiences
for their ability to explain or nullify current assumptions about learning and
language acquisition abilities.

Although previously discussed in Chapter 3 as best practice for all CLD
stucents, preassessment is also a term that can be used in special education to
~denote the process of gathering the specific information needed to decide
- whether special education considerations, including evaluation, are warranted.
Vhereas general education preassessment strives to gather information to
nform forthcoming instruction, special education preassessment, ot prereferral,
ooks at similar data for its ability to shed light on current learning or behav-
ioral concerns.
= In the authors’ view, a robust problem-solving process provides all the infor-
dimation and insight of typical preassessment processes, but in a more timely man-
er and without the presumption of disability. The goal of special education
rereferral is to determine what the student knows and can
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o and whether knowledge and performance are consistent

vith what one would expect based on that student’s educa- assessment FREEZE FRAME 7.3 W

ional and experiential history. A problem-solving process

iitends to go farther in helping a team determine the methods
 and/or adaptations that enhance success in either a general
ducation or special education setting. Thus, we move away
rom the dichotomous “place” or “nonplace” decision and
oward a deeper understanding of what truly helps the stu-
ent learn. Discussion of assessment related to students
etermined to have special educational needs is further
ddressed in Chapter 8.

Without an awareness of a CLD student’s
experientlal, educational, and language
acguisition history, a teacher might easily
compare the student with cultural and
linguistic peers who are performing well
under the same conditions and mistakenly
suspect the presence of a learning
disabllity.
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SUMMARY
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Response lo intervention {and similar proactive frame-
works) are designed to ensure prompt attention to stu-
dent needs and educational access for all. Data gathered
via point-in-time probes measure student progress
toward benchimarks of anticipated growth. Such data
can depict the “health® of a system {school, grade, stu-
dent) but may afford little insight to the nature of the
needed remedy or instructional change.

As discussec in Chapter 3 and Chapter 6 determina-
tion of what students know and how each may connhect
with a lesson are among the most powerful tools in any
teacher’s instructional toolkit. This information (data)
enables educators to maximize the conditions and oppor-
tunities for cognitive, sodial, linguistic, and academic
growth. These are also the spaces in which both teacher
and student discover "what works.” In recent years, there
has been increasing pressure to base assessment of "what
works" and consequent educational decistons, on data
derived from periodic, decontextualized screcners.

Screeners do provide an important fayer of infor-
mation that can be monitored and charted over time.
They tell us a lot about students attainment of targeted
skills under the specific condition of each probe. Data
graphics provide a snapshot view of each student’s, or
groups’ response to instruction received—or interaction
with the Janguage, technology, or cultural presump-
tions of the test. Although there is value 1o screening
tools, there are limitations to broad interpretation of
results. As the saying goes, “"When your only toof is a
hammer, every problem is a nail.”

KEY CONCEPTS

B

Screening data can only be the hammer to drive
instructional decisions when all students are seen
as nails from the same box. Fortunately, students {and
teachers) come to us with varied strengths, edges, and
angles, all of which can be leveraged to secure the
learning fit. Problem-solving processes facititate
attention to multiple sources of data, contextualized
by the student, and interpreted in light of teaching
practices we can then adjust with more appropriately
customized tools.

A small percentage of students might need higher
levels of support. The support provided learners across
RT! tiers increases to accommodate higher levels of
need. For all students, equitable access to the core cur-
riculum is essential. Students’ access to culturally and
linguistically responsive instruction and assessment is
critical to decisions regarding placement in—and move-
ment among-—RTl tiers.

The problem-solving process enables all those who
work with a student to share information that is rele-
vant to determining actual need for specific educational
supports and services. Oftentimes, the challenges a stu-
dent is experiencing in a given setting are to be
expected, given the biographical history of the student
and the (misyalignment of current supporis to meet his
or her learning needs. In all instances, a depth of knowl-
edge surrounding the student, as well as insights into
classroom factors that promote or hinder success, enable
aducators to make informed decisions that result in
tirmely, effective student support.

Multitiered systems of support
(MTSS)

Problem-solving model

PROFESSIONAL CONVERSATI

Response to intervention (RTI)
Standard treatment protocol

Tiers of instructional support
Universal screencr

1. Discuss the pros and cons of the standard treatment
protocol {e.g., RTI) for addressing the instructional
needs of CLD students.

<

2. Discuss potential benefits of group (grade lavel)
and individual (student specific} problem-salving
processes for CLD students.

3. Discuss what is meant hy the accommodative core?
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QUESTIONS FOR AREVIEW AND REFLECTION -
T

1. Why are RT| models considered proactive?

2, How might determination of the conditions under
which a student experiences success lsad to more
proactive instructional supports?

3. Briefly describe two characteristics shared by stan-
dard treatment protocols and problem-solving
models?

4. How do problem-solving madels differ from stan-
dard treatment protocols?

5. What are the advantages of universal screening?
Describe at least two.

6. What are some cautions to consider when interpret-
ing screening results?

10.

- What sort of questions should be asked when insuf-

ficient numbers of students demonstrate growth
within the core curriculum?

. Why do the authors discourage reference to stu-

dents or student groups by tier or intervention
designations?

. Why is itimportant to consider intervention groups

“fluicl”?
How might group and individual problem-solving

pracesses increase the appropriateness of referrals
for special education?



