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ABSTRACT

Change in schools is ever present. This studyd@bkhange in regard to the
implementation of Response to Intervention. Respda Intervention is being
implemented in schools around the country. Witk iflmplementation come many
changes to a school — in the administration, thalfg, and the students. Very little
research exists concerning the changes that sedoahistrations and school faculty
experience when implementing Response to Intermenti he administration and one
faculty member from grades one through five as a®lbne grade level focus group and
one special education teacher agreed to participdtas study.

Research was conducted during the year beforeemmattation of Rtl (phase one)
and the year of full implementation of Rtl (phas®). Data consisted of face-to-face
interviews with the participants as well as joureatries, field note observations of the
focus group PLC/Rtl meetings, observations of wgations given to students, and
various documents which included the district Rdmmal. All interviews were
transcribed and, using line-by-line coding, weralgred for patterns. The patterns led to
over-arching themes between the phases of therobsaad between the participants.

Findings show that change occurred from the indlteinside-out, and the
outside-in. A paradigm shift was experienced wtinse changes took place. Teachers
began to consider each individual student’s ne&ladents needing extra support were
identified earlier and provided with interventionBeachers became responsible for all
students in their classroom by providing instructio the core curriculum, providing
interventions, and providing grades. Implementainvolved professional development

and collaboration among colleagues. As with amnge, concerns arose about time,
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resources, support, meeting the needs of the dydeerd providing appropriate

interventions.
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION
“For a reform to lead to meaningful change,
it needs to become a part of the fabric of a sghool
not just another passing fad” (Datnow & Stringfie2®00, p. 196).

Change in education systems can be a difficultijewr School reform requires
more than passing legislation through either tloerfal or state government.
McChesney and Hertling (2000) stated “...if some sthare not ready for reform,
change will not happen” (p. 12). For change tauocschools must understand the
many challenges faced when working toward comprakierschool reform. All
stakeholders must “buy-in” to the need for reforimai can be difficult with differing
beliefs and assumptions concerning education hefzthbents, school boards,
administration, and faculty. Strong leadershipiskiom administration are needed.
Principals should provide for their faculty adegustipport, resources, professional
development, and time for collaboration. Fundsrésources and professional
development are required; sustainability of themaf often ceases when funding runs
out (Datnow, 2004; McChesney & Hertling, 2000; Wathtter, Datnow, & Park, 2008).

Theoretical Framework for Change

Fullan (2000) describes school change as occuiframg the inside, the inside-
out, and the outside in. This case study docuntenisone school implemented
change from the inside, the inside-out, and theidetin. From the inside, changes
may occur by using professional learning commusifLC’s), focusing on student
achievement through assessment, and changingdhetral practices. Teachers use
assessment data to improve student learning. diimbmust determine if they are “re-

structuring” or “re-culturing” the system. “Re-stturing” the school is making



changes in organization; whereas, “re-culturingg $shool brings changes in using
assessment and pedagogy to further student leamingollaboration between the
administration and the faculty (Fullan, 2000).

Changing from the inside-out occurs when the skteadizes that re-culturing
cannot occur unless help comes from outside so(ireeparents, technology,
corporations, government policy, or the teachingfgssion). The faculty realizes they
must be lifelong continuous learners. Professideaklopment focuses on depth of
knowledge rather than breadth of knowledge. Schfmmus on the positive outcomes
of working with parents, corporations, and legistat(Fullan, 2000).

Changing from the outside-in is recognizing tlaagé scale reform requires
decentralization of schools, local capacity buitglia rigorous accountability system,
and innovation. Schools must actively connect i@tws occurring on the outside
(Fullan, 2000). According to Fullan (2006), sclenked lateral capacity building — the
ability to learn from other schools. Collaboratimeeds to not only occur within a
school but also across the schools in the disiridtacross the districts within the state
(Fullan, 2006).

According to Waldron and McLeskey (2010), comprediee school reform is
defined as changing the culture of a school thraxgilaboration. Studies conducted by
Irwin and Farr (2004) and Park and Datnow (2008 &bcus on collaboration as a way
to reform schools. Waldron and McLeskey feel thate should be discussion among
all stakeholders that empowers teachers to makisidies on how to improve their
classrooms and teach their students. Collaborsgams should be formed that work

toward increasing student achievement. To increelseol capacity, improvement in



professional development should occur. Professa@aelopment should be
constructivist centered and cover topics of intet@she faculty. Schools must have
strong leadership that can delegate responsibdéig by example, set explicit goals,
and provide resources and time for change. Faoulist be willing to work together
instead of in isolation.

Park and Datnow’s (2009) study showed that refoooid be accomplished
through (1) an ethos of learning and continuousawgment, (2) building capacity
through modeling and learning, and (3) distributiiegision making practices.
Teachers should be given the power to make desisiotheir classroom based on data.
The data should not be used to place blame bugtermine what needs to change to
help all students learn. As stated earlier, iinportant that administrators provide
time, resources, professional development, flexyhihnd empowerment to teachers for
change to occur.

Finally, Irwin and Farr (2004) found that changewred easier when teachers
were given time to collaborate, discuss, give apisj participate in professional
development, and empowerment to make decisionsathatnced learning. When that
empowerment was taken away along with time to bollate, change that was effective
shifted back to a manage-based style of curriculidore emphasis was placed on test
scores, rote learning, memorization, and work shiestead of authentic learning
(Irwin & Farr, 2004).

Legislative Change
School change has been a focus of federal arallstslation beginning with

PL 89-10, the Elementary and Secondary EducatidroAt965 (ESEA), which



guaranteed the children of the U. S. a free, ap@tgopublic education regardless of
socio-economic status. PL 94-142, the EducatiolioHandicapped Children Act of
1975 (EAHCA) which was re-authorized in 1990 aslititBviduals with Disabilities
Education Act (IDEA) provides children with disabés the right to a free and
appropriate education with highly qualified teachesing research-based instructional
practices. This bill was re-authorized in 2004hesIndividuals with Disabilities
Improvement Act (IDEIA).

An important part of IDEIA is how children are idied as having specific
learning disabilities. The reauthorization gaades three criteria from which to choose
to identify students (Zirkel & Krohn, 2008):

1. Severe discrepancy — States may prohibit the uk@ discrepancy or may
permit the use of 1Q discrepancy as long as ibigtime only means of
identification.

2. Response to Intervention (Rtl) — States must pethmiuse of response to a
scientific, research-based intervention as wedl aariety of forms of
assessment.

3. “Other alternative research-based procedures” teStaay permit other
forms of assessment along with an Rtl component.

These criteria went into effect October 12, 2088hools must use Response to
Intervention and choose either 1Q discrepancy theépalternative research-based
procedures” as the means to identify students sg#tific learning disabilities. IDEIA

provides 15% of allocated special education funedsplement Rtl. Although IDEIA



states schools must use Rtl in identifying studeitis SLD, the legislation does not
give guidelines on the implementation of Rtl orpde a model of Rtl.
Response to Intervention

IDEIA defines Response to Intervention as a chitdsponse to scientific,
research-based intervention delivered in tiersiofaasing support (IDEIA, 2004). Rtl
is a means by which students are identified asingeshrly intervention to “catch up”
to their peers; it is also used as one means ofifa@tion of specific learning
disabilities (SLD) as defined in IDEIA. Rtl typikafollows a three tier model. Tier
one consists of the general education populatiachwieceives scientifically research-
based instruction from a highly qualified teach8tudent assessment occurs through a
universal screener at the beginning of the yeatdntify struggling students. Based on
the baseline benchmark of the screener, studehts@gting the criteria are placed in
tier two, where they receive interventions desigteecheet specific needs. If the
students do not respond to the interventions gitrenstudents may be placed in tier
three. Tier three may provide more intensive wgations or testing for SLD. Some
schools identify special education services asthiere.

Response to Intervention brings change to schoats the inside-out and the
outside-in. Changes occur due to legislation ¢bates from the outside-in such as
IDEIA and No Child Left Behind. States may requsmhools to give assessments that
determine promotion of students to the next gragell Districts may require schools
to meet certain guidelines regarding teacher affexcéss which is tied to student
achievement. Outside-in changes are often sewmpatown change; the stakeholders

are left out of decisions that directly affect them



Schools sometimes require help from the insidet@bting in needed funds and
resources. Professional development may needite é@m people outside of the
school. Corporations may be able to provide fuatt$ resources through grant money.
Parents may be utilized to help in the classroothtaroughout the school.

Implementing Rtl also requires change in schoasifthe inside. Before Ritl,
teachers typically referred students for testimgShD based on observation and/or
work completed by the student. Changing to Rtuneg teachers to provide
documentation through assessment, interventiomspeogress monitoring to determine
if a student needs extra instruction to “catch tgphis/her peers. Teachers must
provide intensive, targeted instruction designechéet the student’s particular needs.
If students do not respond to the interventionghieas must determine why.

Not only are changes taking place within the classr, changes take place in
the school as a whole. The school must work asioitéo use assessment and data to
improve student learning. Whereas, before Rtbheess may have worked in isolation,
now the teachers must work together in professi@aahing communities both
horizontally (grade-level) and vertically (acrosadg-level). PLC meetings provide
time for teachers to collaborate and discuss stuatgnevement. Professional
development focuses more on depth of knowledgerdlftan breadth of knowledge.
This type of change would be considered from tisedm This type of change sees the
most success because it comes from the bottormamp,the stakeholders with the most
to gain from the change. The school and the tead®® the importance of the change
and choose to “re-culture” their school rather thamg told from the outside to “re-

structure” their school.



Statement of Problem

Research in the area of Rtl has focused on seze¥at. Early identification of
students (Gentry & Windfield, 2010; Speece, Schatsier, Silverman, Case, Cooper,
& Jacobs, 2011; VanDerHeyden, Witt, & Gilbertso02) or improved student
achievement after implementation (Chapman, GrelehiéeRinaldi, 2010; Fletcher,
Stuebing, Barth, Denton, Cirino, Francis, & VaughB@l1; Hagans, 2008; Mahdavi &
Beebe-Frankenberger, 2009; Simmons, Coyne, Oi-MabBonagh, Harn, &
Kame’enui, 2008; Torgeson, 2009; VanDerHeyden, 8nyBroussard, & Ramsdell,
2007) have been researched extensively. Resdwathxists concerning
implementation of Rtl within a school has focusedstrategies of implementation
(Lembke, Garman, Deno, & Stecker, 2010), collabonafMahdavi & Beebe-
Frankenberger, 2009), sustainability (Santangél@692 or an overview of statewide
implementation (Palenchar & Boyer, 2008).

Researchers are beginning to see the importancedeafrstanding how to
effectively implement Rtl in schools. Baca’s (2Q#lissertation focused on the
implementation of Rtl in the largest school digtiicthe United States. Shepherd &
Salembier (2010) followed the implementation of &tRiverside Elementary School.
Their study gives five findings that influencedeaffive implementation and significant
changes: (1) an increased understanding of aseassnnstruction, and the
organization of the tiers, (2) an understanding Rthwas for the general education
classroom with increased collaboration betweergtreral education teachers and the
special education teachers, (3) the creation ohsethat worked together to promote the

school’s Rtl model, (4) the use of professionaledlepment that supports the faculty



and sustains the Rtl model, and (5) the provisidimte, resources, and professional
development along with leadership from the prinkcigginaldi, Averill, and Stuart
(2010/2011) conducted a three year study that xtos the teachers’ perceptions of
implementation. The findings of their study shovpeditive outcomes in increased
collaboration among the faculty, improvement irtnastion to all students, and less
referrals to special education. The teachers’quions shifted from thinking about the
students in their classrooms to being collectivegponsible for all students’ learning.
White, Polly, and Audette (2012) followed the implentation of Rtl in one elementary
school in North Carolina. Several recommendataame from this study including
building support between the general educationspedial education teachers,
implementing at a manageable pace, using dateoiw student success, and developing
a plan for families to participate in the Rtl prese While these four studies highlight
implementation of Rtl, little research could beridwuring a review of the literature
that focused specifically on changes that occudtethg implementation of Rtl in
regard to the school as a whole, the administratiothe faculty. This case study seeks
to add to the current literature concerning Rtl lenpentation by focusing on the
changes that occur in the school, with the facalbhg with the administration.
Purpose of Study

This case study looks at changes that occur ire@raentary school in the first
year of implementation of Response to Interventi®he school involved is one of the
last schools in the district to implement Rtl. Rtbeing used in the school district as a
means of identifying students not meeting gradellexpectations and providing

intensive targeted instruction for those studeitth the implementation of Rtl,



teachers must change the way they identify and wattk students who are not on
grade level. The purpose of this study is to famu®ne school’s perception of change
from the inside, the inside-out, and the outsidetiregard to Rtl, and how the faculty
and administration work through this change. Thtothis study, a clearer picture
should emerge that may help other schools facduimplementing Response to
Intervention.
Research Questions

Four gquestions guided the research for this dasly.s School environments are
constantly in a state of change but very littleeegsh focuses on how change affects the
faculty and administration. The questions for ttase study are:

1. How does one elementary school implement changegard to Response to

Intervention?

2. What types of change occur at the administrativel

3. What types of change occur at the faculty level?

4. What kind of support does faculty receive in regardesources, training,

data collection and data analysis?
Contributions of Study

Response to Intervention is rapidly expanding sstbe country. However,
little research has been done regarding how thiegehto Rtl affects schools, the
administrators, and the faculty. Educational cleaaugd ensuring that all students learn
is a goal that concerns all stakeholders (parentgol boards, administrators, and
faculty). How change occurs within schools shdadéddocumented for schools that are

beginning to make changes so the changes can bewidwintegrity and fidelity.



Attitudes of teachers can be difficult to changaybver, when change is needed, all
stakeholders’ voices need to be heard. This daslg provides an avenue for the
voices of teachers facing change in their classeoant administrators facing change in
their school. By listening to the administratiarddaculty, implementing a new way of
thinking can be less stressful.

Implementing Rtl brings with it a host of otheeas that need to be addressed.
This research will show administrators the impartaaf addressing the ongoing
demands of professional development for their fgcuResources, funds, and faculty
turnover are areas that also need to be addre3$asl study will show how the school
implementing Rtl meets these demands and the imapoetof sustaining Rtl.

Finally, this research will help colleges of teackducation develop instruction
that will inform future teachers about Rtl. Itisportant that pre-service teacher
candidates have a solid knowledge base of whagriRtbmpasses, how it is used, and
how to reach each student in their classroom. sBreice teachers need exposure to the
assessments and interventions they will be requorede and, hopefully, have some
experience in working with students who may beaadof tier two and tier three
intervention services.

Definitions of Terms

Following are definitions to key terms found thrbogt this study. The
researcher chose to organize the terms in rel&tionerarching themes.

Response to Intervention (RH)Response to Intervention is a framework statest m

use to identify students struggling with behaviegding or math. Tiered interventions
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with different intensities are conducted in the grahclassroom with or without the
expertise of a special education teacher or reagpegialist.

Approaches to Response to Interventipnoblem solving, standard protocol,

hybrid
Problem solving model This approach to Response to Intervention
involves a collaborative team of professionals Wwhicludes an
administrator, school counselor, school psychotpgsneral education
teachers and special education teachers. Thegpnadlving model
uses a broad array of assessments to guide thangaaking decisions
for an individual student.
Standard protocol model The standard protocol model uses specific,
scripted interventions regardless of the studentiszidual need.
Hybrid model The hybrid model approach to Response to Initiwve
involves using both the problem solving approacboliaborative team
effort) and the standard protocol approach (speafiripted
interventions) in identifying and serving studeatsisk of reading
failure.

Interventions- Interventions are strategies used by teachesspport

struggling students. Interventions are individzedi for each student and

supplement the general curriculum allowing the studo find success at their

own rate of learning.

Intervention Levels Tier 1, Tier 2, Tier 3

11



Tier 1— Tier 1 is the first tier of Response to Interi@m which
is given to all students in the general educatiarstoom
through the core curriculum. Approximately 80%stidents in
a classroom respond to the instructional strategjgsloyed by a
highly qualified teacher.

Tier 2— The second tier of Response to Interventioreeded by
approximately 10-15% of students in a given clamsro The
second tier consists of scientifically researcheblaaterventions
administered by the general education classrooohé&zavith
small groups of students three to four times a wegtkidents
may move back to Tier 1 if gains are documentethduhe six
to nine week intervention time. If no gain is ddéel, students
may move to tier three once sufficient documentaktias been
accrued.

Tier 3— The most intensive tier of intervention is nekdg
approximately 5% of students in a given classrodiis tier
consists of scientifically research-based intenost
administered one-on-one with the student. Thewetgions can
be implemented by the general education teacheuftart is
provided by the special education teacher or repsirecialist.
Students may move back to tier two if adequatesgaie made or

undergo a comprehensive evaluation for a suspézaeding
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disability and possibly qualification for speciaueation
services.
Legislative Acts
IDEA — Passed in 1990, the Individuals with Disab#itieducation Act provides
children with disabilities the right to a free agglual education in the least
restrictive environment. This bill was reauthodze 2004 as the Individuals
with Disabilities Improvement Education Act (IDEIA)
NCLB- The No Child Left Behind legislation was sigri®dPresident George
W. Bush in 2002. Itis also known as PL 107-1T0e legislation was intended
to close the achievement gap by providing accouiitiglflexibility, and choice
in an education environment.
General Terms and Definitions
Classroom Dynamics €lassroom dynamics are the interacting forcesttiag place in
a classroom between the teacher and his/her ssidéfssroom dynamics are in a
continuous state of change, growth, and activity.
IQ discrepancy- IQ discrepancy is considered to be two standawiations between
an individual's average or higher intelligence ostandardized test compared to a
discrepancy of measured achievement in one or academic areas.
Scientifically research-basedScientifically research-based research has applie
rigorous, systematic, and objective proceduredtiegun valid and reliable data which
has been accepted by a peer-reviewed journal @l paexperts.
Specific learning disabilities (SLB) SLD is a disorder in which one or more of the

basic psychological processes involved in undedstgnor in using language, spoken

13



or written, manifests itself in the imperfect atyilio listen, think, speak, read, write,
spell, or do mathematical calculations. Disordarthis category include perceptual
disabilities, brain injury, minimal brain dysfuneti, dyslexia, and developmental
aphasia. (IDEA Section A.602.30)
Universal Screener A universal screener is an assessment givestiodant body that
provides data to help guide instruction. Sometiaiss referred to as curriculum based
measurements, universal screeners can be teacberanacientifically research-based.
Most schools choose a specific universal scredratiis used by every teacher in the
district. The most commonly used universal screenthne Dynamic Indicators of
Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS, UOCTL, 2012¢deloped by Good and
Kaminski from the University of Oregon.
Overview of Study

The first chapter has provided background to Resgdo Intervention and
school change along with the purpose of the studitle research questions.
Important terms are defined for the reader. Chapie provides a review of the
literature surrounding Rtl and elements within ierpentation. A brief history of
legislation concerning school reform and its relatio Rtl is also found in Chapter
Two. Chapter Three gives the methodology uselishdase study. Descriptions of the
recruitment of participants as well as the two plsas the study are provided.
Discussions of data analysis and data sourcesavelpd. Ethical issues of the study
are also discussed. Chapter Four provides corgkixtiormation necessary for the
reader to understand the study as a whole. Theeeliary school and the participants

are described in detail. Also, a comparison ofrRtbels from the available research,
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the district, and the school is provided. Theifgd are presented in Chapter Five
according to each research question and each ph#sestudy. Themes are presented
with supporting comments from the participantsstlya Chapter Six discusses the
findings, recommendations, and future implicatitorsresearch in the area of Ril

implementation.
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW

For many years, teachers have focused on howdlasis as a whole was doing;
but with increased accountability, teachers mustidoon each student’s success. This
is an enormous responsibility placed upon teactstiisilders. Teachers must find time
in their already hectic day to provide differengichtsmall group or one-on-one
instruction.

Response to Intervention is a means that may beedtiby teachers to improve
students’ success. Response to Intervention istme&eep our students from failing.
For too long, schools have operated on the “waftil®d model instead of seeking ways
to keep students from reaching that point. Reseaesarly indicates that student
achievement correlates to teacher effectivenessp(Br, 1986). For a child to respond
to interventions requires teachers who are skdled responsive to each student’s needs
(Lose, 2007). Skilled and responsive teachers segk to enhance their knowledge
through professional development and staying abodasirrent research. However,
when schools implement new approaches, such ageRthers often approach this
change with apprehension. At times, teacherddake the importance of change. Itis
felt that what has worked in the past will surelgriwin the present. Change is difficult;
in order for educational systems to meet the desahdn ever-changing global world,
teachers must be willing to accept and embracegehan

This review of literature is divided into three 8ens. The first section reviews
the literature that discusses the Response tovberigon framework including the tiers
of intervention, the approaches to Rtl, and theaiseuniversal screener. The second

section discusses learning theories in regard sp&ese to Intervention. The final
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section discusses school change, the support afespional development needed
within the school for change, and how Responsatertention has been implemented
in schools.
Response to Intervention Framework

The reauthorization of the Individuals with Disaimls Education Act (IDEA,
2004) and the signing of the No Child Left Behindt ANCLB) of 2002 (USDE, 2002)
brought changes in how students were identifiegpacial services. The previous 1Q-
achievement discrepancy model used to identifyesttgdwith specific learning
disabilities could be replaced with Response terim@ntion (Rtl) (Fuchs & Fuchs,
2006). A major premise behind Rtl is that feweitdrien will be identified as needing
special services if interventions are begun early child’s schooling (Fuchs & Fuchs,
2006; Howard, 2009; Lose, 2007). Following thegrsiions of the National Reading
Panel’s report on children’s literacy developm&ELB and Rtl emphasized the need
for research-based instruction in effective litgracstruction (Howard, 2009). Howard
stated,

The goal of any Rtl framework is to broaden indiiaraal alternatives, settings,

and support systems for delivering instructiomiorespecial education services

are considered. The intent of Rtl is to ensuré shadents receive rich literacy

experiencegveryyear ineverysetting witheveryteacher, not merely in some

years in some settings with some teachers (p. 15).

With this change, school districts were allocatpdau15% of special education
funds for the implementation of early interventigrsichs & Fuchs, 2006). The
interventions must be scientifically research-bastmivard, 2009); however, how Rtl

is implemented has been left up to each statejiitiects within the state, and possibly

each school site within the district.
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According to Lose (2007), “...research has shown sltats of a child’s literacy
learning difficulties usually surface after one rygaschool” (p. 276). Accordingly,
many schools begin assessing their students’ ¢yekaowledge during their first year
of school, usually kindergarten. Benchmark assesssitake place at the beginning,
middle, and end of each year which allows teactteigentify students who may be in
need of intervention. Any student who does not riteztriteria set by the district is
targeted for intervention.

Rtl Tiers

What does Rtl look like? Fuchs and Fuchs (200atedtthat Rtl can have from
two to four tiers depending on the model the schiigitict adopts. Most schools have
adopted a three tier model. Approximately 80%toélents from the general education
classroom respond to tier one where differentiaisttuction and flexible grouping
takes place on a daily basis. Ten to fifteen pgroéstudents in the general education
classroom move to tier two where small groups wdesits (no more than five) are
given daily intervention strategies by the classrdeacher. Progress monitoring takes
place weekly to determine if the students are nedpg to the intervention. After six to
nine weeks of intervention, with weekly gatherirfiglata, a team of teachers, including
special education teachers and administratorsgrdete if the students are making
progress. If progress is evident, a student mayenback into tier one with the rest of
the class. However, if little progress is beinglmahe team must decide if the student
will continue with tier two interventions or mowve the third tier. The third tier is
considered as a more intensive intervention titme student is given one-to-one

instruction in two sessions during the school diagmg by either the classroom teacher
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or in collaboration with a special education teach®&gain, progress monitoring occurs
during the duration (six to nine weeks) and aftedsdhe team meets again to
determine the next step. The student may move toatolr two or, if the student is not
showing any progress, testing begins to identié/ghoblem area (Fuchs & Fuchs,
2007; Howard, 2009).

Figure 1 — Three-tiered Response to Intervention Mael

Tier Three
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pecial Education Teache

Tier Two
General Education Classroom

Classroom Teacher/Reading
Specialist or Special
Education Teacher
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General Education Classroom
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Rtl Decision Making Approaches

Once a decision has been made regarding the nwhbers that will be in the
model, a decision regarding the approach to Rtitinesnade. Three different
approaches are found in the literature regarding(Rt standard treatment protocol, (2)
problem solving, and (3) hybrid.

Most researchers prefer the standard treatmeraqobapproach (Fuchs &
Fuchs, 2006). This approach is designed to proruxmeisition of new skills through
the use of small group tutoring provided by eitter teacher or a trained
paraprofessional. Sessions occur three to fowegiper week for 10-20 weeks. The
interventions used during the tutoring sessionshaylely prescriptive and scripted
“...that benefits most students” (Fuchs & Fuchs, 2@7.6). The session’s intentions
are to ensure mastery on the skills in which theestt is not proficient (Crockett &
Gillespie, 2007; Fuchs & Deschler, 2007; Fuchs &H3j 2007). The standard
treatment protocol approach is being used in OregmhPennsylvania. Oregon
requires tier two to be small groups for 30 minytesday and utilizes a specific
checkilist for teachers to complete to ensure figelPennsylvania leaves these
decisions up to the specialists in each schoolk@ey, Bender, Peaster & Saunders,
2009).

The problem solving approach uses tailored intdreaa to meet each student’s
needs (Fuchs & Fuchs, 2007). Most practitioneesgprithis approach over the standard
protocol because of the individualized approachsmessment and intervention.
However, a weakness of this approach is the assomibiat teachers have the expertise

to conduct varied assessments and determine thepjate intervention (Fuchs &
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Fuchs, 2006). The problem solving approach ised to increase student
performance on skills already acquired. While s@cteols use a collaborative team
approach which follows a step-by-step processdividualizing interventions for each
student, other schools have given this responsibbdithe school psychologist to meet
with and design tailored interventions for studgfsockett & Gillespie, 2007; Fuchs
& Fuchs, 2007). Berkely, et al., (2009), in theiview of state implementations, found
that lowa uses a four step problem solving approsebraska uses a five step
approach, and North Carolina uses a seven stepaqipr Fuchs and Deshler (2007)
felt the problem solving approach is best used W&havior problems.

Berkely, et al., (2009) and Fuchs and Fuchs (2883)mmend that schools use
what they term as the hybrid approach to Respanbedrvention. The hybrid
approach combines the standard treatment protatokke problem solving approach.
The standard treatment protocol would be useddadamic problems while the
problem solving approach would be used for behaVvissues. Berkely, et al., found
that of the 15 states adopting a Response to kriéon model, 10 are using the hybrid
approach. Some states allow individual schootietermine which approach is used
which results in different models being used witthia same district. Other states blend
both approaches resulting in tier two interventibasg standard treatment protocol
and tier three being individualized interventions.

The Oklahoma State Department of Education provadessponse to
Intervention (Rtl) Guidance Document (July 201@ttis “designed to assist school
districts in understanding Rtl, its origins in edtional practice and research, its

usefulness and value, and how it can be implemépe&). The document provides
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guidelines for components of Rtl but does not @pecific procedures for
implementation; implementation is determined byhesehool district within the state.
The Oklahoma State Department of Education recondmtre use of a three-tier
framework which aligns with the model found in moéthe literature. The approach
to Rtl is also determined by each school disthotwvever, most schools in Oklahoma
use the Positive Behavioral Interventions and SugpBI1S) model for behavior issues
that may affect academic growth and the collabeeaeam approach to disseminate
data and make decisions.
Rtl and Universal Screeners

Another key component of Rtl is the use of a ursakscreener. According to
Fuchs, Fuchs, and Vaughn (2008), the use of a tgakscreener in Rtl has both a
purpose and a goal. The purpose is to selectsesobstudents who may be
considered at risk of reading failure. The goabiprovide intervention services as
early as possible to the identified subset of sitaleFour key considerations should be
addressed by school districts: (1) choosing a usalescreener, (2) establishing a
screening schedule, (3) identifying who will contlthee universal screener, and (4)
interpreting the results (Howard, 2009).

Howard (2009) stated, “Universal screening is astkwvide overview of
student needs related to grade level and distoialsg Screening is not detailed enough
to tell uswhatto teach...but suggest who may need additional stipp(t) is a
snapshot...” (p. 95, 96). Universal screeners aténtended to be a comprehensive
test of diagnosis for reading disabilities. “Assaent must support rather than supplant

instruction...” (Howard, 2009, p. 100). Dorn and lderson (2010) suggest using a
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literacy diagnostic assessment after students bese identified to determine the
student’s strengths and weaknesses.

When districts and schools choose a universaésere Dorn and Henderson
(2010) suggest asking five questions: (1) Doesatigately classify at-risk students?
(2) Is it a good predictor of later reading outcamé€3) Is it sensitive to different levels
of reading development? (4) Can it be administergdkly, efficiently and
economically? (5) Does it enable at-risk studemti®teive timely and effective
intervention? Types of assessments used as uaisereeners include the
Phonological Awareness Literacy Screener (PALS@rimal reading inventories, Basic
Early Assessment of Reading (BEAR), Literacy Fiasiti Dynamic Indicators of Basic
Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS) (Fuchs, Fuchs, & \ghn, 2008; Howard, 2009; Paris,
2010; Scanlon and Anderson, 2010; UOCTL, 2012) stMeachers use the screener
provided by the district with DIBELS being the megtely used. The screener should
vary by grade level and focus on valued literaaygyenances (Howard, 2009).

Once chosen, a schedule should be establishekdd@cteenings. Usually the
first screening is done two to three weeks aftersithool year has begun. This allows
for teachers and students to establish a relatiprngth each other and for the teacher
to conduct a variety of informal assessments. @-yeiar screening should occur one to
two weeks after the holiday break. An end of tharyscreening should take place two
to three weeks before the end of the school yaah($; Fuchs, & Vaughn, 2008;
Howard, 2009).

Districts and schools must also determine the ourtesto be used in identifying

at-risk students. Scanlon and Anderson (2010)estgesing scores below the™23d"
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percentile; however, Fuchs, Fuchs, and Vaughn (R80&gest using both the universal
screener and progress monitoring with a cut s¢wefalls below the S0percentile
which would “cast a wide net” (p. 31) so as nofrtigs any student who may have a
severe reading problem.

Most researchers agree that the teacher shoultelygetson to give the
assessment. After all, it is the teacher who hasrost knowledge about the students
in his/her classroom. The teacher has spentitietliree weeks getting to know the
students habits and strategies used during readinfprtunately, in many schools, the
teacher is left out of the assessment; suppoft@taiaraprofessionals are used to
conduct the assessment while the teacher conttoygsvide instruction (Howard,
2009).

The final key consideration suggested is to deteerhiow the data collected
from the assessment will be interpreted. Equalevahould be placed on both the
gualitative and quantitative data collected. hag enough to record scores from an
oral reading fluency progress monitoring on a graPlther factors may come into play
such as problems at home, lack of sleep, illnefgudty of the reading passage, or
disinterest in the given reading passage. Ofteedjpf reading is over emphasized as
well as the decoding of nonsense words, espedratlye lower grade levels. This may
lead to two problems: (1) an over emphasis onsskilht are easily measurable, and (2)
a misinterpretation of data (Howard, 2009; Pargs,(®. While it is generally agreed
upon that fluency is a bridge to comprehensionggfenition of fluency should

encompass more than speed and include phrasingaidn, expression, and inflection.
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Learning Theories and Rl

Response to Intervention is grounded in the thebhehaviorism. Behaviorism
in learning focuses on an observable change invb@haMore specifically, Rtl relates
to Skinner’s operant conditioning theory and Thakats law of readiness.

Thorndike’s law of readiness describes the stepdextto learn. A student begins with
an easy task; once that is accomplished, a mdieutiftask is assigned. This process
continues until the desired outcome is reachednrek’s theory, in relation to learning,
is considered programmed instruction. In otherdgpmstruction is broken down into
small steps. Skinner felt that extrinsic motivatisuch as a reward system, may be
employed to keep the student interested in achgetvia desired outcome. As with
Thorndike’s law of readiness, Skinner’s operantditbtoning states that as each step is
mastered and rewarded, a more difficult step fodlamtil the student reaches the
desired outcome (Tracy & Morrow, 2006).

Response to Intervention relates to behavioristhahinterventions are
designed and implemented in stages. Instructicorbes systematic in that one skill
must be accomplished before another skill is intoedl. In Rtl, each student is given
assessments in which benchmarks have been sentifydvhether the student is on,
above, or below grade level. When students donsat the benchmark set, tier two
intervention begins. The skill deficit of the stuid determines which intervention
should be used. Research indicates that phonemieaess and knowledge of the
alphabet are important pre-cursors to beginnindinga(Ehri & McCormick, 2004).
Therefore, in relation to Skinner’s theory, if ad¢nt’s kindergarten assessments

indicate below grade level for both phonemic awassrand alphabetic knowledge, the
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teacher would begin the intervention phase withnginaic awareness activities. Weekly
progress monitoring of the student’s activitieshwphonemic awareness interventions
will help the teacher determine when to move omterventions designed for
alphabetic knowledge. Depending on the programtefvention adopted by the
school, these interventions may consist of scripggstematic, programmed instruction.
To keep students motivated to succeed, a rewatdmyway be put in place. For
example, when a student masters a particulartbkdugh intervention, they receive
extra time on the computer.

In contrast to behaviorism is the theory of corgtamism. Crotty (1998) stated
that constructionism is knowledge “...constructedimal out of interaction between
human beings and their world” (p. 42). Knowledgeanstructed through interactions
between people and the world in which they livdnisTimplies that there is a social
aspect to the gaining of knowledge. In the clamsrostudents construct knowledge by
interacting with their teacher. “We do not cresteaning. We construct meaning”
(Crotty, 1998, p. 43-44). Vygotsky (1986) believbdt learning occurs when the
learner interacts with a knowledgeable other persenadult or peer. Learning occurs
when the learner is in their zone of proximal depehent (Crotty, 1998; Davis, 2004;
Vygotsky, 1986). The task is not too easy or tifficdlt. For concepts to be
transferred to student’s knowledge, tasks neee ttioictured so that the learner
experiences success. The teacher and the stuttentgyh interaction, construct

knowledge. Constructing “...meaning is always argang accomplishment

(Crotty, 1998, p. 48) in the classroom.
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Response to Intervention relates to constructiomisthat teachers need to
understand the importance of determining each stigdleone of proximal development
in order to design interventions that are not tasyeor too difficult. Interventions need
to be at the student’s instructional level in orfd#rmastery to occur. However,
mastery will be difficult for the student if theateher and student do not work together.
The teacher becomes the guide for the studentyiallpthe student to make mistakes
while also providing the encouragement needed fstery. For Response to
Intervention to work, and for a change to occuthie student’s learning, the teacher
must be confident in designing instruction and ivadequate support to guide
students to the next level of mastery.

School Change

Studies on school change and implementing Rtlmoasksettings were used for
the third section of this review of literature. tBldases searched were ERIC,
PsychINFO, Academic Search Complete, Dissertatibstracts, Education Research
Complete, and Professional Development CollectiGitations from articles guided the
search for related articles and further researdfirigs. Key terms used for locating
items on school change wesehool change, literacgndresponse to interventiorkey
terms used for locating items on implementatioRe$ponse to Intervention were
response to intervention, literagndimplementation.To narrow the result, abstracts
were read to determine if the article described@mentation of Response to
Intervention in elementary schools, school chaogetrasting views, and teacher

attitudes.
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Criteria for Inclusion

While there are many components to Rtl, the rebearchose to focus on the
implementation of Rtl specifically in the area cheol change and literacy. The
researcher discovered there is little empiricagéaesh in relation to the implementation
of Rtl in regard to school change. The majorityid research focuses on student
achievement after implementation or the rate adrraf rates for special education. The
resulting pool of articles met the following criger

1. RTIimplementation resulted in lower referral afid¢nts to special
education. Teachers often sense when a student needs ilpréhan they
can possibly give. In the past, students wouldelierred to testing for
special education before any interventions may haken place resulting in
high numbers of students being identified as haspegific learning
disabilities. Implementing Rtl has shown the numifaeferrals to
decrease.

2. School change and Rtl targeted literadddthough Rtl is used for behavior
issues and low math abilities, for the purposents teview, literacy was
targeted. Approximately 80% of students referi@dspecial education are
referred due to reading disabilities (Lyon, 199%i¢ed in Fuchs & Fuchs,
2006).

3. Professional development and support from admisists played a role in
implementation.When change occurs, it is of utmost importaneg e

teachers receive adequate professional developriaculty must receive
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appropriate and adequate resources. Support fremprincipal is necessary
for faculty to feel that change is important andtivdhe effort.

. Focus on implementation in elementary scho@scause of the focus on
literacy for this review, implementation in elemamtschools became an
important criterion. Instruction in reading ofteegins in kindergarten;
therefore, it is important to begin screening fosgible difficulties in the
beginning stages of reading instruction.

. Focus on English speaking student$e researcher recognized that
referrals for special education often target ELlldgints. Response to
Intervention is an important concept for ELL studemowever, it is felt that
this topic could be covered in another review tbatises on Rtl for ELL
students.

Implementing Response to Intervention

IQ Discrepancy versus Response to Intervention

Since 1975, when PL 94-142 was passed, schooésused IQ discrepancy as

the sole means of identifying students with spedédarning disabilities. In order to

qualify, students generally demonstrated an avevatyegher intelligence on a

standardized test compared to a discrepancy ofuregachievement in one or more

academic areas (Richards, Pavir, Golez, Canges &Iy 2007). The discrepancy

was usually two standard deviations. With the tleaization of IDEIA in 2004, 1Q

discrepancy could no longer be used as the onlgatat of specific learning disability;

schools must use Response to Intervention in cotipmwith 1Q discrepancy or some

other form of assessment (Zirkel & Krohn, 2008)dentify students who may have a
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specific learning disability. This change in idénhg students brought a paradigm
shift to schools. Schools could no longer waitluart apparent 1Q discrepancy could
be determined through testing. Schools were reduo identify and intervene early in
a student’s academic career through a Responséetoéntion model. As of 2009, 37
states used both Rtl and severe discrepancy, atesstDelaware and Georgia) used
only Rtl, while ten states continue to use discnegaonly to identify students with
specific learning disability (Berkeley, et al., 200

The use of 1Q discrepancy has often been reféared the “wait-to-fail” model
because struggling learners were not identifietyearough for intervention to take
place (Reynolds & Shaywitz, 2009; Richards, et28Q7). Many researchers claim that
Rtl has been needed to keep students from beimp gitabel that will stay with them
throughout their school career (Fuchs & Fuchs, 26ivard, 2009; Lembke, Garman,
Deno & Stecker, 2010; Torgeson, 2009). HoweveynBkls and Shaywitz (2009) feel
that Rtl is just another fad, much like whole laage. They feel that Rtl should not be
used to identify specific learning disabilities hase Rtl models vary from state to
state, district to district, and possibly from schtw school. The interventions being
used in classrooms may be unreliable, invalid,iandnsistent due to lack of fidelity by
the teachers. Furthermore, Reynolds and Shayssrathat Rtl does not tell teachers
what to do if students do not respond to the iretion given. “For Rtl to be effective,
the interventions need to be tailored to the neédse individual child” (p. 140).
Reynolds and Shaywitz believe that Rtl will becdhwatch-them-fail” instead of

“wait-to-fail”.
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Each state determines what type of model is usaa,the model will be
developed, how the model is implemented, and wjpe of professional development
takes place. Most states that have implementedRére in the implementation phase,
have chosen a three tier model; how the model inmgis also determined by each
state. Because Rtl is interpreted and implemediféerently from state to state,
Berkeley, et al. (2009) feel that it is imperatitiat communication take place between
all stakeholders involved (parents, administratfasulty, and specialists).

As Rtl is implemented in schools, teachers firehikelves having to change the
way they think about making referrals. Changefigcdlt in any given situation; but,
when change occurs in schools, many people aretaffe A discussion of change
within schools follows.

Effects of School Change

When change occurs in schools, it not only asf¢loe school, it affects the
systems within the school and the system the sdb@opart of. For change to occur,
change must fit within the culture of the schoal aake place at many levels
(Kratochwill, Volpiansky, Clements & Ball, 2007;dar, Poth, Curtis & Cohen, 2006).
Within schools, administrators, faculty, and spksisirealize that change needs to take
place but are often not sure of the best way tdampnt the change (VanDerHeyden &
Jimerson, 2005).

Noell and Gansle (2009) stated, “Systems chang@tably requires creating
behavioral change in others” (p. 79). AccordingNtzell and Gansle, there are four
relevant features of systems change:

1. Assessment of the implementation should occur byuaside body.
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2. Data should be discussed with each teacher.

3. “Problem-solving action” should take place if cgans implemented

poorly.

4. Consequences should take place whether the imptatienis done poorly

or strongly.

For administrators and teachers to undergo chahgg must “buy-in” to the
change that is to take place. According to Putramth, and Cassady (2009),
“...teachers need twantto expand their knowledge base and improve thethous as
well as be willing to put into practice the stege@ssary to do so” (p. 210). When
systems change is deemed necessary, those implegtre change need to weigh the
theoretical, ethical, and pragmatic implicationat(Pan, Smith & Cassady, 2009). All
interested stakeholders need to be a part of thegehthat is taking place (Mahdavi &
Beebe-Frankenberger, 2009). Fullan (as cited ns&a& Noltemeyer, 2008) suggests
educational change should come in three phases:

1. All parties must agree there needs to be a chainlpe change comes from

the top, it will most likely fail.

2. Change consists of four sub-factors -

a. The district must demonstrate support for the chaargl decide
upon the degree the staff will be involved in thpliementation of
the change.

b. The school board is instrumental in hiring or fiyithose responsible

for making the change. Parents must be a paheoftiange process.
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c. Principals must lead and initiate the change. Thagt provide
support and resources needed for the change aaddbeerleader”
for all involved.

d. Teachers’ prior experiences in change can setaftorthe change
that will take place. Teachers need adequate suppd
professional development.

3. Sustainability of the change - Most schools newrtg this phase due to
lack of support, fidelity of implementation, lackfonds and lack of
resources.

Noell and Gansle (2009) feel that for systemic geaio succeed and be beneficial, the
change must occur longer than one semester oraeegear. Sansoti and Noltemeyer
(2008) stated “...the fundamental ingredients necggea educational change are
improving relationships and increasing the skitlafeall involved...” (p. 56).
Implementing Rtl in schools is “...a paradigm simfboth form of instruction
and educational decision making...” (p. 58) and & is..transformation in the way that
systems, schools, and professionals operate...” (HafadNoltemeyer, 2008, p. 56).
For this paradigm shift to take place requires fiereergy, patience, and persistence
(Bianco, 2010; Mahdavi & Beebe-Frankenberger, 2606hards, et al, 2007). To
understand how schools implement Rtl, a revievwhefdurrent literature follows.
Implementing Rtl

According to VanDerHeyden and Jimerson (2005)children are more likely

to receive help in the general classroom envirorimmrch more quickly under Rtl

models” (p. 22). An advantage of Rtl is the eaiilientification of students needing
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help and supplying those students with adequateppbpriate interventions

(Lembke, et al., 2010; Torgeson, 2009). As mewtibearlier, administrators and
faculty need to believe that changing to an Rtl el@slimportant for the students
(Mahdavi & Beebe-Frankenberger, 2009; Putman, Sr&itBassady, 2009); a shift
from thinking “How is my class doing?” to “ How each student doing?” must occur
with every faculty member (Bianco, 2010; Richartsal., 2007). “Intentional teachers
continue to adapt and recognize the need to caltjndifferentiate instruction to meet
the students at their readiness level” (Putmantts&iCassady, 2009, p. 213). Rtlis
seen as an effective way to meet the instructioeatls of all students and as a method
for identifying specific learning disabilities (Ldrke, et al., 2010).

Schools should implement Response to Interventigghases (Burns &
Ysseldyke, 2005; Lembke, et al., 2010; Palench&o&er, 2008; Shepherd &
Salembier, 2010). All involved stakeholders shawuiderstand the key elements of Rtl
before beginning implementation. Response to Vetdron is for the general education
classroom; it is not a special education initia{i8aepherd & Salembier, 2010).
Specific skills are needed by those involved whichmay include assessing for
intervention, interpreting assessments, matchitegventions to student needs,
presenting intervention outcomes to others, an@gng in the problem-solving
process” (Sansoti & Noltemeyer, 2008, p. 62). BEgiee training and professional
development should take place, evidence basedsassets need to be chosen, multi-
disciplinary problem-solving teams should be incplavho is giving what interventions

needs to be decided, and how the data will be imsger placement, should take place
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before implementation (Burns & Ysseldyke, 2005;@lo& DiPerna, 2007; Lembke, et
al. 2010; Shepherd & Salembier, 2010).

Playing a key role in all of the aforementionedaares the administrators at the
school (Shepherd & Salembier, 2010). Burns anaMgke (2005) stated, “The need
for leadership is not restricted to initial implemtetion of Rtl, but igerhaps more
important(emphasis added) for sustaining Rtl practices14). Administrators play
an important role in providing support for theictdty, encouraging a collegial
atmosphere, and keeping communication lines opest@¢khwill, et al., 2007; Sansoti
& Noltemeyer, 2008). Mahdavi and Beebe-Frankendre{2009) feel that professional
development for administrators is just as importenit is for the faculty; administrators
must understand the underpinnings of Rtl and be tbhelp their faculty through the
process of implementation. Administrators shousgw @rovide the time necessary for
grade level team meetings, for meetings with sgistsgreading coaches, counselors,
school psychologists, and special education teaghemnd the funds and resources
necessary for evidence-based interventions (Muraed&vsékughes, 2009; Sansoti &
Noltemeyer, 2008; Shepherd & Salembier, 2010; $&d&inaldi, 2009).

Professional development should play a major mlenplementing Rtl.
According to Kratochwill, et al. (2007), “Stronggfessional development is needed for
effective program implementation and program immatation integrity” (p. 622).
Professional development should center on the tiaenid sustaining the model chosen
by the school (Shepherd & Salembier, 2010). Psidesi development should give the
faculty a strong knowledge base, training in cotidigcassessments, training related to

progress monitoring, how to effectively use interens, how to sustain services, and
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how to maintain fidelity (Kratochwill, et al., 20PRichards, et al., 2007; Sansoti &
Noltemeyer, 2008; Shepherd & Salembier, 2010). Mthere is staff turnover and first
year teachers hired, administrators should plan thewmew employees will receive
adequate professional development in the schodl’'mBdel (Kratochwill, et al., 2007;
Noell & Gansle, 2009).

Another key element noted in the literature isithportance of collaboration in
effectively implementing Response to Interventidecording to Richards, et al.
(2007), Response to Intervention moves specialaaucteachers “from the frontline
to the intervention of last resort” (p. 60). Adenb before, Response to Intervention is
not a special education initiative; it is meanb&used in the general education
classroom. However, for Response to Interventiondrk, there must be a
collaborative effort between the general educatiassroom teacher and the special
education teacher (Mahdavi & Beebe-Frankenber@®92Murawski & Hughes, 2009;
Shepherd & Salembier, 2010). The general educatassroom teacher must also
collaborate with reading coaches/specialists, $ptwyuage pathologists, and
counselors/school psychologists (Richards, eR@Dy). Stuart and Rinaldi (2009)
discussed one schools use of the Collaborativeulctstnal Planning and Intervention
framework to help accomplish collaboration. Thanfiework consisted of three areas:
instructional planning, execution, and feedbackllaborative planning took place
within grade level team meetings with speciali€bsiring the meetings, the team
identified the academic area the student neededvention in by looking at screening

measurements and progress monitoring. After tdesit received an intervention for
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multiple weeks, the team met again to evaluatetfeztiveness of the intervention and
decide what to do next to help the student (S&d&tnaldi, 2009).

A major concern of implementing Rtl is fidelity mhplementation. Fidelity of
implementation refers to teachers using the intarea in the manner the intervention
was intended to be used and that data are beinfiese assessments to drive
instruction (Bianco, 2010; Richards, et al., 200IT)s imperative that fidelity and
integrity be maintained during implementation (G DiPerna, 2007). Faculty must
be given the skills necessary to ensure fidelipn&ti & Noltemeyer, 2008). Bianco
(2010) details the importance of fidelity of implentation in her research conducted in
a New Jersey school. The school was in their foyetar of district-wide
implementation of Rtl. The school chose to useethsupports to improve fidelity of
implementation” (Bianco, 2010, p. 7): (1) formsttack instruction and for data
collection, (2) reading coaches, and (3) videosctipinstruction. For each student
identified in need of Rtl, a form was kept detajlithhe targeted skill, the name of the
intervention, the frequency of the interventiore thuration of the intervention, and the
student’s response to the intervention. Teachers also asked to report if there was
any deviation from the intervention protocol. Rieadcoaches reviewed the form of
each student every week, making note if a studastwot responding, if the teacher
was not providing the required intervention, aihié teacher was not recording the
information. The reading coach could offer assistato the teacher by demonstrating
interventions, or work with the teacher to ensheeintervention was delivered in a
timely manner. Video clips of teachers giving mentions were made; the clips

considered particularly instructive were used tigiaut the district for professional
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development. As previously described, one scheetiuhe Collaborative Instructional
Planning and Intervention framework to ensure fig€B5tuart & Rinaldi, 2007). If Rtl
is not implemented with fidelity, it will not achie what it was meant to achieve —
provide intervention to keep students from beirgelad and from falling further and
further behind.

Response to Intervention that has been effectivghfemented has shown
success. In Florida, Rtl was implemented in Regéfinst Schools. Districts noticed a
dramatic decrease in referrals for special educatiowo possible reasons for this
decrease are (1) Rtl actually reduced the percerdhgtudents with serious reading
problems and (2) teachers and schools became roofiedent in meeting the needs of
students in general education classrooms (Torg&&f®). Rtl helps students become
more aware of their performance; therefore, theywasted in their learning. Rtl
ensures that parents receive more information daggithe progress their child is
making (Lembke, et al., 2010).

Although Rtl has shown to be effective, severaticas are warranted.
Typically, assessment begins either during kindgegeor first grade. Hagans-Murillo
(2005) felt that assessment should begin earlpssibly at the pre-kindergarten level.
However, because many early childhood professidealghat assessment at this age is
not developmentally appropriate, valid and relicddsessments have not been
developed. Head Start programs typically do nefsstthe importance of language
acquisition or developing pre-reading skills (Hagihurillo, 2005). Teachers for this

age level need a higher level of education in otdedequately provide the instruction
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needed, give assessments and interventions, anghiee when a student may need
more than what the general education classroonpianide.

Torgeson (2009) also cautions that the referral batween upper and lower
elementary grades be monitored. Rtl has showeffiestiveness in lower elementary
grades; but, when students move to upper elemegtades and beyond, Rtl
implementation has been slow. Torgeson also stated

If schools spend significant amounts of time expenting with interventions

that are not sufficiently powerful before they reséudents for potentially more

powerful special education services, then the m¥tiructional model could

actuallydelaythe identification of students for needed insinrel services (p.

40).

It is also important to remember that Rtl is nain@-size-fits-all model. What
works for one school may not work for another. &b implementing Rtl need to
remain flexible and open to change when goals arenet. Schools must decide which
Rtl model best meets the needs of their studemsflke, et al., 2010).

Discussion

As with any change occurring in education, theeepmssibilities that the
change does not meet the needs of the studerite ohange will not be given the
required time and effort needed to implement eiffety. Response to Intervention is a
change that could benefit many students; howewsmalse there is not one concise
model for schools to implement, it is difficult ppovide evidence that the concept is
truly working.

Fidelity of implementation is a major concern. &acmust understand the

need for change and “buy in” to the change thdteatur. Faculty must understand

the importance of using assessments and intervenitnothe way they were designed to
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be used. If fidelity and integrity are not mainta throughout implementation, Rtl will
be compromised. Students will not receive the fisnaf intensive intervention as
designed; Rtl will remain a “wait-to-fail” model.

Collaboration among general education and spediadaion teachers must
occur. As students move through the tiers of vastion, there will be a point in which
the general education teacher will need help fromeone with more expertise.
Therefore, it is imperative that dialog occurs flagy between special education
teachers, reading specialists/coaches, speechdgagathologists, school
psychologists, and the general classroom teacher.

The professional development required by the adstration and faculty needs
to remain current and constant. Professional dgweént should concentrate on depth
of knowledge rather than breadth of knowledge. dsumeed to be available for both
professional development and the resources needrdtain the Rtl model put into
place.

Another area that should be addressed is facuitypuer and pre-service
teachers. Schools should have a plan in placedarfaculty to be trained in the model
that has been adopted by the school. As statéidreanodels can vary from school to
school, district to district, and state to stafgyone who has a background in Rtl may
understand the model used previously, but working different school will bring
changes and challenges.

Colleges of education need to prepare pre-serggehers to understand the
Response to Intervention framework. Pre-serviaehers need to understand the

background of Rtl, how models may be interpretéfiintly from school to school,
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and how to collaborate with their peers and spistgal Pre-service teachers should be
aware of assessments and interventions used emthow to monitor progress of
students. Pre-service preparation should incltrdéegjies that promote an
understanding of how to collect data, how to interplata, and how collected data
should drive instruction.

Summary

This literature review has focused on three aireasgard to Rtl: (1) the Rtl
framework which includes the tiers of interventitimee approach used, and the use of a
universal screener, (2) learning theories anddid, (3) school change in regard to the
implementation of Rtl. Most schools use a framdwwehnich consists of three tiers with
each tier consisting of increasing support andvetetions. Two approaches to Rtl are
used, the standard protocol approach or the probtdwing approach. Most
researchers prefer the standard protocol appraaittganerally uses specific, scripted
interventions. Most practitioners prefer the pewblsolving approach which is often
used in regard to behavior issues. Schools enthyse of a universal screener to
identify students who are not performing on grasiel.

Response to Intervention relates to the learniagrihof behaviorism in that
instruction in each tier is delivered in steps.c®a student has mastered a skill
identified as deficient, the next skill is introcke Work continues on that skill until it
is mastered. However, Rtl also relates to constmism in that the interventions must
be delivered by a knowledgeable other personthieeteacher. The teacher must design
the intervention to be within the student’s zon@ximal development. The student

constructs knowledge with the teacher being thdegui
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In relation to school change and implementing R, existing literature shows
the importance of working together as a team toamcisions based on the data
collected. Fidelity checks need to take place oegalar basis to ensure the
interventions are being administered properly.féasional development needs to be a
high priority to maintain sustainability. All stakolders need to understand the
importance of and need for Response to Intervention

Response to Intervention has the potential to melpy students who struggle,
whether it is with behavior, math, or readinginplemented with fidelity, if teachers
realize the importance, if teachers are willinghange and think about how each of
their students are doing, then Response to Intéorehas the ability to become “Watch

our students succeed” instead of “Watch our stusdfilt”
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY

The purpose of this research is to observe theemehtation of Rtl in an
elementary school and document how the changesias=bwith the implementation
affect the administration and faculty. More spieaity, this research addresses the
following questions:

1. How does one elementary school implement changegard to Response to

Intervention?

2. What types of changes occur at the administraével?

3. What types of changes occur at the faculty level?

4. What kind of support does faculty receive in regardesources, training,

data collection and data analysis?
This research will explore the challenges admiaistis and faculty face when change
occurs. Through the documentation of these chgdignother schools will gain insight
about change that result from implementation of Rithis case study will focus on how
the administrators and faculty adapt to the chatfggsoccur with the implementation
of Response to Intervention.
Research Design

Qualitative research is used to research a paatigubblem or issue that may be
complex or detailed. Quantitative research doeégpravide the rich, contextual
information that is found in qualitative researithst does not fit the problem.
Qualitative research also allows the participanisas to be heard (Creswell, 2007).
Qualitative research was chosen for this studyumsahange is a complex issue that

involves, in this case, perspectives from multjpdeticipants.
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Case study methodology was chosen over phenomecalo@g grounded theory
methodology. Phenomenological studies focus omitkd experiences of the
participants who have all been a part of the shahethomenon. Grounded theory
seeks to develop a theory from the views of théigpants. The researcher chose case
study methodology because the study centers opantieular event, the
implementation of Rtl, and how that implementatotvanges the culture of the school,
the administration, and the faculty.

Creswell (2007) stated,

Case study research is a qualitative approach iohathe investigator explores

abounded system (a case) or multiple bounded systems (cases)toner

through detailed, in-depth data collection invotymultiple sources of

information (e.g., observations, interviews, audiovisual mateand documents

and reports), and reports a cdsscription and case-based themes (p. 73).

The size of a bounded case determines the typasefstudy. Creswell (2007)
described three types of case studies: (1) théesingtrumental case study, (2) the
collective or multiple case studies, and (3) thansic case study. The single
instrumental case study focuses on a particulaeiss concern and uses one bounded
case to highlight that issue or concern. Thisaedeis a single instrumental case study,
the study of one school (single instrument) impletimg change in regard to Rtl (one
issue). For this research, the case study metbggelas chosen because the
researcher looked at how one elementary schookimgahted change in regard to a top-
down decision to begin Response to Interventioreksuch decisions are made, it
becomes imperative to listen to those directlycéd by the decision.

According to Barone (2011), “...case studies candssldor description and

explanation as well as exploration. Importanthse studies are most often used when
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the researcher has no control over the behaviang Istudied...” (p. 22). This
statement is also supported by Yin (2009). Thislgtdescribes changes that occur in a
school setting when change is implemented in reggaRtl. By exploring the changes
that take place with the faculty and administratiather elementary schools may be
able to use the information to help ease transtwhen implementing change.

Case study is commonly used when the focus iscamemporary phenomenon
taking place in a real-life situation. It requildisect observation of the events and
interviews of the people involved in the event.s€atudies answer “how” or “why”
guestions. Case study is also used when resegrotganizational change and the
implementation process (Yin, 2009). This studyksdbe answer to how one
elementary school is able to make changes in #iftcation of students who may be
struggling and how those changes affect the adiratiisn and faculty. In this case
study, the researcher observed the bi-weekly PU@ARetings of the third grade
teachers in order to understand the changes thrattalang place within the school and
within the classroom. Interviews were conductethwaiteacher from each grade level
in grades one through five, a focus group of tees;tane special education teacher, one
counselor and two administrators. Through the ss#mictured interviews, the
researcher was able to listen to each participashieak probing questions that allowed
the participant to think about the change in aedéht way. For example, participants
in phase one were asked how they felt when worliitlg struggling students. After
asking this question to Amy, she paused before ansg She replied, “The first thing

| think about is what I, what can | do to help thget where they need to be.” This led
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the researcher to ask if the thought of a studenbeing on grade level scared her or
caused her to work harder. She stated,

“It does make me work harder. It concerns me whieine thinking...do | send

them on to the next grade level? Do they needpeat? They need more time

and our time in our day is so limited. But theg auch rewarding children to
work with. When you see them starting to be abldd things, the interventions
are working and it's such a rewarding feeling toerh and for myself. I'm going
to be thinking about that one (question) for a ltnge.”

Study Design

The study was conducted in two phases. Phase aseanducted during the
2011 spring semester. Of the 15 elementary schodte district, this school was in
the beginning stages of implementing Rtl. Sevelahentary schools in the district
had previously implemented the district model agnvas as models for the remaining
schools as implementation continues throughoudisteict. This elementary school
had spent the 2010-2011 school year establishiexdegevel professional learning
communities (PLC’s), conducting professional depetent with the faculty, requiring
the faculty to identify students needing intervens, and implementing interventions
learned through professional development.

Phase two of the study was conducted during th&-2012 school year. The
2011-2012 school year was designated by the s@sotble first year of full
implementation of Response to Intervention. Tiseaecher determined that, in order
to understand the changes that were occurrindyduresearch needed to be conducted

during the first year of implementation. Tableiteg the timeline of the conducted

research.
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Table 1 — Research Timeline

Phase One
e January, 2011 — Recruitment of participants
e February, 2011 — Interviews conducted; journalsvdetd to participants
e March, 2011 — Interviews conducted with princigadsistant principal, and
school counselor
e May, 2011 — Second interviews conducted with pedicts
Phase Two
e September, 2011 — Participants from Phase Oneatedtto ask for
continuance in research; recruitétl@ade team; began observations of PLC
& Rtl meetings; delivered journals t& grade team
e November, 2011 — Conducted focus group intervieth &f grade team;
provided journal prompts for participants
e February, 2012 — Observed interventions givenudestts in four different
classrooms
e February and March, 2012 — Conducted exit intergiauth all participants;
collected journals from participants; began analgdidata

Participants

The participants for phase one of this study weceuited through several
different means: (1) a presentation was made &ydbearcher at a faculty meeting, (2)
e-mail invitations were sent to each grade leBly¢commendations were made by the
principal, and (4) an e-mail invitation was seneteh recommended faculty member.
Participants included the principal, assistantg@pal, counselor, one special education
teacher, and one teacher from each grade leveleg@ne through five. The fourth
grade teacher participated in the first interviewd afterwards decided not to continue
in the study due to time constraints. The fiftadg teacher was unavailable for the
second interview at the end of the semester dulméss but chose to remain in the

study upon returning the following year. One mapnt had no previous experience
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with Rtl while the remaining participants had pas experience in Oklahoma, Texas,
Kansas, and Florida either as a reading specigpstiial education teacher, or general
education classroom teacher. All participants veerapensated with a $10 Panera Gift
Card at the end of the study or upon deciding téonger participate.

Phase two participants consisted of the particgpfnin phase one as well as a
focus group of the remaining third grade teachéwscording to Glesne (2006), focus
groups are valuable for understanding a group’siops or attitudes toward a particular
topic. Focus group interviews are commonly usedmesearching the process of
decision making (Glesne, 2006). The third gradeheg team was targeted as the
focus group due to the mandates of NCLB (all tigiraide students will read on or
above grade level by 2014) and current Oklahomialign which prohibits social
promotion. The school psychologist participatety @s the facilitator of the Rtl Big
Block (PLC) meetings and did not participate iraed-to-face interview or in the focus
group interviews. A detailed description of eachtipgoant is located in Chapter Four.

All participants were referred to by a number totpct confidentiality.
Participants were given a copy of the findingsrariew in case any misconceptions
occurred during analysis (Barone, 2011). Alsopemission to be granted for the
research to be conducted, an agreement was masledoethe district and the
researcher that all participants would be consitleceauthors if any part of the final
study were submitted for publication.

Data Sources
Data sources for case studies should use mustiquleces of evidence to achieve

triangulation. Data sources suitable for caseistuare interviews, observations,
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documents, archival records and physical artifé@#sone, 2011; Creswell, 2007; Yin,
2009). Data sources for this study included satmietured interviews,
observations/field notes of the PLC/Rtl meetingghefthird grade team, observations
of interventions, and documents such as the diftionanual. Descriptions of the
data sources used in each phase of this study/ollo

Data sources for phase onePhase one data sources included audio taped,
face-to-face, semi-structured interviews (Appenalixjournal entries and the district
Rtl manual. Interviews must be held when the ineavee is available (Yin, 2009);
therefore, interviews were conducted with eachigipent at a time that was convenient
for them and did not interfere with class instraottime. Interviews with the faculty
participants took place during late January/eaélgriary, 2011 with a follow-up
interview conducted in late April/early May, 201Both interviews consisted of ten
guestions with probing questions asked to furttemnifg any information given during
the interview. Each interview lasted approximathy60 minutes. Interview questions
focused on their feelings about the changes tgiiace, their feelings about working
with struggling students, and their feelings conag&g the training and support being
given during the change to Response to Intervention

One interview was conducted in this phase withpttigcipal, assistant principal,
and counselor. The semi-structured interviews \@eBo-taped, face-to-face
interviews consisting of ten questions with probipgestions asked to clarify
information given. Questions for the interview ta¥ad on the Rtl model that was
being implemented, the types of assessments asémtions the faculty received

training on, the types of support faculty receifiean administration, and the impact
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Rtl would have on the school. Each interview ldstpproximately 60 minutes and was
conducted in the offices of each administrator.

Each faculty member and administrator was aské&eep a journal during the
months between interviews in which they discusked tpprehensions, their successes
or failures, and how Rtl has affected their teaghiDocuments, such as journals, can
help to corroborate and augment other sourcesniezviews (Yin, 2009). Journal
entries were used as documentation that verifisnmation given during interviews.

A copy of the district Rtl manual was given to tiegearcher in this phase of the
study. This manual gave valuable information comicg the districts view of
Response to Intervention. It provided details eoning data collection, decision
making, and descriptions of the tiers of intervemtsupport.

Data sources for phase twoFor phase two, data sources consisted of semi-
structured face-to-face interviews with the papigrits from phase one, continuation of
the journals as well as journal prompts providedhgyresearcher, a focus group
interview with the added participants from the dhgrade, various artifacts, field notes,
and observations. All interviews were conductedegiat the end of the school day or
during PLC meetings. Final interviews with the gh@ne participants were audio
taped, face-to-face interviews consisting of theeguestions asked in the phase one
interviews. The final interviews were conducteding February and March, 2012.

The first focus group interview (Appendix B), comtied in November, 2011,
consisted of semi-structured questions and wasumted face-to-face; however,
several of the focus group participants did notsem to be audio taped requiring a

transcriber to be present to record answers. & focus group interview was
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conducted in March, 2012 consisting of five quesi@Appendix B). Each third grade
teacher was asked to participate in a face-to-faoe;on-one interview; however, only
the phase one third grade teacher agreed to patici All interviews were transcribed
and sent to the patrticipants for approval. Quastaentered on preparation for the
implementation of Rtl, how Rtl would affect thelassroom, and the support being
received in regard to Rtl. The interviews lastpdraximately 60 minutes.

A final interview was conducted with the princi@add assistant principal near
the end of the 2012 school year. The interviewsisiad of the same questions asked in
the phase one interview. The interviews were traned and sent to the participants
for approval. The final interview lasted approxteig 60 minutes.

Journals are one way in which participants may beerwilling to document
their experiences rather than in face-to-face uers. Each participant kept a journal
in which they recorded their feelings toward RowhRtl affected their teaching, and
any successes or failures experienced. Journaigiso(Appendix C) were given to the
participants during the months of November, 201d¢cddnber, 2011, January, 2012,
February, 2012, and March, 2012. Prompts for dglealfy focused on the interventions
they had used, the usefulness of the bi-weeklyietings, and their feelings toward
progress monitoring, support, training, and resesitieing given. Prompts for the
administration centered on the types of changesisethe school and faculty, the
effectiveness of the implementation, and how thaiatstration kept the faculty
motivated throughout the implementation of Respdadatervention.

Several artifacts were gathered over the coursieeofesearch study. The

district Rtl manual, a reading summary sheet, sampr 2 parent letter (Appendix D),
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district expectation sheet, the Tier 2 interventm (Appendix E), school mission,
vision, and value statements, and school brochere wollected. By using artifacts
and documents, the researcher was able to recogmzenceptions of the participants
found in the interviews. Documents were used tootmrate and augment interviews
and observations. The district manual providecti$ipadetails that may not be recalled
by the participants during the interview proceésalysis of the manual allowed the
researcher to make inferences regarding the implatien of Response to Intervention
(Yin, 2009).

Each grade level had “Big Block” time which is thprofessional learning
community (PLC) weekly meeting. The researcher prasided access to the weekly
meetings of the third grade teachers as a nonepatit observer. The meetings
consisted of the teachers, principal and/or asgigtancipal discussing information
regarding student progress. Every other weeknbetings were facilitated by the
school psychologist. The bi-weekly Rtl meetingsuged on the implementation of Rtl,
assessments, benchmarks, interventions, and stpamgress. Field notes were taken
during the meetings. All field notes were transed, reviewed and approved by the
participants, and used during data analysis.

Observations of tier two and tier three intervemgidook place as students were
identified in need of more intense interventiornsing an observation protocol
(Appendix F), the researcher observed four teagbrergde tier two and tier three
interventions. Observation of the interventiolhseveed the researcher to gain insight

of the types of interventions given and the timedwsal in order to give the intervention.
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Table 2 provides correlation between the reseanelstegpns and the data sources
for phase one. Data for phase one were intervipugial entries, and the district Rtl
manual. Table 3 provides correlation between ¢ésearch questions and data sources
for phase two. Data for phase two were intervigaug;nal entries, artifacts, and
observation of the PLC/Rtl meetings and intervargioTable 4 provides triangulation

between the themes for each research questiorharthta sources.
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Table 2 - Phase One Data Source Table

Research
Question

Faculty Interview

Administrator Journal Entries
Interview

Artifacts

How does one

#2 — feelings regarding #2 — description of Rtl Participant
elementary school Rtl

#8 — impact on faculty, described feelings

District Rtl Manual Ch. 6-8, 10-
12

implement change #3 — apprehension students, school toward Rtl

in regard to Rtl? toward Rtl

What types of #6 — training Participant
changes occur at #7 — support described feelings
the administrative toward Rtl

level?

What types of
changes occur at
the faculty level?

#1 — identification of
struggling students
#5 — teaching
struggling students
#6 — Rtl, struggling
students

#7 — instructional

#1 — identification of  Participant
struggling students described feelings
#3 — student assessmenoward Rtl

for Tier 1, 2, and 3

#5 — how Rtl will help

teachers and students

#8 — impact on faculty,

District Rtl Manual Ch. 6-8, 10-
12

changes students, school
What kind of #4 — training #3 — student assessmerRarticipant District Rtl Manual Ch. 6-8, 10-
support does #9 — support for Tier 1, 2, and 3 described feelings 12

faculty receive in
regard to
resources,
training, data
collection, and
data analysis?

#4 — interventions toward Rtl
#6 — training
#7 — support
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Table 3 — Phase Two Data Source Table

Research Question Interviews Journal Prompts  Artifats Observations
How does one Faculty District Rtl Observing
elementary school  #2 — feelings regarding Rtl #2 — Rtl meetings Manual PLC/RtI
implement change in #3 — apprehension toward Rtl #3 — progress School meetings
regard to Rtl? Administrator monitoring Brochure Observing
#2 — description of Rtl #4 —instructional  School Mission teachers give
#8 — impact on faculty, students, school change Statement interventions

Focus Group Initial

#7 — feelings concerning Rtl

Focus Group Final

#1 — affect of Rtl on school

#5 — effectiveness of Rtl in identifying
struggling students

Administration
#1 — leadership
#2 — support

#3 — instructional
changes

#4 — feelings
concerning
implementation

What types of Administrator Administrator Follow-up field PLC/RtI
changes occur at the #6 — training #1 — Rtl and notes meetings
administrative level? #7 — support leadership of District Rtl
faculty Manual
#5 — keeping
faculty motivated
What types of Faculty District Rtl PLC/Rtl
changes occur at the #1 — identification of struggling students #2 — bi-weekly Rtl Manual meetings
faculty level? #5 — teaching struggling students meetings Tier 2 Parent  Observation of
#6 — Rtl, struggling students #3 — progress Letter teachers giving
#7 — instructional changes monitoring Tier 2 interventions
Administrator #4 —instructional  Intervention
#1 — identification of struggling students changes Log
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Table 3 - Continued

#3 — student assessment for Tier 1, 2, and\@ministrator Reading

#5 — how Rtl will help teachers and #3 — changes seen Summary Sheet
students in faculty District

#8 — impact on faculty, students, school expectation
Focus Group Initial sheet

#8 — how Rtl affects teaching

#9 — how RtI affects daily schedule
#10 — Rtl and students

Focus Group Final

#2 — affect of Rtl on daily schedule
#3 — affect of Rtl on teaching

What kind of support Faculty Faculty PLC/RtI Observation of
does faculty receive #4 — training #1 — interventions meetings teacher giving
in regard to resources#9 — support used interventions
training, data Administrator #5 adequate
collection and data  #3 — student assessment for Tier 1, 2, and®port, resources,
analysis? #4 — interventions training

#6 — training Administrator

#7 — support #2 — support for

Focus Group Initial faculty

#1 — training

#3 — types of resources

#4 — adequate resources

#5 — preparation for implementing
interventions

#6 — support



Table 4 — Triangulation of Research Themes drData Sources

Research Question/Theme Interviews Journal Prompts Artifacts Observations

How does one elementary school implement
change in regard to Rtl?

LS

Rtl/Paradigm Shift X X X X
Change X X
Concerns X X
The Future X X

What types of changes occur at the

administrative level?
Administrator’s Role X X
Counselor’'s Role X X
Changes X X
The Future X X

What types of changes occur at the faculty

level?
Instructional/Schedule Changes X X
Time/Classroom Dynamics X X X
Collaboration X X X X
Concerns X X
Success Stories X X

What kind of support does faculty receive in

regard to resources, training, data collection

and data analysis?
Professional Development
Resources X X
Support X X X
Fidelity X X X X
Data X X X X
Concerns X X X

X X




Data Analysis

All interviews, journals, and documents were udedng analysis. Thematic
analysis requires the researcher to identify them#sn the data. Themes are not pre-
determined. Themes are determined through opeimgaod the data (Ezzy, 2002).
According to Strauss and Corbin (1998), open-codirayresult of microanalysis of the
data. Through this microanalysis, emerging past¢®hank, 2002) can be grouped into
concepts which in turn are grouped into categor{@ategories lead to overarching
themes. Strauss and Corbin (1998) describe thage of conducting open-coding. The
first is line-by-line, which is time-consuming buelps the researcher to “...discern the
range of potential meaning contained within thedgarsed by respondents and develop
them more fully...” (p. 109). The remaining open-tmpgmethods are coding by
sentence and paragraph or by looking at the etticement. For this case study, the
researcher chose line-by-line, open-coding to gteanmost meaning from the
interviews.

Phase one data analysig.o begin data analysis, the researcher correlateld e
interview question with a research question (sd#€l2 and Table 3). For example,
guestion number six for an administrator was, “Wgpes of training are your teachers
receiving before implementation?” This directlyredates to research question number
four, “What kind of support does faculty receiver@gard to resources, training, data
collection and data analysis?” This same questias rephrased for the faculty in
guestion number four, “Describe the training youeheeceived concerning the

implementation of Response to Intervention.” Bliag both the faculty and the

58



administration the same question, the researchembie to obtain the viewpoint of both
parties.

After correlating the interview questions with tlesearch questions, the first
interview with the faculty was coded, line-by-lin®; looking for key phrases and
comments that answered the research questionkéjhghrases and comments were
analyzed for emerging patterns. The same procassiged in the second interview with
the faculty to determine if any new patterns emerg#&ournal entries from faculty were
coded following the same procedure looking for aaw emerging patterns. The
patterns were grouped into overarching themesdohn eesearch question.

The administrator’s interview questions that hadrbeorrelated with the research
guestions were also coded line-by-line for key pasaand comments. The key phrases
and comments were analyzed for emerging pattéPasterns were grouped into
overarching themes.

Patterns emerging from analysis of data from ther#iews and journals of both
faculty and administration showed similarities avete therefore combined. For
example, research question one asks, “How doesleneentary school implement
change in regard to Response to Intervention?érigw questions for the faculty that
related to this research question asked how tHeglfeut implementing Rtl and to
discuss any apprehensions they felt toward theemephtation. The administration was
asked to describe the Rtl model they would be uaimgwhat kind of impact they felt
Rtl would have on the faculty, the students, ardsithool. Journal entries that addressed
these questions were also used as well as seVvenaiers from the district's Rtl manual.

Looking specifically at the transcribed answergh questions, the researcher
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highlighted comments and/or phrases that pertaiméue research question. The
highlighted portions of the interviews were thenttgn on sticky notes so that all the
comments could be easily manipulated. This allothedesearcher to find emerging
patterns of comments. Once the patterns wereifdehtoverarching themes were
developed. For example, the faculty discussed@dhneept of Rtl, previous experiences,
collaboration, and a paradigm shift. The admiaitgin discussed the school model, the
process of implementation and a paradigm shifteséhpatterns led to an overall theme
of paradigm shift.

The district Rtl manual was written in three setsidintroduction, Essential
Elements for Successful Rtl Implementation, and Thieee-Tiered Approach:
Procedures and Guidelines) with 12 chapters. &bearcher was allowed to copy the
manual for personal analysis. Each chapter wakireiés entirety to understand the
district’s viewpoint of Response to Interventioffter reading the entire document, the
researcher determined which chapters dealt withebearch questions addressed in this
study. This analysis allowed the researcher toeniaflerences in regard to comments
made in the interviews with the participants.

Phase two data analysisPhase two data analysis followed the same procedure
as phase one. The interview questions, journahpts, and field notes were correlated
with each research question. After correlationititerviews, journals and field notes
were coded, line-by-line, looking for key phrasad aomments. The key phrases and
comments were analyzed for emerging patterns. pakterns that emerged from the
faculty and administration showed similarities avete combined. For example,

research question three asks, “What types of clsaogeur at the faculty level?” Faculty
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talked about collaboration occurring during the Bigck meetings, the creativity of
providing interventions at opportune times, andgbssibility of grouping students for
intervention. At the same time, the administratdso discussed different types of
collaboration being observed and the faculty’s tvég in providing interventions.
These patterns provided an overall theme of cotltiim. After determining the themes
of each research question in phase one and phas¢éhewesearcher compared the
themes. The researcher found that the themesfaidseconsistent between both phases
with some questions having an additional themea. ekample, research question four
asks, “What kind of support does faculty receiveeigard to resources, training, data
collection and data analysis?” Phase one thencasdied professional
development/training, resources, support, fidetigta, and concerns. Phase two themes
included professional development/training, resesirsupport, collaboration, fidelity,
and data.
Ethical Issues

Ethical issues are concerns of research stuéResearchers should identify and
report any biases that may influence the findidg¢ne, 2011). Informed consent must
be obtained from participants (Ezzy, 2002). Imgortant that the researcher establish a
bond of trust with the participants and that treeeecher respect the rights of the
participants (Esterberg, 2001; Ezzy, 2002; Gle2A66). The researcher must always
protect the privacy of the participants by usingntifiers other than the participant’s
name (Esterberg, 2001; Glesne, 2006).

Following the guidelines of university researchipgl permission was granted

from the Institutional Review Board (IRB) for thesearch. Upon the completion of
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phase one, the researcher determined the needthfications, completed the required
forms, and obtained permission from the IRB to curd the research. Before interviews
were conducted, each participant was given an imédrConsent form (Appendix G)
detailing the type of research being conductedptiipose of the research, research
procedures, length of participation, and type ahpensation given at the end of the
research. Participants were assured of confidéptéand that no risk of losing
employment would occur. Participants were alsasadi/that at any time during the
interview, they may decline to answer any questitbrthe participants chose to
discontinue the research, they could do so atiamgywithout any penalties. Permission
was granted from the participants for phase orexvigws to be audio taped and
consented to being quoted directly. Several ppeids in phase two chose not to be
audio taped or quoted directly. Each participaas \given instructions on how to contact
the researcher if any questions or concerns amnsegithe course of the research. This
research remained under continuing review by thg dRthe university until completed.
The researcher’s perspective played a role instioidy. Because of past
classroom experience with struggling students aralthird grade teacher, the researcher
kept opinions concerning the process of identiitaof struggling students in check.
The researcher is familiar with this school as ibme of the schools used for practicum
placements of pre-service teacher candidates. pastaf the researcher’s job
requirements, the researcher must spend a consid@maount of time at this school
observing pre-service teacher candidates teacteftre, there is an established
relationship among some of the participants instinely. During observations, it was

important to not take on any other role than obsefisterberg, 2001; Glesne, 2006). It
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was, at times, tempting for the participants to @s&stions concerning research in the
field of reading and which interventions may be enappropriate. The researcher made
a concerted effort to not influence the particigamtto give feedback on what was taking
place. Field notes taken during observations desgionly what occurred. The
researcher avoided giving opinions of what sho@daking place during the

implementation of Rtl.

CHAPTER FOUR: CONTEXTUAL INFORMATION
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The qualitative researcher is a story teller whasthprovide rich, thick
description of important elements pertaining toebeducted research (Wolcott, 2009).
Case studies are used to develop in-depth desergptif a particular event or issue
surrounding a particular case (Creswell, 2007)ortter to fully understand the findings
of this research, descriptions follow of the schsité and the participants, as well as a
comparison of Rtl models.

Site Description
The researcher chose one elementary schoolhvattarge Mid-western school
district in the implementation phase of Respondetirvention for this bounded, single-
instrumental case study. The focus of the caglystas to document the changes that
took place within the school, the administratiomg éhe faculty during the
implementation of Rtl.

The school district in which the study took plaesviced 21,995 (2011-2012
school year) students in grades Pre-Kindergarterugih 12. One of the largest school
districts in the state, the district covers 130asgumiles in two counties with families
living in both suburban and rural settings. Thstrilit is comprised of 15 elementary
schools, five middle schools, three high schoais, @ne alternative high school; two of
the elementary schools are open-enrollment schawdse parents must apply in a lottery
for their children to attend. This case study w@sducted in a non-lottery school which
is one of the newer schools in the district. Ouedred eleven languages are spoken;
34% of the students are minority (Black, Hispahlative American, Native Hawaiian,
Asian, and mixed) and 27.4% are considered ecorabiyndisadvantaged. The district’'s

mission statement is “Empowering all students tead in a changing world.” The
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district strives to ensure all students receive@ng core curriculum that will aid in
academic and life skills. The district places mportance on raising the academic level
of all students while reducing the gap betweenaoa high performing students.

The elementary school chosen for the study seshvig@?21 students in pre-
kindergarten through fifth grade in 2011-2012. Fhelents enrolled in this school live
in portions of two counties in the center of thetest The families in this community live
in suburban and rural settings. The school iatkxt in the middle of a wealthy
community; however, 12.45% of the students qualifa the free/reduced lunch
program. A summary of a demographic survey coraglély the principal follows
(Appendix H).

Table 5 — Overview of Student Body

2011-2012 enrollment 1,021
Students qualifying for free/reduced lunchi2.45%
Students in need of Response to 13.3%
Intervention

Students classified as special needs 11.539

Table 6 — Ethnic Categories

Caucasian 79.5%
African American 1.8%
Hispanic 7.5%
Asian 1.3%
Native American 2.4%
Other (two or more)| 7.4%

Table 7 — Socio-economic status based on income gbd on information provided to
the school by OG&E, 2004)
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Less than $15,000 12%
$15,000 - $24,999 7.25%
$25,000 - $34,999 8.88%
$35,000 - $49,999 13.22%
$50,000 - $74,999 17.89%
Greater than $75,000| 40.75%

Consisting of 40 enclosed classrooms, a new eailghood center, two offices,
two computer labs, a media center, a gymnasiunaaradeteria/auditorium, the school
chosen for this research is able to service ovQlstudents from pre-kindergarten
through fifth grade. With the addition of the lgashildhood center, the school prides
itself on the first universally accessible playgrdun the state. This playground allows
all students, regardless of disabilities, the gbib play together. The addition of this
playground was made possible through cooperatitin kawe’s Charitable Foundation
and contributions from Wal-Mart and Sam’s Club.clkalassroom is equipped with a
SMARTBoard and projector which were funded by theent-Teacher Organization.
The PTO continually supports the teachers by progifunding for various classroom
needs, most recently providing math manipulatieesafnew math curriculum.

The school’s mission statement is to foster a camty of life-long learners.
Teachers strive to connect with each student’srmpatbrough conferences, newsletters,
weekly folders, and community events. The leadprahthis school continually
challenges the faculty to learn and utilize beatpces in their classrooms through
professional development. Teachers collaborai@ waekly basis through Professional
Learning Community (PLC) meetings at each gradellas well as through school wide

faculty meetings.
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Reading and math are the foundation of the aultrra. Opportunities for
enrichment are available for students through tfiedjtalented program; for students in
need of additional support, Rtl and special edoocatesources are provided.
Measurement of student progress occurs throughvansal screener given three times
per year, through district benchmark assessmewes giach quarter of the year, and
through criterion referenced testing conducted pmilA

The Participants

One teacher from each grade level, grades 1 thrbuparticipated in phase one
of this study as well as the principal, assistaimqggpal, counselor, and one special
education teacher. The participants for phaseafitbis study remained the same with
the addition of the third grade teaching team dwedsthool psychologist. Each
participant was assigned a pseudonym to ensuréeontitality. This pseudonym will be
used in describing each participant and in theudision of the findings in Chapter Five.
The table below provides information for each gavant regarding teaching experience,

previous Rtl experience and the portion of the windvhich they participated.

Table 8 - Participants

\ Participant | Teaching | Previous Study
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Experience Rtl Phase
Experience

Janet — %8 gr. teacher 9 yrs. yes 1 and 2
Amy — 1% gr. teacher 34 yrs. yes 1 and 2
Allison — 4" gr. teacher | 10 yrs. no 1
Robyn — spec. ed teacher 38 yrs. yes 1and 2
Caren — counselor 9 yrs. no land 2
Laura — 2° gr. teacher 15 yrs. no 1and 2
Beth — 8" gr. teacher 11 yrs. yes land 2
Kathryn — 3 gr. teacher | 2 yrs. no 2
Gail — 3° gr. teacher 12 yrs. no 2
Judy — & gr. teacher 15 yrs. no 2
Leslie — 3 gr. teacher 8 yrs. no 2
Paula — 3 gr. teacher 22 yrs. no 2
Aubrey — principal 12 yrs. no land?2

classroom/2Q

yrs. admin.
Debbie — asst. principal 5 yrs. no land 2

classroom/4

yrs. admin.
Karen — school 0 yrs. no 2
psychologist

Janet

Janet is a third grade teacher and a mother othildren who at the time of the
research were in the first grade and fifth graddaatesearch site. She participated in
both phase one and phase two of the researchh&haine years of teaching experience
in second, third, and fourth grade. Phase onbeo$tudy was her first year at the
research site; her previous years had been spéitteriL schools in Florida and another
school district within the state. While teachingHlorida, Rtl was implemented in the
school in which she was teaching. She stated, fi¥etty sure one of the things that she
(the principal) looked at before she hired me wgpnevious experience with Rtl.” She

was hesitant to participate in the research becafues previous experience, but the
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researcher assured her that it was important te hawviewpoint of the implementation
of Rtl. When asked about her feelings regardingdRe stated,
“Okay, | feel like where it is good for some chidrit is not good for every
child...Rtl steps and the tiers take a long timeasowe doing them a disservice
or are we helping them? Some kids need more tbarcgn give them and is Rtl
kind of preventing that? Or is it going to be thet're just getting rid of special
education?”
For her, change is inevitable, “we’re constantlyaduced to new things and...you've
got to go with the flow.”
Amy
Amy is a first grade teacher with 34 years of téaglexperience. At the time of
phase one, she was in her fourth year at the i@dsesde. She participated in both phase
one and phase two of the study. She is the ordiydgrade teacher with previous
experience in Rtl at a Reading First elementarpskim Kansas. Before coming to the
research site, Amy taught in the following arephysical education, special education,
first, second, third, and fourth grades, and litgreoach. She was excited to be back in
the classroom so that she could use the toolsugjgested to teachers in her role as a
literacy coach. She felt the literacy coach tragnshe received gave her an advantage
over other teachers. She stated, “Being in thesob@m is different than being the
[literacy] coach.” She realizes that change islhbut necessary; teachers need to keep

trying new things, “...just keep trying and changmgselves... [we] can’t always do it

the same old way.”

Allison
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Allison is a fourth grade teacher with 10 yearsesiching experience. She spent
five years in another school district within thatstin second and third grade classrooms
where Rtl was being used. She has spent theipastdars at the research site in fourth
grade. She chose to drop out of the study afeefitst interview stating that she had
responsibilities that would keep her from fully papating.

Robyn

Robyn is one of two special education teacherseatdsearch site. She
participated in both phase one and phase two dfttidy. Robyn brings 37 years of
teaching experience and previous Rtl experienteestudy. She spent 17 years in a
general education classroom in a school distrittiwithe state, three years at a
community college within the state, five years ix@s teaching special education, and
the remaining years in another district within #t@te working with students with special
needs. Phase one of the study was her first yehe aesearch site. She felt Rtl brought
a new way of thinking about how to work with strligg students, how to organize your
time and classroom, how to work with colleaguesl laow to use data from testing. The
school where she was employed in Texas handledifttently; special education
occurred after students went through all three tard was based on all the data gathered
during that time. She believes that Rtl will cotadh on labeling students by “identifying
these [students] and actually doing something thig¢m from the beginning...and not
waiting until the gap is huge...” Regarding Rtl, $bels it is important to “...make a
believer out of everybody, show them the reasontl@gurpose and what it will do for
the students and how it's moving education on...”

Caren
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Caren has nine years of counseling experienceeatiearch site. She
participated in phase one of the study. The cdangeconsidered a part of the
administrative team that looks at placement fodsitiis on interventions and in special
education. She spends time discussing with patkatshanges taking place in regard to
identifying children for special education. Sheogprovides guidance activities in the
classroom in order for the teachers to attend fe€ meetings. In regard to change she
stated, “I think change is difficult. This is @dabchange of philosophy. This is a change
in paradigm. We are looking at special educatioa whole different light than the way
we use to look at it.”

Laura

Laura participated in both phase one and phasetwuos study. She is a second
grade teacher with no previous experience with Besgpto Intervention. She did not
begin teaching until her children were in scha®he has 15 years’ experience with most
of that time teaching second grade. She also taugdfly in first grade and fifth grade.
She has at times felt overwhelmed and has expressed apprehension with the
implementation of Rtl. Several teachers in hedgravel retired during phase one of
this study which brought even more change to leanteShe expressed that there was
some comfort in knowing that someone in the schadl extra training on the universal
screener (referring to the third grade teachers igheived DIBELS training). She
stated, “My main concern [is]...identifying kids gkig and getting them help

quickly...sometimes | think it’s still as slow as it was hefo.”

Beth
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Beth is a fifth grade teacher and mother of thi8ke has 11 years of teaching
experience of which ten years were spent in Teldmse one of the study was her first
year in the state, at the research site, and ahieg fifth grade. She participated in both
phase one and phase two. She had previous Rttienpe in Texas at the middle school
level. She felt very comfortable with the implertagion of Rtl stating, “I kind of do it
anyway. | guess that’s kind of my thought. | wbdb that kind of thing even regardless
of whether they said you have to do this, you knle&@gause that’s your job as a teacher.”
In regard to change, she stated, “...change is gamdgot to keep learning. Life time
learners make really good teachers.”

Aubrey

Aubrey is an administrator who has 12 years of B&pee in the classroom and
20 years of experience in administration. She@pédted in phase one and phase two of
the study. She had no previous Rtl experienceer @e past two years, her school has
gone through several physical changes as welleasttAnge to Rtl. A new wing was
added to the building as well as renovation ofdfiee area. The physical changes led
to decisions affecting the implementation of Rtfldine use of DIBELS as the universal
screener. She tried to make the decisions basedhanshe felt her faculty could handle.
She is pleased with the results coming from ttet fiear of implementing Rtl. She
stated, “It (Rtl) has to be right for [our school]I'm not going to get teacher buy in...if
they’re not engaged, it's not going to work.” Stas worked to ensure that Rtl fits the
needs of the school and understands that the msdédlin this school does not have to

look like the models used in the other elementahpsls in the district. She fully
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understands that the change process may takeddwetyears in order to sustain the
change.
Debbie

Debbie is an administrator who has five years @iegience in the classroom and
four years of experience in administration. She i@ previous experience with Rtl.
She agrees with the previous participant thatirjgortant to make Rtl work for their
school. She stated, “It's very good that [the sthiistrict] really allows us to be our
own site. We don’t have to model after what soneegise looks like...” She thinks the
biggest change with Rtl is the fact that the gdrentacation teacher will have to work
with students on IEP’s more because students &##slwill only be pulled out of the
general education classroom for 30 minutes per &he stated, “... [this is a] change of
philosophy, that these are all our [students].. nkhhat’s really important. [We need to]
work smarter, not harder.”

It is important to note that the following partiaits were asked to participate in a
one-on-one interview but declined. Also, the pgrants asked not to be audio-taped or
guoted directly. To accommodate their wishes dytine first focus group interview, a
transcriptionist attended the interview to manuadigord the answers to the questions.
The transcriptionist had no ties to the universitghe school district. Each third grade
teacher received a copy of the transcriptionisb®s for approval. For the final focus
group interview, the researcher recorded the arssteethe interview questions,
transcribed the notes and sent the transcriptidhegarticipants for approval. During

observations of the third grade PLC/Rtl meetings¢dinect quotes were taken from the
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participants. All participants received a copyite field notes for clarification and
approval.
Kathryn

Kathryn is a third grade teacher in her second géteaching. She participated
in phase two only. She had no previous experigniteRtl. She was one of two third
grade teachers sent to DIBELS training to be aérafor the faculty. She participated in
the focus group interviews and provided journatiest
Gail

Galil is a third grade teacher with 12 years of héag experience. She
participated in phase two only. She has no preveperience with Rtl. She
participated in the focus group interviews.
Judy

Judy is a third grade teacher with 15 years of e&pee. She participated in
phase two and had no previous Rtl experience.isSélso one of the two third grade
teachers sent to the DIBELS training to train theufty. She also received training as a
Literacy First coach. She participated in the gogtoup interviews and provided journal
entries.
Leslie

Leslie is a third grade teacher with eight yearsxgerience and had previous Rtl
experience in another district within the statée Sttended an Rtl conference in Dallas
in the summer of 2011. She patrticipated in phasedf the study. She participated in

the focus group interviews and provided journatiest
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Paula

Paula is a third grade teacher with 22 years oée&pce. She has no previous
Rtl experience. She participated in phase twhefstudy. She participated in the focus
group interviews.
Karen

Karen is the school psychologist and serves asaheol Rtl coordinator. She
had no previous experience with Rtl. She partieigpan phase two as the facilitator of
the Rtl/PLC meetings. All the participants repdrteat she was very helpful in the
meetings and in providing resources, data anatysibe students, and in working with
parents of students on Rtl.

Response to Intervention Models

As discussed in Chapter Two, research modelslafdRsist of either three or
four tiers and vary in the decision making approa€hch tier follows a prescribed
amount of time with interventions taking place wstindents who have been identified as
being at risk of not performing at grade levelud&nts may move in and out of tiers
based on their performance during interventionsci§lon making approaches may
consist of the standard treatment protocol (pretehy researchers), problem solving
(preferred by practitioners), or hybrid (combinatiaf standard treatment protocol and
problem solving) (Berkely, et. al, 2009; Fuchs &odhs, 2006; Fuchs and Fuchs, 2007;
Fuchs, Fuchs, and Vaughn, 2008; Howard, 2009). Aktlehoma State Department of
Education recommends the use of the three-tier himdéeaves the approach decision to

each school district.
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Comparison of Research, District, and School Rtl Mdels

Because there is no one-size-fits-all Rtl mode$ important to understand the
commonalities and differences of the research mopgslented in the literature review of
this study, the model designed by the district mol this study took place, and the
model used by the school in this case study. ddmsparison of Response to
Intervention models will cover the following areaser levels, the approach, the
universal screener, the collection of data and da#dysis, and the interventions used
during the implementation year. Graphic representa of the district and school model
are included.

Tier levels. Research suggests using a three or four tier mddet.one consists
of all students in the general education classroaraiving differentiated instruction
from highly-qualified teachers. Approximately 8@¥othe students in a general
education classroom benefit from this instructidier two consists of approximately 10-
15% of the students in a general education classmbo do not respond to the
differentiated instruction. These students typycatore below a certain percentile
(determined by the district or school) on a cudtiocu based measurement (CBM) given
at the beginning of the school year. Tier threescgis of approximately 5% of the
students who are not responding to tier two intetio@s. Tier three is considered more
intensive instruction and/or special educationl ti&rs remain fluid meaning that, as
students experience success, there is movemeng&etive tiers.

In the district and school in which this studykquace, three tiers are referred to
with slight differences at each tier. All studeimshe general education classroom who

are performing at or above grade level with diffgéi@ed instruction given by a highly-
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qualified teacher are considered to be on tier gklestudents are given a CBM at the
beginning of the year. Any student scoring ateloty the 18 percentile on the CBM is
considered at risk of not performing on grade levdteoretically, in a class of 22-24
students, there should be three to four studemfsrp@ng at this level. Students at this
level are placed on tier one at-risk and providéti an intervention by the teacher which
is designed to help close the gap between thefoqmeance and the students performing
on grade level.

Students failing to show progress on the intene@nprovided during tier one at-
risk are moved to tier two. The intervention usetler two supplements the intervention
in tier one at-risk; the general education classreeacher provides both interventions.
Continuous progress monitoring takes place witla datlected and analyzed every four
weeks. Descriptions of interventions, data coltecand data analysis are provided in
forthcoming sections.

At the school in which the research took placgdehts who moved to tier two
and did not show progress after eight to ten weettsthe provided intervention were
moved to tier 2b. Essentially, the research stk decided that tier two would have two
sections, tier 2a and tier 2b. When a student sdave progress with the supplemental
intervention (tier 2a), an intervention was addedl@anged for another eight to ten
weeks (tier 2b).

According to the district model, tier three was $tudents failing to show
progress with tier two interventions. Tier threeild also be for students in other
programs such as Title | or ELL students. Any shidbeing served with an IEP was

considered to be on tier three.
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At the research site, students failing to showgpess with tier 2b interventions
were eligible for tier three. This also included/atudent identified as an ELL student
and any student served through in IEP before tipdeimentation of Rtl. Because the
2011-2012 school year was the full implementatibRtb, any student who had been
previously identified as having a specific learndigability and was being served though
an IEP was required to go through the interventioreach tier as well as the
interventions for tier three. By going through &R process, documentation was
collected verifying the student’s placement in acsgl education setting. An appeal
process for students on speech or other healthiregpEEP’s and who passed the CBM
was put into place at the research site. Inteiwesatfor these students were deemed
inappropriate; therefore, the student’s teacheldctie an appeal to the PLC team to
exempt the student from unnecessary and inapptepnierventions.

As with the research model, the district and sthomdels were fluid. Students
could move in and out of tiers as well as stay padicular tier if the teacher felt it was

warranted. Below are graphic representationseflibtrict and school Rtl models.
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Figure 2 —District Rtl Model
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Rtl, at the research site, began with studentsniddcgarten. Kindergarten
through fifth grade students totaled 930. Clazs sanged from 19 — 26 students.
Kindergarten, first grade, second grade, and jfide had seven classrooms; third and
fourth grade had six classrooms. Three kindergddachers did not have any students
on an Rtl level; the remaining 36 teachers hadtort@o students on Rtl levels by the
end of the school year. One first grade teachéramaunusual number of students on Ril:
five on tier one at-risk, two on tier two, and aretier three. It is important to remember
that students on tiers two and three were contgtorreceive the intervention begun on
tier one. For example, a student in third gradéenthree (who was previously
identified as needing special services) would ndmg 15 minutes using Success
Maker each day along with 10-15 minutes with theegal education teacher
administering the Cold/Hot Read intervention ad aglspending 30 minutes with the
special education teacher. One student was placed IEP after going through all the
tier levels by the end of the school year.

Approaches to Response to InterventionThe research reviewed in Chapter
Two describes three different approaches to ustlinthe standard protocol approach,
the problem solving approach, and the hybrid apgrod he standard protocol approach
is usually a scripted program which most reseaschefer. For example, if a student’s
universal screener showed a weakness in phonenaieaess, specifically segmentation
of phonemes, an intervention would be providedlierteacher that specifically targeted
the ability to segment phonemes. The problem sglapproach is preferred by
practitioners. A problem is identified and a teaihschool personnel decide what

intervention would be best for each individual €id Fuchs, Fuchs, and Vaughn (2008)
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suggest using the hybrid approach which is a btéride standard protocol and problem
solving approach.

The district approach outlined in the Rtl Manuasdribes using the problem
solving approach. Decisions are made by an Rthteansisting of an administrator, a
special education teacher, a general educatiohéeate school counselor, the school
psychologist, and the referring general educagacher. This team is much like the
team used for IEP meetings. Once the problemeistified, the team meets to determine
which intervention would be suitable for each shide

During observation of PLC/Rtl meetings, the reskear determined that the
school participating in the study used a hybridrapph for their Rtl model. The Rtl
team was comprised of the grade level teachere@ad education teacher, an
administrator, and the school psychologist. Upeneiving the results of the CBM, the
school psychologist informed the teachers whiclestts were being placed on tier one
at-risk. The standard protocol approach was evittetihat the teachers were given four
options of interventions to use: Success Makeo(aputer program used by the school),
repeated readings, guided/flex reading groups|arda Center for Reading Research
(FCRR) interventions. All grade levels chose te tiee computer program for the tier
one at-risk intervention (the interventions will téescribed in the intervention section
that follows). Evidence of the problem solving egach being used during these
meetings appeared when students did not show m®gri¢h the tier one at-risk
intervention. The teams discussed why the studastnot progressing and provided
suggestions for interventions to the student’'sheac For example, some students were

still not responding after the tier 2a interventiorhe teachers determined that students
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were not responding due to a lack of motivatiomergfore, a motivation piece was
added in tier 2b, such as receiving a reward fangeting a required number of sessions
on the computer program.

Curriculum based measurements — universal screeneCurriculum based
measurements (CBM'’s) are often referred to as us@lecreeners. The use of a
universal screener determines a sub-set of stutleitsnay be at risk of performing on
grade level. Often when schools implement Rtl ftoeis in the first year of
implementation is literacy. A variety of publishediversal screeners for literacy exists
from which schools may choose from when implemenRtl, such as the Phonological
Awareness Literacy Screener (PALS), the Basic Easlsessment of Reading (BEAR),
Literacy First, and the Dynamic Indicators of BaSarly Literacy Skills (DIBELS)
(Fuchs, Fuchs, & Vaughn, 2008; Howard, 2009; PafA40; Scanlon and Anderson,
2010). Teachers may also use an informal readivgnitory which can be made by the
teacher using passages from texts found in therdas or published versions such as
the Johns Basic Reading Inventory.

The Oklahoma State Department of Education reguictool districts to choose
one of the following assessments of literacy dgwelent. BEAR, Literacy First, or
DIBELS. The BEAR is a criterion referenced assessrithat covers kindergarten
through third grade. Depending on the componeses uthe BEAR can take
approximately 15-45 minutes to administer. It ga@er and pencil assessment that may
be conducted with the whole class, in small groop# a one-to-one setting.

Comprised of four assessments (reading basicsydaggarts, comprehension, and
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fluency), it is written to measure mastery of regdand language arts standards. Cost to
the school district can be rather expensive (RigerBublishing, 2012).

Literacy First is designed for use in grades Piedi&rgarten through 12. Literacy
First is a research based, systematic, and commpseteereform process designed to close
the gap between below grade level and on gradédawdents. The Literacy First battery
of screening instruments includes a phonologicaraness skills test, a phonics
assessment, and a curriculum based measure atadahg fluency. The screening
instruments are given to students in a one-to-omadt; only specific components are
given to certain grade levels (i.e. pre-kindergadeidents are given only the
phonological awareness skill test with componedtied or removed each school year).
Benchmarks are given for each assessment; assdssroenducted three times per year
(Literacy First, 2012). Until recently, school wists could send their faculty to Literacy
First workshops free of charge; participants reegia manual, resources, and training in
administering the assessments. However, recesircfiinding have necessitated a cost
to the participants. Districts must now pay $880 person for a five day workshop (L.
Tilley, personal communication, April 12, 2012).

DIBELS was designed to be used with studentsndesigarten through sixth
grade. Given in a one-to-one setting, the asseagsmever phonemic awareness,
alphabetic principle, accuracy and fluency withmected text, reading comprehension
and vocabulary. Administration of each assessmegptires one minute. As with
Literacy First, DIBELS begins with phonemic awarehassessments and adds or
removes components with each grade level. For pbgrat the kindergarten level in the

fall, screening consists of initial sound fluenaydetter naming fluency. At the spring
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screening, kindergarten students are assessetterniaming fluency, phoneme
segmentation fluency, and nonsense word fluencgl @ading fluency begins with the
benchmark taken at the mid-year assessment irgfaste and continues through sixth
grade. However, beginning with students in thedtgrade, the only assessments given
are word use fluency, oral reading fluency, andlr8uency. Assessment materials for

DIBELS can be downloaded free of charge fr@mw.dibels.uoregon.edinowever, the

use of the DIBELS assessment and reporting seranv@sges one dollar per student
(DIBELS, 2012). Training workshops are conductegartnership with the Dynamic
Measurement Group and costs $175 per person;ehigrbvides materials to the
participants. Most districts choose to send repregives from each school in the district
to the workshops to be trained as trainers for tlesipective schools. DIBELS seems to
be the preferred screener used by schools bedassmst effective and easily and
quickly administered by teachers (UOCTL, 2012).

The majority of the elementary schools in therdishad been using DIBELS as
the universal screener of choice. However, theareh site had been using Literacy First
and the Bear Spelling Inventory as assessmeniddatifying students’ strengths and
weaknesses in reading. Upon implementation oftReél district required the school to
discontinue use of Literacy First and switch to BLE5. This change in universal
screeners was meant to bring continuity acrossligtact. Two third grade teachers
from the research site participated in DIBELS tiragnin 2011 to be trainers for the
school.

According to the district Rtl manual, the univeérsereener initially helps to

determine the problem a student may be havingcor@ academic area: reading, written
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language, and math. Screening is conducted ifathavinter, and spring. Teachers are
not required to give the screening; it may be gibgm volunteer, school psychologist,
school counselor, or administrator. Data fromuh#&ersal screener determines student
performance rank for decisions made regardingvetdrons. The first screening is to be
completed before the end of the fifth week of s¢h@axcording to district standards,
students performing below the™ Bercentile and are not currently on an IEP are
considered at-risk and are placed in tier oneskt-rirhe Rtl coordinator (school
psychologist) at each school must notify the parefhevery student identified through a
Parent Notification of Tier 1 At-Risk Support Fommich requires the signatures from
the parent, classroom teacher, Rtl team coordipatat an administrator. The district’s
goal for students identified as at-risk was to hethe 2%' percentile after receiving
intervention.

At the research site, DIBELS was given to the atiisl by their teacher, and data
were entered into a database on the teacher’s demipefore the end of the fifth week.
Teachers were notified by the school psycholodish® students in their classroom who
scored at or below the Yéercentile. Parents were notified through theRtar
Notification of Tier 1 At-Risk Support Form thateiin child was receiving extra support
during the school day in the area of reading. DIBEssessments were given following
the holiday break and at the end of the school. y@adiscussion of data collection and
analysis of the data follow.

Data collection and data analysis.Upon identification and placement in tier one
at-risk, students received interventions desigonedéet the specific area shown as

deficient on the universal screener. The distmanual indicates that the intervention
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should be given to small groups of students oviddially four days per week for 30
minutes per session. Progress monitoring occuekhyevith the data entered into an
Excel database on the teacher’'s computer. Thabdae graphs the results of the data
entered into it; a baseline, goal line, and staterton referenced test predictor line are
indicated as well. The state criterion referenesd is given to all students in the state in
grades three through eight as well as end of iotmi tests for secondary students. The
criterion referenced predictor line is derived frorformation gathered from past
criterion referenced tests which indicate thatsfoidents to be successful on the test in
third grade, they need to be at or above thd'I20centile (or 168 words correct per
minute on oral reading fluency). The district gfmalthird grade tier one at-risk students
is to reach the Z5percentile (or 79 words correct per minute on ceatling fluency).

The aimline goal is used as a reference point teraéne if the intervention has been
successful. Duration of tier one at-risk intervemtasts a minimum of four weeks and a
maximum of ten weeks depending on the analysikeotiata collected. Tier two
interventions are delivered by the classroom teagha specialist if needed. Again, the
intervention may be given individually or in smgibups. The district recommends the
intervention should occur four days per week fondfute sessions after which progress
monitoring should be conducted. Duration of tigo interventions may last for ten
weeks or longer depending on the data collectemhglrogress monitoring. At the tier
two intervention levels, a fidelity check must ocedthin two weeks of a student

moving into tier two. At tier three, special edtioa teachers provide intervention.
Interventions at this level may last more than pear. Interventions at tier three are

intended to be intense; therefore, the studentattaynd two sessions per day, with each
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session lasting 30 minutes. The student leavegeaheral education classroom during
these intervention sessions. The district requhvasthe student not be pulled from core
curriculum (reading, math, language arts) instarctn the general education classroom.
Progress monitoring occurs weekly, as in tier args& and tier two, and is conducted
by both the general education teacher and theapeshication teacher. Data from
progress monitoring provides evidence for contifnabf special services or movement
to a modified IEP.

At the research site, data collection began in Aug2011 with all teachers giving
the DIBELS screener. Assessment for third thrdiftfih grade students would typically
consist of three one-minute fluency measures; t@lsvcorrectly read per minute of
each reading are averaged to determine the basélihe student. However, a decision
by the administration resulted in only one flueasgessment given for the
implementation year. This decision was based erfatt that construction of a new
wing of the school delayed the teachers in movingew classrooms until the day before
school began. Teachers entered the results aictieener into the Excel database
previously described. At the first Rtl/PLC thirdagde meeting attended by the
researcher, the teachers were given folders fdr s@aclent in their classroom who scored
at or below the 1B percentile. As a team, the teachers decided whtefvention would
be used for their tier one at-risk students. Feuiions were given: Success Maker (a
computer program), repeated readings, guided/8aging groups, or Florida Center for
Reading Research (FCRR) interventions. Repeatatings were identified as an
intervention to use for students on tier two. Tiied grade team chose to use the

Success Maker computer program as the tier onslaiatervention (the remaining
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grades chose Success Maker as well). (Success Mdkbe described in the
intervention section that follows.) Tier one akrstudents would spend 15 minutes per
day four days a week going to the computer labdd<wn the program. A computer
generated report of time spent on Success Makeaidn student in a classroom was
monitored by the administration. After four daysmmrk on the computer program,
progress monitoring would occur, which consistedmbral reading fluency (ORF)
measurement (3-5" grade). Even though a student on tier one atrial be reading
below grade level, the ORF measurement is taken &student reading a grade level
passage with the number of words read correctlyrdsd in the Excel database. After
four weeks of progress monitoring, the grade |és@m met to analyze the graph of each
student receiving intervention (Appendix ).

Four consecutive data points are required on astigdgraph before analysis
begins. The data points must be consecutively@bowelow the aimline for decisions
to be made. Four above the line is an indicatian the intervention is working;
teachers, as a team, must decide if the studeeady to move back to tier one without
extra support. At this point teachers had sewgstibns to consider: (1) move the
student to tier one without extra support; (2) kdepstudent on tier one at-risk,
providing the intervention without progress moritigrevery week; or (3) continue the
intervention for another four weeks. If a studsritur data points fell below the aimline,
the teachers must decide to continue the interweriitir four more weeks or move the
student to tier two.

Tier two would require an added, second layer t&rirention support. Tier two

at the research site consisted of two levels 2eand tier 2b. At tier 2a, the student
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would continue using the Success Maker computegrprmo along with an added
intervention given by the general education classrteacher. For third grade students,
the added intervention was repeated readings (eleaed to as a Cold/Hot Read, see the
intervention section for a description). Fidelityecks for Success Maker was conducted
weekly by the administration; however, at tier e, teacher, was required to document
on the Tier Two Intervention Log Sheet (Appendixtiig time and results of each
intervention given. Within two weeks of a studbaginning a tier two intervention, the
school psychologist conducted a fidelity checkrewre the intervention was given as
prescribed. Following the same pattern as tieraifesk, progress monitoring occurred
after four intervention sessions; after four daia{s were collected the teachers met to
look at the graphs to make decisions. After eiglien weeks of intervention at the tier
2a level, if progress was not being seen, the stuteved to tier 2b, which required a
change in intervention. Often this interventiomsigted of a motivation piece being
added to Success Maker and Cold/Hot Read interv@&ntiAnother eight to ten weeks of
the second intervention would take place beforeastbn would be made to move the
student to tier three.

Tier three would indicate that the student is iedhef intense intervention given
by a special education teacher. A decision oméurtesting would also be made at this
point to determine if the student had a specifiegreng disability. Any student currently
on an IEP was considered to be on tier three; hewdéer documentation purposes for
Rtl, students on an IEP were being given the saegvientions as any other student who
assessed at or below thé"Igercentile on the universal screener. Intervestiat tier

three consisted of a scripted reading progfdm Sidewalks on Reading Street
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conducted by the special education teacher for iBdites four days a week with progress
monitoring occurring on the fifth day. Graphingtbé data continued; students may
move out of tier three or special education basethe data collected.

Interventions. All interventions used for the various tiers of Rilst be
considered scientifically research-based intereasti According to the NCLB
legislation, scientifically research-based:

(A) means research that involves the application ofroigs, systematic, and
objective procedures to obtain reliable and vatlidwledge relevant to
education activities and programs; and

(B) includes research that —

(1) employs systematic, empirical methods that drawlmgervation
or experiment;

(2) involves rigorous data analyses that are adeqodést the stated
hypotheses and justify the general conclusions dyraw

(3) relies on measurements or observational methodgtbade
reliable and valid data across evaluators and wbsgracross
multiple measurements and observations, and astodies by the
same or different investigators;

4) is evaluated using experimental or quasi-experiaiai@signs in
which individuals, entities, programs, or activiti@e assigned to
different condition of interest, with a prefererioe random-
assignment experiments, or other designs to theneitat those
designs contain within-condition or across-conditemntrols;

(5) ensure that experimental studies are presentadfinient detail
and clarity to allow for replication or, at a minim, offer the
opportunity to build systematically on their findsy and

(6) has been accepted by a peer-reviewed journal soegg by a
panel of independent experts through a comparaipbyaus,
objective, and scientific review
(http://www?2.ed.gov/policy/elsec/leg/esea02/pgl0#ilisec9101
retrieved 04/29/2012).

It is important to remember that there is a diffee between remediation and
intervention. Remediation intends to fix the idiéedl problem; whereas, intervention is
meant to prevent or stop failure. Remediation seldeplace instruction; intervention

supports the existing curriculum. Interventiomisadjustment of the intensity of
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instruction and focuses on the process of reagiogspecific skills. Intervention
provides repeated practice through short term stgdoward, 2009). According to
Howard, “...interventions accelerate learning to @ase the possibility that students
will return to the classroom quickly...emphasizingamgful interaction with
print...(and) complements a general literacy progrgm3). Howard feels that
interventions should not be skill and drill worksk® computer programs, copying
definitions, or writing spelling words 20 times &ac

As stated previously, when a student was identdigdt-risk and placed in the
tier one at-risk level, the teachers at the re$esite were provided options to consider
for interventions. However, the district manuaédmot specify the options that were
given to the faculty. All students at the reseasith who were identified as tier one at-
risk worked on a computer program, Success MaRsrstudents moved into tier two,
other interventions were designated for specifitssin which the student was lacking
according to grade level. Over the course of &search, the researcher observed four
specific interventions: (1) Cold/Hot Read, (2) S@ylove It, (3) Fry's Phrases, and (4)
My Sidewalks on Reading Strét¢r three). A description of Success Maker (pater
program) and the four observed interventions foflow

Success Maker.Success Maker is a commonly used computer program i
schools that was designed by Pearson Publishingpg@oyn This instructional software
targets reading and math for students from kindézgao eighth grade. An imbedded
assessment determines each student’s startinggurdifferentiates instruction based
on the performance of the student. Instructioririzegt an appropriate level for each

student and provides feedback in layered scaffgldifiargeted areas of reading are
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phonemic awareness, concepts of print, phonicsnély, vocabulary, comprehension,
spelling, and grammar. Reports are provided tchiea that help monitor progress,
grouping of students, and individualization of rastion. School districts must
purchase a license to use the program indefinititly the cost being less than one

dollar per day per studenivw.pearsonschool.com/index.dfm?locator=PSQk99

retrieved April 28, 2012).

Success Maker was currently in use at the resedtebefore Rtl
implementation. Teachers were experienced in usieagrogram and felt comfortable
with their students using the program as an inte@rea. Whereas the district manual
required students to receive 30 minutes of tieratrésk intervention, students
identified as tier one at-risk at the researchwiee required to use the computer
program only 15 minutes per day for four days akweEhe only requirement of the
teacher was to ensure that each student went tthputer lab for that length of time.
Fidelity checks were made through reports genefagetie program and monitored by
the administration which showed the student’s lerajttime spent on the computer
program. Every week the administration would geeaeh teacher the reports on their
students’ progress.

Cold/Hot Read. The cold/hot read was developed by Candyce Ihngpeaial
education teacher. She developed a unique appnoadhich her students found
success. The approach centered on repeated reattiagher modeling, and self-
monitoring of progress. She and her husband, Tonmded Read Naturally, a company

devoted to helping teachers develop fluent reagessv.readnaturally.conretrieved

April 29, 2012).
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According to Read Naturally (2012), the cold/h@deonsists of the student
reading a grade level passage for one minute, dewpthe words read correctly,
identifying words that were difficult, listening tbhe passage read by a fluent reader, and
then reading the same passage a second time withtént to increase the amount of
words read correctly. The fluent reader may eibleethe student’s teacher or a recorded
reading.

Because fluency was the targeted area of assesamiritervention, the
cold/hot read was the intervention given to altiefts on tier 2a in grades three through
five. The research site varied this interventibghsly from the description given on the
Read Naturally website. The school psychologistioled grade level passages to each
teacher. The researcher observed a third gradaldestudent for this intervention. The
student followed along while listening to her teaickead the given passage for one
minute. The student read the same passage (@jl fiee one minute reading 102
words with two mistakes. The teacher pointed batrhistakes made and they discussed
why the words might have been difficult. The studead the passage a second time
(hot read) for one minute. The student pausedduhie reading and the teacher
encouraged her to continue. For the second reattiagtudent read 130 words per
minute. However, the student omitted one linermythe reading causing her to have
14 errors taking her total words read correctl§16. This information was recorded on
the intervention log. The total time spent onititervention was five minutes.

Say It, Move It. Say It, Move It develops phonemic awareness thrahgh
segmenting of phonemes. Many variations of thisleafound in texts and the internet.

A student uses Elkonin boxes (developed by D. Boiih) and markers to help them
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identify the phonemes in words. For this inten@mttwo students in a first grade
classroom were observed, one male and one fermake school psychologist had
provided lists of words for this intervention. @ day of the observation, the students
were working with words in the consonant-vowel-corent pattern. The teacher
modeled the intervention for the students. Aftgiigg the word “cub”, the teacher
sounded each phoneme as she slid a marker intcseatibn of the Elkonin box. After
doing so, the teacher blended the sounds into tnd (u.e. “cub, /c/, /u/, b/, “cub”).

The students took turns; if a student did not feltbe pattern modeled, the teacher
would stop the student to work with him/her urttiéy understood what was to be done.
This intervention continued for 17 minutes.

Fry’s Phrases. Fry’s Phrases (Appendix J) uses words from Fry’'sd\asts to
make common phrases. The school psychologist gedvilash cards to the teacher for
this intervention. The researcher observed theswention in a second grade classroom.
One male student read each flash card as quickdpssible. The phrases read quickly
and smoothly were placed in one stack while theareimg phrases went into another
stack. When all the phrases were read, the teacixed the more difficult phrases in
with some of the easier phrases to read a secmad tif a phrase proved to be difficult
for the student, the teacher would ask the stugat the phrase meant, taking the time
to explain the meaning if necessary. This contilnwe more times for a total of 12
minutes.

My Sidewalks on Reading Street. At this point in the implementation of Rtl, tier
three was essentially special education; therefmethree interventions took place in

the special education teacher’s room with a grdupo to three students at a time. The
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special education teacher was required to usd@extiprogram published by Scott
Foresman titledlly Sidewalks on Reading Stre&tudents previously served through an
IEP went to the special education teacher’s roam diays per week for 30 minutes per
day. During their 30 minute intervention time, gtadents worked on phonemic
awareness, alphabetic knowledge, sight words, ead & story from a basal reader
provided with the scripted program. The researobhserved three groups of students
from first, second, and third grade. The firstugr@onsisted of two male students from
a first grade classroom. During their 30 minutesgan, the students worked on
phonemic awareness by saying a word, countinghbegmes, and finally writing the
word on a marker board. The students worked dmadigtic knowledge by identifying
vowels and consonants, focusing on the sound egieln made and the location of the
tongue when making the sound. Sight word flasdsarcluded new or challenging
words for the students. For the last 15 minutieslents read a story from the provided
basal reader. Students predicted what the stosyalvaut by looking at the title, and
comprehension questions were asked to the studsrtt®y took turns reading. The
second group of students to arrive was two maleomedemale from the second and
third grade; they worked on alphabetic knowledgeawowels, digraphs, r-controlled
digraphs, and schwa sounds. The students worksdybhwords for their grade level
and read a story from the basal reader with an asipiplaced on plot, settings, and
characters. The third group consisted of one mateone female from the second
group with the addition of another male. For thieserventions, the special education
teacher was working with two different grade levaistudents. The third graders

worked in a workbook for reading and math while $keond graders read another story
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and worked in a workbook. The special educatiacher kept a log showing the
amount of time spent with each student, the intereas used, and evidence of progress
made.
Summary

This chapter has included a detailed descripgidhe research site, the research
participants, and a comparison of the various Ritlefs found in research, the Rtl
district manual, and the research site model. Wmarison of the various tiers and
approaches was provided, as well as the univecsa¢sers, data collection and analysis,
and interventions. As noted, the research siteeddheir model from both the district
and the research. As addressed in the literatwiew, Rtl is not a one-size-fits-all
program. It must be tailored to each school aedstiecific culture of the school. The
research site determined that their model fit thelture and students for the
implementation year but acknowledged that changesbe made depending on
outcomes and observations made throughout the y&@apter Five will present the
findings from the participant interviews, obsereas, and artifacts lending further
insight into the implementation of Response torirgation and how the implementation
affects the teachers, students, and administrafingpter Six will conclude with a
discussion and summary of the research, notindgdirons and possibilities for future

research.

CHAPTER FIVE: FINDINGS
The participants involved in this case study weexhers and administrators at

one elementary school which was in the processpfamenting Response to
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Intervention. Data analysis consisted of oper-bg-line coding of the interviews,
journals, field notes, and documents submittechieypiarticipants. Upon analysis of the
data for each research question, patterns emerhiett Ved to over-arching themes.
Research questions for this case study were
1. How does one elementary school implement changegard to Response to
Intervention?
2. What types of change occur at the administratigalte
3. What types of change occur at the faculty level?
4. What kind of support does faculty receive in regardesources, training, data
collection and data analysis?
This research identified the following themes:

Table 9 - Themes

Research Question Theme — Phase One Theme — Phas®T
How does one elementary Paradigm Shift Rtl/Paradigm Shift
school implement change in | Change Concerns
regard to Rtl? Concerns The Future
What types of change occur af Administrator's Role Changes
the administration level? Counselor’s Role The Future
What types of change occur af Instructional/Schedule Change | Instructional/Schedule Change
the faculty level? Time/Classroom Dynamics Time/Classroom Dynamics
Collaboration Collaboration
Concerns Concerns
Success Stories
What kind of support does Professional Development Professional Development
faculty receive in regard to Resources Resources
resources, training, data Support Support
collection, and data analysis? | Fidelity Collaboration
Data Fidelity
Concerns Data

Interviews consisted of the same questions in pb#ses of the study. Journal prompts,
as well as the interview questions, were correlatitd the four research questions. The
researcher determined the emerging patterns weastent between the administration

and the faculty; therefore, the patterns were gedupgether to identify themes. The
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themes that emerged during analysis of each phaseaonsistent between each other.
This study will identify the findings by researchesgtion and define each theme
mentioned.

Research Question 1
How does one elementary school implement changerggard to Response to
Intervention?

Four themes were identified from the data for Rese Question 1: (1) paradigm
shift, (2) change, (3) concerns, and (4) the futukeparadigm shift is a change in a belief
or theory. The researcher found that the schquéesnced a paradigm shift in how
students would be identified for special educasiervices as well as a shift in the culture
of the school. Change signifies an alteratiomodification; in this case study, change
occurred physically (addition to the building) aachdemically (implementation of Rtl).
Concern implies participants were affected by theg@igm shift. The paradigm shift
created a heightened sense of attention and ihtedssthe implementation year drew to
a close, the participants discussed how Rtl wofiletathe 2012-2013 school year. Data
supporting each theme is given.

Phase One

Paradigm Shift. Response to Intervention is a major paradigm &hifteachers
and administrators. Previously, students in ndegbecial education services were
typically identified through testing for an 1Q dispancy. This type of testing usually
occurs during third grade. Unfortunately, for dndn who have struggled for the first
three years of schooling, students begin to hagattitude that they will never succeed;

the learning gap becomes too wide for adequatevieriion to help lessen the gap.
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Students who might have succeeded in school ifngadeequate intervention now have a
label attached to them. With the change to Resptmintervention, students would be
identified as at-risk earlier and provided witheindentions designed to decrease the
learning gap. As Robyn stated, “Rtl will cut doam too many being labeled. [We] had
to wait until they fail[ed]... [and] the gap had bew® pretty wide. We've done a
disservice to them.”

Caren and Debbie, from the administration’s pointiew, also spoke of the shift
of mindset that the teachers faced. Caren staléd; is a total change of philosophy.
This is a change in paradigm. We are looking atsp education in a whole different
light than the way we use to look at it.”

Debbie stated,

“The biggest thing for me is the change of phildspfhat these are all of our

kids. We're [general education teachers] goingawee to give the kids that are on

IEP’s the grades. The special education teachensist going to be giving tier

three interventions. It will be different.”

This shift will require changes in the general etion classroom as well as the special
education classroom.

Changes. Allison stated, “Being a teacher is about chafpge;are] always
evolving.” Change, however, can be difficult. §kchool was going through many
changes during phase one of this study. Constructi a new wing was occurring, a
new math curriculum was introduced, and teachers wezeiving training for Rtl.
Because of all the changes taking place, the adtration chose to introduce and

implement Rtl in specific steps. Aubrey providetingeline of Rtl implementation

which occurred during the 2010-2011 school year.
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Spring, 2010 — meeting with district Rtl Coordinatgiven basic overview of Rtl
2010-2011 school year — continued meetings wittridisRtl Coordinator;
reviewed Rtl basics; PLC meetings consisted ohimngiin differentiated
instruction, understanding the difference betwewerventions and modifications,
and introduction of specific interventions for resayl

Suggested teachers try interventions with thrdeuolowest students in their
class three times per week

Discussed math screener and interventions

Monitored teacher feedback

Sent two third grade teachers to DIBELS training

Faculty trained in how to administer DIBELS

< AN

AN NI NN

The administrators felt that by going slowly, teat¢hers would not be
overwhelmed. Even though the participants had@gbanderstanding of why the “baby
steps” were utilized, Amy felt like, for some ofrlelleagues, it was overwhelming. As
stated in Chapter Four, five of the phase one @paints had previous experience with
Rtl. This previous experience played a role irtipgrants’ views of Rtl and their
feelings toward the process of changing to Rtitti€lpants with previous experience had
seen positive outcomes in their previous schools fchanging to Rtl but remembered
the misgivings and apprehension they and theieaglies felt during the implementation
process. They understood what their colleagutdseatesearch site were feeling who had
no prior experience. For example, Amy stated, “S@me in the room [during DIBELS
training], it was overwhelming. But, I've given [BELS] before; it wasn’t as
overwhelming for me.” Janet, who also had previexjserience, pointed out that
learning about Rtl and the components is diffefeorh actually doing Rtl and felt that
the longer the teachers had to wait to begin ugiagoncepts of Rtl may not have been a
wise choice. Laura had no prior experience withaRd felt some apprehension but
noted that it was comforting to have faculty mensheith training and previous

experience in the building.
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As with any change taking place, negative commardse. Teachers with many
years of experience felt Rtl was going to be justther fad. The idea of being
responsible for students identified as having sjpeleiarning disabilities and their grades
worried many. However, the administrators felt tRH would help teachers become
more knowledgeable and “feel a sense of accompésihiand some reward that they
were able to bring this [student] along.” Debhigtead, “I think [Rtl] is going to be pretty
motivating. As we introduced the interventiontihk teachers were surprised at how
quickly the [students] could improve their readsupres.”

Concerns. The change to Rtl brought two specific concernmfthe faculty: (1)
having the time to provide interventions, and {® thange in classroom dynamics.
Three participants, all of whom had previous exgere with Rtl, expressed concern over
having time to screen students and to providevetdrons. Teachers would have to re-
organize their day in order to cover the mateeguired. Having an uninterrupted
scheduled time for reading may be difficult to fiasl well as the time needed to give
specific interventions to small groups of students.

The dynamics of the classroom would change wighitiplementation of Rtl. As
previously stated, the general education teachetdame responsible for all students
assigned to their classroom and their grades. eBtaddentified as having specific
learning disabilities would be in the general ediocaclassroom for the majority of the
day. The biggest concern stated by several paaiits was the fear that they would not
be able to provide the extra support needed byestsderved through an IEP. Another
concern was for the students working at or aboadegyievel. One participant noted the

quality of students’ work decreased when she wasvatking around the classroom to
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check on their work. She felt as if she was ignpthe remaining students in her
classroom when she provided interventions for tstadents. Robyn expressed that
several teachers had come to her asking questimteming students who were far
below grade level remaining in the classroom and twowork with them. Her fear at
this point was that the general education teachetdd not invest in their struggling
students because the mindset of “these are notudgrsts” had not changed. On the
other hand, Janet stated, “We are always talkingiathe lowest of the low. Sometimes
those highest [students] don’t get as much of yoyaa would like.”
The administrators also voiced concerns about itispecific groups of students.
Aubrey stated,
“I'm really worried that it's not going to addreseme needs. We have a pretty
significant number of [students] with autism, ar@hh’t have a teacher changing
every 30 minutes to something new. We have sotuddats who] are really,
really severely learning disabled and they can’irderventions 24 hours a day.
I’'m afraid we’re not going to meet their needs wihis structured program.”
Administrators noted possible problems for thelementation year. Aubrey felt
the main challenge would be starting the next skchear in a good frame of mind
because of the changes taking place. Caren stagdnticipated “hiccups” in the fall
“no matter how prepared we are.” Debbie stated,
“It's going to be hard at first. | have no doubtny mind that there’s going to be
some grumbling. | think we've done that whole s nicely of preparing for
change; but | don’t think you can ever be 100% are@. There’s going to be
some bumps but we’ll figure it out.”
Despite the anticipated bumps, a positive impachfimplementing Rtl was viewed by

Caren, who stated,

“[For the] short term, | think we will be betterlalio meet student’s needs. |
think that [students] that get lost in the gaprasegoing to get lost in the gap
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anymore. Long term, if [students] are getting redpner...and it's targeted in
what they need sooner, then it will help everyooemlthe way.”

Phase Two

Rtl and Paradigm Shift. The implementation of Rtl in 2011-2012 did indeed
bring a paradigm shift in how students with speddiarning disabilities were considered
by the general education teacher. Teachers caatsoes be very resistant to change
and need support and training for such a huge ishiftinking. Robyn described the shift
by saying,

“[It] hasn’t been that ‘hand them over processthihk it's been more ownership,

and the teachers have felt more comfortable wi blecause now they've been

given some things to do. They've got the datatklat. They've got the
interventions to work on. | think it's just a wimin situation for everybody. It's
showing the teachers that they can do a littlenaite. In the past, special
education is thought, well, you know, they’re gotogqualify for special
education. There’s nothing | can do. But nowhihk, they see, well, we can
keep working so that maybe they don’t qualify fpesial education.”

From the administrator’s viewpoint, the implemeiota had successes and
setbacks. The construction of the new wing setebehers back in preparing their
rooms until the day before school started. Withtdachers “stretched as thin as they
could possibly be,” the administrator’'s chose teehte third through fifth grade
teachers conduct one oral reading fluency assessatber than the recommended three.
This strategy led to some students receiving & fatsitive identification with placement
on tier one at-risk. Several teachers had a greataber of students identified as tier
one at-risk than expected. Aubrey stated, “Ifd itao do again, | would have done a
universal screener at the end of last year on ggtugent]. This year | will have a

universal screener to place [students].” By beiblg to look at data, more appropriate

placement of students will occur for the 2012-26&Bool year. Debbie felt very
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confident in what took place during the implemeotatear; however, she is passionate
in the area of letting teachers teach using besitiges. The interventions were quite
prescriptive in nature; the teachers were told ifipatly what intervention to give
according to the grade level and the tier levedaxth student. In her words, “Teachers
cannot sit and do interventions all day.”

Both administrators felt that the transition wentoothly and were appreciative
the district allowed them to make the district Riddel fit their school. They realized
that the model had to be right for their schoabider to achieve buy-in from the faculty.
Aubrey referred to the implementation “like foldimgegg whites; you have to do it
gently, a little bit at a time. We have begun pihecess successfully but [are] far away
from completion of implementation.” The timelinar the second phase of the
implementation is listed below.

v/ 2011-2012 - by-weekly Rtl grade level meetings withool psychologist which
provided professional development on an on-goirgisba
v' Spring, 2012 — added motivation component for sitglat tier 2b
v' Spring, 2012 — transition began to give ownershipldC and Rtl meetings to
faculty
v’ 2012-2013 — behavior component of Rtl will be added
v’ 2013-2014 — math component of Rtl will be added
As evidenced by the timeline, the implementatioh take approximately five years as
the remaining components of Rtl are added.

The faculty participants agreed with the admiaistrs in the importance of every
stakeholder buying into the change to Rtl. Howgseme participants felt that the baby
steps taken by the administration led to confusiBar some, seeing the whole picture of

Rtl first, and then the parts of Rtl, would havépee them through the implementation

process. Also, one of the interventions the fyowis trained to give the previous year
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was changed in the way it was administered (ColtR&=ad), and the administration of
the DIBELS screener was modified. The decisioadminister one oral fluency measure
led to several faculty members having a large nurabstudents on tier one at-risk.
Because the students were identified as at-rigly, Were required to go through four
weeks of intervention in order to move back iney bne. This process caused concern
for the teachers as they had no idea how they garg to meet the intervention needs
of the students. When the school psychologist ¢fa&@ption of using a computer
program for the tier one at-risk intervention, toamcern subsided somewhat.

For the participants with previous experience tthasition went smoothly, and
they were able to help their colleagues througHiteesemester. However, there was
some confusion as the faculty began to communigaiketeachers at other sites within
the district who had previously implemented Rterliaps the administration did not
communicate to them that Rtl would look differemrh other schools within the district.
Confusion existed in regard to the universal sazeand why only parts of DIBELS were
being utilized in the screening process. The tMBHLS trainers for the school
expressed concern over the utilization of spegi@icions of the DIBELS. During the
focus group interview, one participant stated #ibthe assessments were necessary in
order for DIBELS to give a complete picture of gtadent. She compared this to a board
game. One cannot use only the rules or pieceswheyto play the game; all the rules
and pieces must be used.

All the participants agreed that Rtl affected ttsghool in a positive manner.
Teachers were now focusing on the data generatéuehyniversal screener and progress

monitoring which documented growth of studentsisTocumentation was readily
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available when conferencing with parents. The lgsagenerated by the data made it easy
for parents to see their child’s progress. Jata¢d, “I don't have any apprehension. As
a teacher, we’re constantly introduced to new thingou’'ve got to go with the flow.”

Concerns. Faculty participants and administrators voiced eoncegarding
students’ needs being met with the change to Rtl.identifies some but not all students
at-risk of succeeding in school. Amy stated, “Y@ave the children who didn’t qualify
as at-risk but yet they’re struggling. Yet we h&wgay all of our attention...on the
[students] at-risk.” This statement was reiterdigdebbie when she stated, “you have
[students]...that are technically fluent readers #ratstruggling. You’re not catching
comprehension.” Aubrey voiced the same concefre sfated, “I'm going to bet we
have about 20 [students] that are very fluent nesadied horrible comprehenders. We
need some way to be able to identify what theirassare and be able to provide
interventions to them.”

Another concern was the time required to moveesitglacross intervention tiers.
Teachers were required to administer interventfonstimes per week and progress
monitor one time per week. The district Rtl moskalted that four consecutive progress
monitoring data points indicated a trend as to whethe intervention was successful or
inadequate. As Laura stated,

“You can pick those [students] out of your clasdflvare the ones [who] really

need some intervention without waiting six weekstifi@m to score four times

under a line. And then six more weeks to scoresuttds line and then finally we
might test them the right way. If you're just kinflgoing on your own, you
would just pick something different that you thotigtaybe would help a little bit
more...give him a little bit more support. I'm s#lllittle bit worried that we're
really doing the right thing for some of the [statld. There’s still a lot of

concern that | have on identifying [students] qlycnd getting them help
quickly.”
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The same concern was voiced by Robyn; she feprbgram she was required to use
moved too slowly for some of her students. Whime of her students needed to move
at a slower pace, she felt that some were beirdjlbatk because of her inability to use
material that would best suit the students’ needs.

Participants voiced another concern over aboug titime to administer the
universal screener, to progress monitor, timedcheand to keep students on grade level.
When asked what her number one concern was indegdttl, Aubrey stated,

“Time — | can’t control that though. Time is defely number one because |

think that is where they are feeling crunched drad’'s why | continue to look at

schedules. We’'ll continue to look at what othéesare doing [in regard to
schedules].”

Another issue in relation to time that affectedulacwas the recent legislation
concerning retention of third grade students whaalopass the reading portion of the
state criterion referenced test. Amy expressedddbincern by saying,

“We've got a time line to meet. We're kind of plnicking and thinking these

first graders when they'’re third graders, if thend pass that test they're going

to be repeating third grade and we don’t want &that.”

This sentiment was also evident from the admintisinés point of view. Aubrey
felt that the benchmarks for the first and secoradig are not an equivalent marker to the
state criterion referenced test “which is why wejedting surprised in third grade by
some [students] who don't pass and why third gtadehers are shocked that some
second grade [students] weren’t on Success Mak#fiith Rtl in place, first and second
grade teachers will experience more accountalfditgheir students.

Finally, participants voiced concern about thedaissitive identification of some

students and the inconsistencies seen in progresgaring data. Aubrey attributed
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some of the false positive identification to thed&nts not being familiar with the new
screener. She realized this was frustrating tdaebehers because of having to spend four
weeks to provide intervention and progress momitpm order for a student to move
back to tier one. “We won't have that next yeaflso, expectations were that students
would show consistency in progress monitoring; ¢aiats would be either above the
aim line showing success or below the line indigathe need for more intense
intervention. This was not the case. Some stugiamths showed peaks and valleys; one
week a student would score very well on the reagamsage with the following week
scoring very low. Because of this fluctuation, cems were voiced about the passages
used for progress monitoring. Students were reduiv read passages that were on grade
level even though many of the students identifiedlenreading below grade level.
Aubrey stated,

“I think the DIBELS [passages] are not progressivgrade level increasing.

You'll get one that will have one bingo word iramd it will be in there five

times...and the [student] can’t do the word or it wé an ethnic name that just

screws them up over and over again and so it'ty ivat one down. [If they are]

interested [in the passage], they go to town. fAepfactor] I think [is] the

[student’s] health. If you get a [student] whao'sksone week...that impacts it,

you know. | just expected consistent [scores]..nts.”

The Future. Both faculty and administration were looking forddo the 2012-
2013 school year. The problems with false positilatification would be unlikely to
occur because the 2011-2012 data would be availabtdass placement. The
administration will consider the data to ensure teachers have no more than three to
five students on tier one at-risk in their classnooTl he faculty will have the data at their

fingertips which will show “where they are, thenogvth, and [we will] know what to

teach.” The model has been “tweaked” with the trgduhe faculty and administration.
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This “tweaking” involved moving the cut-off linedm the 18 percentile to the 25
percentile in order to identify more at-risk stutseat an earlier age and to more closely
align with the state criterion referenced test pgesates. All participants seemed to be
looking forward to adding the behavior componenttrsehool year and the math
component in 2013-2014.
Summary

How does one elementary school implement changegard to Response to
Intervention? In summary, this elementary schbolse to implement Rtl in progressive
stages. The beginning stages began one year likéofell implementation. Faculty
received training in how to use the universal stee@nd specific interventions,
practiced giving interventions with students, aretevable to provide feedback to their
administrators. As the implementation year preged, concerns arose about the
aimline, the screener, and progress monitoringeulBaand administration are still
concerned that some students’ needs are not betighowever, as they continue
through the process of implementing the remainmgmonents of Rtl, these areas will
more than likely be addressed. As the year camaectose, most participants were
beginning to see the positive impact Rtl was hawangheir school. Because they would
begin the next year with existing data, the faculys looking forward to the 2012-2013
school year.

Research Question 2

What types of change occur at the administration heel?

Two themes for phase one were identified frominkerview data: (1) the

administrator’s role and (2) the counselor’s rolémplementing Rtl. The data from the
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interview in phase two gleaned two themes als:clianges that occurred during the
implementation and (2) looking toward the futuioth administrators were enthusiastic
about implementing Rtl and tried to convey thahestasm to the faculty through
professional development and encouraging feedb@hbk. counselor took an active role
in the implementation by listening to the facultiiem there were problems and by
providing instruction to the students which allovikd faculty to attend meetings.
During phase two of the study, the administratatssaly transformed the faculty to be
more accountable and empowered through the rebhaqg of the agenda of the PLC/RlI
meetings. The meetings at the beginning of the tggaled to be rigid but as the year
progressed, everyone began to relax and maketRtkefneeds of the students and the
school. Aubrey also realized that the additioa tiiird special education teacher would
benefit the students, the teachers, and the sci®othe implementation year went by,
both administrators began to think about the congagay and the changes that would
bring to Rtl. Discussion of themes and supportiata follows.
Phase One

Administrator’s Role. Both administrators understood the importance of
advanced preparation for the changes that werenec Debbie felt that “we are as
prepared as we can be [and we need to] just makenseive got all our ducks in a row
with Rtl...and have our expectations clear on whaewgect from teachers.” Aubrey
stated that it was important to her as a leadentpower the faculty by allowing them to
give input on decisions being made.

Caring for the faculty is an important duty of feadership in a school. The

leadership at this school was constantly “takirggtdtmperature” of the faculty through
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various means. “Taking the temperature” occurhedugh anonymous surveys,
monitoring how fast the Snickers disappeared froendandy jar in the office, or
observing how many teachers were visiting withagbenselor. By paying attention to
these items, administrators knew when it was tioneatve a celebration or order from
Ted’s Café Escondido (a local restaurant) for lunthe teachers seemed to respond
well to positive notes placed in their mailboxesvad as having a time to socialize. It
was important to the administration that the teexkeel loved and supported while
implementing the change to Rtl.

However, the administrator's and counselor fedt biggest challenge was not the
change to Rtl, but the fact that the building wadisarray from the construction taking
place. As discussed in the previous section,didisin fact, become an obstacle at the
beginning of the implementation year. Another $iian was the retirement of several
teachers in the building. This would lead to tiveng of new teachers who had not been
through the training which had occurred throughbatyear.

Counselor’s Role. Caren was considered a part of the administratidhis
school and played a part in the transition to Respdo Intervention. The school had
over 1,000 students and only one counselor to theateeds of the students and faculty.
Her main role was to discuss the change from thdisQrepancy model to Rtl with
parents. She also would counsel with teachersetomg any student who was
struggling in the classroom. In order for the teszs to have time to attend the PLC
meetings, Caren conducted guidance activities glébses.

Phase Two
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Changes. Changes for the administration came in the wayiwhg more
accountability and empowerment to the faculty. &ample, beginning in January,
2012, each grade level was expected to prepargarda for their PLC/Rtl meetings.
The administrators wanted to “be able to comeRb.@ meeting and have them [the
faculty] control it...it's their meeting.” When prtgms arose, administrators and faculty
were able to “sit down and come up with a comprentist we feel good about that will
still support the [students] but will make it livalfor the teacher.”

The administration realized the need for a thpecgal education teacher due to
the change to the Rtl model. Special educatiochia were allowed to have students
for 30 minutes per day four days per week. Thigired the administration to make
schedule changes. However, this change also allspecial education teachers the
ability to go into the classroom to work with statee According to Aubrey, “...that
gives a day for that teacher [special educatiochied to be able to float in, kind of check
on them and mainstream. They like the schedulerbet

Changing to Rtl was seen as a step toward pragtagke beginning, everyone
was very rigid, trying to do everything as the &#trict manual dictated. By the end of
the year, everyone seemed to be more comfortaltietae process and relaxed. The
school was beginning to realize that the modelddel their own allowing them to meet
the needs of their students. The administrat@iizesd that the process of change was
going to take time. As Aubrey explained,

“I'm not going to put the pedal to the metal be@uthink we've kind of settled

in now to a really good spot. We’'re not going 8§ and we’re not going to

slow down a lot. We’re going to talk about what/srking for us, where we need

to tweak a little bit. [This] process will takeuioor five years and I'm okay with
that. We have so much coming at us. We've got @omCore, the new
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evaluation system, we have more things. Therddbe a balance between all
those things.”

For the administrators, the most important idea feathe “school [to] keep
going and we feel good.” The administration did want the faculty to experience too
much pressure which could lead to burn out. Ashaal, the administration wanted to
continually be improving in teacher effectivenesd atudent achievement.

The Future. The future brings challenges but, with what hasi\dearned during
the implementation year, the administration fedtythvere prepared. The 2012-2013
school year would bring the addition of the behealicomponent of Rtl; the following
year, math would be added. The administration teorly looked forward in order to be
prepared for what lies ahead.

A key component of being prepared for the futues weeping the faculty
motivated. By giving information in small chunkke administration hoped to not
overwhelm the faculty. Ample lead time was giverrder for the faculty to process the
change and seek assistance if necessary. Thisaglpr@ach was deemed effective by
the administration and would be used with the im@etation of the behavior
component. To help with data collection, the adstiation kept records of the time
students were on Success Maker. Administratoyzelddieachers keep an eye on the
growth students were experiencing and focused @paisitive aspects of changing to the
Rtl model.

Summary
In summary, the greatest change experienced bgdiménistration was giving

accountability and empowerment to the teachersdardo make the Rtl model work for
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the school. The administration provided assistamcesupport through professional
development and time to relax. Administrators miadehabit to write positive notes to
keep morale up as well as the opportunity to expopsnions through anonymous
surveys. By not moving too quickly, the administra felt that the faculty was well
prepared for the implementation of Rtl and the gesrthat Rtl brought with it.
Research Question 3

What types of change occur with the faculty?

Phase one and phase two data for Research Quadtexhfour common themes;
phase two data identified one additional themee fhiemes were (1)
instructional/schedule changes, (2) time/classrdgnamics, (3) collaboration, (4)
concerns, and (5) success stories. As previoushtioned, change implies that
something has become different, altered, or matlifiehe faculty participants realized
that their instruction became more intentionalythegan to focus on each individual
student as well as considering all the studentsergrade level. The faculty also
discovered that, in order to provide interventiand progress monitor, the daily schedule
changed. Time became precious; most of the paatits did not have enough time
during the day to provide all that was neededtierdtudents in their classrooms.
Classroom dynamics are the interacting forcesttiat place in a classroom between the
students and the teacher. Classroom dynamics areantinuous state of change,
growth, and activity. The implementation of Rtbbght a change in the classroom
dynamics; students served through special serwees in the classroom during core
subject instruction. The general education fachédgame responsible for providing

modified instruction and giving grades for studemith SLD. Because of the classroom
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dynamic change, concerns arose. Concerns arersnitée grab an individual's

attention, interest, or care. For the facultyipgrants, providing adequate instruction,
appropriate interventions, and meeting each stigleaeds were major concerns.

Faculty participants found that collaboration wasewg ingredient in the success of
implementing Rtl. Collaboration is the abilitywerk with one another in order to
achieve a common goal. The grade level teams widdgether to find time to provide
interventions to students. Participants sharedesscstories as the study grew to a close;
students’ confidence was building, fluency ratesengrowing, and some student’s
moved to a modified IEP. Data supporting each thenprovided.

Phase One

Instructional/schedule changesWith the faculty trying interventions with their
lowest students during this phase of the studyigiants did not identify any
instructional changes. Laura did note the needsimaller groups that are individualized
[that] really target the things that [the studeiats having trouble with.” Janet attended
an Rtl workshop conducted by Mary Howard; she inm@eted a strategy learned at the
workshop that enabled her to spend more time listeto each student read.

However, Robyn, from previous experience, notegise changes that were
about to take place of which the general educdéanhers were not aware. For her, the
time she would have students on IEP’s would bea30 minutes per day with a
maximum number of five to six students. She untdersthat the general education
teachers were going to have her students durirdimgavhich had not been the case up

to this point. She stated,
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“...next year when they (general education faculigt start working with
including my students...it will be difficult for theml think part of it is they've
never had to work with the students once theyraspecial education. They
don’t have the responsibility of working with theand now they’re going to. |
think it will be very hard for the general educatieacher when they start
collecting that data and knowing what data to ablte

This same viewpoint was expressed by Debbie, imitrvss excited that the
general education teacher would soon be more iedalv the grades for their students
serviced through an IEP. She stated,

“We’re going to have some third graders next ybat are reading at first grade

level and these third grade teachers are goingve to teach them. They just

don’t get to go to special education. | think thgoing to be the biggest change.

But, | think it's going to be what is best for [d&nts].”

With the implementation of Rtl, the administratiexpected the faculty to provide
differentiated instruction as well as find timeamminister interventions to students.
Interventions were given four days per week withgoess monitoring occurring on the
fifth day. Interventions were to be supplementahie daily required work completed by
students and taught by teachers. Most teachéhngsatchool felt more comfortable
giving whole group lessons. To give interventitmshree or four students meant that
teachers must provide something to keep the rengstudents in the room engaged.
The hope of the administration was that the facwityld become so adept at
differentiated instruction that it would not bettise students below benchmark receiving
attention; the students above the benchmarks wmrithgaged in “really good projects.”

Time/classroom dynamics.During phase one of this study, the participantsewe
beginning to see how the change to Rtl would imgaait time and classroom dynamics.

The participants with previous experience were awsdithe additional time required to

administer interventions along with the added papek Rtl would bring. They also
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were more aware of the need to provide differeatianstruction to a classroom
containing all levels of learners. Laura, in rebtr providing differentiated instruction,
said, “You’re going to have to be really creatinekeeping everybody else doing
something that’s appropriate and strengthens ghkdis, too, which is like being a
miracle worker.” Allison agreed and added, “...itst as noticeable when | have a
student teacher.”

Robyn wrote in her journal concerning the set tiimméts she would have for her
students in special education. She stated, “Iddadi students’ needs must be met. The
schedule can’t rule what special education studesesl.” She also needed time to attend
the grade level PLC meetings so that she wouldleeta collaborate with the teachers of
her students.

Beth discussed the differences she would encotnat@rher previous experience
with Rtl. Her previous experience was at a middleool grade level where she had 50
minutes per class period. This time limitationuiegd her to conduct interventions
before and after school. At the elementary lested found she was able to do spot
checks throughout the day with students at-riskraatized she would need to find a
specific time during her day to work with her idéetl students.

The question that all participants asked was, “Hiow find the time in my day?”
When April and the state criterion referenced teatae along, the few interventions that
were being done were completely forgotten in otdgarepare the students for the
standardized testing. Allison asked, “Is it effeetto stop the interventions for a period

of time due to testing? Is this hurting or impagtstudents in any way?”
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The administration expressed the same sentimé&deen discussed how Rtl was
going to impact the teacher’'s day. She was begintu hear from teachers their concern
about how there were not enough hours in the dagverything that was required.
Aubrey acknowledged that some of the faculty hdicdity with time management and
that it would be necessary to monitor at the bagobut eventually turn everything over
to the teachers. She expressed the same sentiore@rning differentiated instruction.
She stated, “Differentiated instruction...some teashave it...some of them really
struggle with it.”

Collaboration. Janet, Amy, and Robyn, had previous experience Riitand
understood the value of collaborating with theilleagues. Little to no collaboration
was taking place between the general educatioh¢esand the special education
teachers at this time. Robyn knew the value daboration with the general education
teachers and wanted to be able to attend the Plgfimgs. This did not occur during
phase one of this study. In her previous schabls,was able to participate in co-
teaching and inclusion and was hoping that the gham Rtl would bring that about at
this site.

Janet and Amy were keenly aware of the value Iidloorating. Janet stated, “If
somebody else is doing something great, | wanhtwkabout it so that | can do it, too.”
Amy expressed the value of sharing materials andiwg with other teachers to get
ideas and interventions that worked for them. dnwords, “[We] need to combine
[students] and energy to work smarter, not harder.”

When Aubrey was asked about the ability of heultgdo collaborate, she had

high praises for them. She felt the faculty was/ \&&lept at working together across
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grade level, but admitted that collaboration betwgede levels probably needed to
occur more often. “Our teachers are really goazbahbelping each other. [We] have a
very high level of conversation PLC wise alreadingoon within the grade level.”

Concerns. With the implementation of Rtl came not only a ajp@im how
students would be identified for special educabahalso a change in the instrument
used to identify students at-risk. This school badn using a combination of
assessments to identify students who were strugglith reading, i.e. Literacy First,
Bear Spelling Inventory, and the STAR assessment #ccelerated Reader. The
faculty received training in DIBELS from two thigtade teachers who had been trained
as trainers for the school. After receiving tragion DIBELS, several participants
expressed concern over the assessment. Beth,stated

“One of my concerns [is that] | know research shtivesd fluency builds

comprehension but some of them, they're readirgy tdan read their words per

minute and be above level but then if | turn aroand [ask] what did you just
read. They love to read fast and it does make fleeirbetter, but [there is] no
comprehension.”

Concern was also expressed about the interveritiengachers were asked to try
before full implementation. Depending upon thedgrkevel, one intervention was
demonstrated at a PLC meeting for the teachersdmltrying out with their lowest
students. Lower grade levels were trained in tel§ Move It intervention and upper
grade levels were trained in the Cold/Hot Readatetion. One participant stated, “We
are all doing the same intervention [because] wguat learning. | think doing the same
intervention for four months is probably not thestielea because the kids are bored to

tears.” This same concern was expressed by onmithator, Debbie, when she stated,

“Our teachers really wanted more. They kind of lgmted with just doing one
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intervention with every [student]. Then we figuraat...there’s different ways you can
do Say It, Move It, so that was us learning.”

Several participants felt that good teachers \wesbably already using
interventions without realizing it. Several statkdt they would look for strategies they
had used before to work with a student; or, theuldidiscuss with their colleagues what
they were doing in their classrooms and how it wagking.

The participants were also expressing specificeors for the next school year
and the full implementation of Rtl. There was alimation that special education
students were only going to be out of the classrmm0 minutes for reading and 30
minutes for math. Most teachers were not usetlidesits served through an IEP being
in their classroom for the majority of the day;\ttveere unsure of how to keep them
involved along with the rest of the class. Howewaecording to Robyn, this was seen as
an advantage for her students. She stated,

“Special education students need to be in therass [They] receive

incidental learning [along with] language [skillg.There is] a lot more growth

when they are in the classroom and they are legmuivat everyone else is
learning. They get a lot more out of it than ityoull them out.”

In regard to the implementation year, one parictstated that it “would be nice
if we could get that testing done before they cameethe classroom...it’s pretty
overwhelming to think that you're going to do teigreening for each child in fluency.”
Another participant expressed the same feelingdalized that would have to be a
decision made by the administration. She also waadlif there would be resistance to

conducting assessments before the end of the ey with all the other things that

must be accomplished.
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Phase Two

Instructional/schedule changes As far as general instruction with the whole
class, most teachers did not see any change; howawy noted that as she “came to a
part that has a Say It, Move It type of activityitifi try to make] sure I'm watching and
focusing on the one’s who I'm working with on tlzst an intervention.” For most of the
participants, the changes came back to the isstimefto provide the intervention,
which will be discussed further in the next sectidreachers reported that they were
beginning to understand the importance of smalligydlifferentiated instruction and
struggled to find the time to work small groupsittieir day. One participant chose to
give up her time before the school day began t&kwath students who arrived to school
early. Two teachers chose to share story timmguhne day; while one read to both
classes, the other pulled student’s aside to peowitérventions. Beth chose to set aside
that last 30-40 minutes of each day to conductwetgions. She stated, “I just kind of
made it be part of the daily [routine]. At 3:00eey day, they sit down with me here and
my other [students] are either working on an asaigmt for me [or] working on math or
something from another class they didn’t finislreading their novel...Everybody is so
used to it.”

Robyn perhaps had the biggest change due tontledlithit imposed by the
district Rtl model. She had students for 30 miayter day four days per week; the
reading program she is required to use was meavier a 45 minute time period.
Because this school utilized a pull-out programdshts were sent to her classroom, not
always arriving on time. Being fully aware of whetppens in a classroom and how time

can get away from the general education teacherwsls not surprised this occurred.

121



Because of this, she would like to see more ofslpn program utilized. She would be
better able to provide support for the studenth@ir classroom and capitalize on the
core curriculum taught by the general educationhten

Time/classroom dynamics.Time and classroom dynamics remained major
issues with the implementation of Rtl during phiage of the study. Time was needed
for administering the universal screener, interirs and progress monitoring. This was
added to the time needed to give district benchraaskessments as well as prepare for
state testing in grades three through five. Soamgqipants expressed that the amount of
assessment seemed to be growing and this was takiag from their teaching time.
Because of the emphasis of providing interventtorthe lowest students, participants
felt the other students in their class were begmpied. This was evident especially when
a teacher had three students in tier one at-rifk @dach student needing a different
intervention. When the teachers were informed $haicess Maker could be used as an
intervention, concern for time to give the interiten subsided. However, this concern
arose again when students began to be placedrdtatielhe first and second grade
teachers began to think outside the box and deags#dn to collaborate and combine
students needing the same intervention. Othersectuosend intervention instructions
home with their students so they could practicerafthool hours. However, there were
some students whose parents did not help leadengdhicipant to feel like time needed
to be found for those students to practice durivegsichool day.

The time spent in the PLC/RtlI meetings lookingtatlent graphs also became an
issue with some participants. One participanestat know what my students’ graphs

look like.” Some participants felt that this tirmeuld be better spent on discussing
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successful interventions they had used, how totfmd to conduct interventions and
progress monitoring, and how to be effective indlassroom.

The administration continued to see challengel aldssroom dynamics.
Aubrey stated, “The teachers have had challengigsseme of our really low [students]
being put in the regular education classroom. #edstudents] have had some
challenges there, too.” Both the special educdgachers and the general education
teachers were beginning to see the benefit of lwotkting with each other as well as
accepting the special education teachers into¢hergl education classroom.

Collaboration. Collaboration seemed to be about the same as cethpathe
year before full implementation of Rtl. Collabocat was encouraged during the
PLC/Rtl meetings by the school psychologist onceenstudents were moving into the
second tier of the model. Teachers were encourtgsithre the responsibility of
providing interventions. Some participants noteat their grade levels were beginning
to think outside the box and becoming creativenidihg time to conduct interventions.
One participant shared story time with anothertiegoothers talked about setting aside a
specific time in the day when the entire gradellpvevided interventions so that they
could share students. With each grade level haairygvhere from six to seven sections,
some were dividing into groups of three to pulhfreach other’s classes to work with
students. The PLC meetings were also seen asnadiiocollaboration as the grade levels
spent this time discussing different ways of megstudents’ needs.

The administration was aware of the collaborataking place and was
constantly encouraging the faculty to think of w@gvays to share responsibilities. As

noted in an administrator’s journal entry concegniollaboration, there is “less my
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student/your student attitude, more shared owngrsAll students are receiving
instruction and experiencing success.” It wasrbfeavident the teachers at this school
“want what's best for the [students]...they work ttigps.”

Concerns. Faculty expressed concerns in several areas. ifBharfea was from
an overall perspective of using Rtl. Several paéints wondered if the aimline was too
low. Amy questioned the change in the aimlinerfonsense word fluency. It was felt
the aimline was so low that it made it too easystodents to get four consecutive data
points above the line, thereby moving the studewnklo tier one. At the next PLC/RtlI
meeting, she received an answer to this questm stated, “The district is not
following DIBELS. [They] moved the goal from micegr to end of year so more
students would reach [the] goal.” This answer eduser to wonder about fidelity and
the impact on the Rtl process. Fidelity will belegbsed in Research Question 4.

DIBELS states that teachers should give threereeading fluency probes with
comprehension retelling following the reading. Sprocess, however, was changed for
the implementation year and had participants wandevhy. As discussed before, this
was a decision made by the administration in otaléelp the teachers with the many
transitions taking place throughout the buildindpwever, this decision led to false
positive identification of some students requirthg teachers to provide interventions for
the first four to six weeks of school. Teachergressed concern for those who seemed
to have an overabundance of tier one at-risk stsderhis was also due to the lack of
conducting three probes.

The second area of concern was for the studdrtits.participants felt that by

using only select parts of DIBELS they were noirsgéhe complete picture of students’
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strengths and weaknesses. Participants undergtabBDIBELS helped identify students
at risk of not learning to read but “it doesn’tl tele what to do next. [We] need some
other form of assessment that tells where to Stéiny expressed this concern by
saying,

“[We should] not assume every child needs Say tydlit. One size does not fit

all...we were told that Say It, Move It is what thistdct recommends for first

grade students who are at risk. Some may notdmy/rier that yet. Do we need
to go back to rhyming or counting words in a secé&n We don’t get help in
identifying what is appropriate.”
Participants claimed that they were in need of nierventions that met the specific
needs of the students. The participants also wantknow why they were not allowed
to determine what intervention would best suitribeds of their students. Overall, the
participants expressed two main frustrations: D@)l have the right intervention? (2) Do
| have the time needed to be able to do the inttioe well?

Finally, and perhaps the most debated concernpweasfluency and
comprehension. The participants repeatedly staeébllowing, “Fluency precedes
comprehension.” During observation of one of th€Rtl meetings, several
participants questioned why comprehension was @iogbaddressed. The school
psychologist informed the teachers that comprebensbuld probably be addressed in
the future, but for the implementation year, fluemould be the targeted area. She also
advised the teachers to consult the Florida CdéatdReading Research for interventions
concerning comprehension and that comprehensiandhbe addressed during their core
curriculum instruction. However, teachers with maears of experience still questioned

the thought process behind not addressing compsedren“It’s all about fluency, even if

they don’t need fluency.” Teachers felt like thvegre teaching to the test; progress
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monitoring centered on how many words were reatectly. Some participants had
students that could read every word correctly atrétte DIBELS required; but, when
students were asked questions’ concerning whateeas they could not answer the
guestions. As stated by one patrticipant, “Fluethags not a reader make.” Participants
were content with using DIBELS as the universa¢snoer to identify students at-risk and
for progress monitoring; however, they expressddsare for further assessments to be
used in determining the specific problem of studeaading skills so that appropriate
interventions could be designed to meet those probl

Success storiesSeveral participants related stories of successeasted since
the beginning of the year. Janet, Amy, Beth, antkenber of the focus group all stated
that they had seen growth in students with whomy trael been working. Beth attributed
the growth in her student to consistently providaxgra support. Amy stated, “It is so
exciting to see the growth many of my students hmaade.” For Robyn, success was
seen for two students who were dismissed fromdkeurce program. “They have just,
according to Rtl, they are just taking way off. i8®been really good data for me to
prove that they really don’'t need to be in speedhlication anymore.” The general
education teacher for one of these students conadé¢nat this was the first time in her
teaching career for this to happen. It was vegjtigxg to see the students’ growth from
the data provided through progress monitoring.
Summary

From phase one to phase two, instructional chaweges subtle. Participants did
not see a dramatic change in their overall insivacbut they did begin to see the need

for differentiated instruction through the use wfadl groups. Change occurred in the
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amount of time needed to provide administratiothefuniversal screener, interventions,
and progress monitoring. The change of havingesttsiwith specific learning
disabilities in the general education classroomdoger periods of the day brought
concern from the general education teacher, theapslucation teacher, and the
administration. This change of the classroom dyosifiound teachers having to provide
materials for all levels of learners as well asrtgeades. Some participants worried that
the students working at higher levels were beimgigd while having to provide
interventions. Some participants took advantagaisfby collaborating with colleagues
and the special education teachers. The admitigireontinuously encouraged the
faculty to find unique ways to meet the needs efdtudents as well as finding ways to
provide time for interventions and progress moiigr However, there were major
concerns expressed from the faculty about the tieseled to give interventions and
progress monitor. Another area of major concers tha focus on fluency to the point
that comprehension was left unaddressed. FirtAgyconcern of the inability to pinpoint
the exact deficit of a student’s reading skills #mel inability to choose the intervention
for that skill was a major point of concern.
Research Question 4

What kind of support does faculty receive in regardo resources, training, data
collection, and data analysis?

Data for Research Question 4 identified seven #senfl) professional
development, (2) resources, (3) support, (4) collation, (5) fidelity, (6) data, and (7)
concerns. Professional development is the advagceof skills or expertise on a regular

basis through continued education. Opportunitegpfofessional development were

127



provided for faculty on a regular basis. Resourressupplies and/or support that can be
readily drawn upon when needed. Administrationpdied resources for the
interventions and progress monitoring; discussmmcerning additional resources
occurred near the end of the school year. Suppthne ability to provide necessary
needs to maintain change. Administration provisiggport by allowing faculty to give
feedback, share successes, and give time for collibn. Collaboration is working
together to achieve a common goal. Collaboratmued on a weekly basis through
the PLC/Rtl meetings. Fidelity is ensuring thatuily adheres to the detail of
interventions with precision and rigor. Fidelityecks were done on a regular basis
through the weekly PLC/Rtl meetings and throughtéaeher intervention log. Data
refers to the compilation of information gatherendlidg assessment and progress
monitoring. Student data were gathered each weelten analyzed during the bi-
weekly Rtl meetings. Faculty became adept at logpkit a student’s graphed data to
determine what was needed for growth. Concernmatters that pique a person’s
attention, interest, or care. Several concernseapver the course of the implementation
year including the appropriateness of interventamd the time required to administer
interventions. Data supporting each theme areudssd.
Phase One

Professional DevelopmentProfessional development for Rtl during phase one
of the study consisted of several workshops comdicir the faculty as well as attending
workshops outside of the district. The timelineroplementation mentioned in Chapter
Four gives approximate dates of when professioeatldpment occurred. The district

Rtl coordinator came to the school to give the ligcan overview of Rtl which gave the

128



teachers the “what it looks like...and why we’re dpit” During the year prior to
implementation, the establishment of professioeatiing communities occurred in each
grade level. This meeting, referred to by theipgnts as Big Block meetings, was
held once a week for one hour to allow the teacteedsscuss the changes coming with
the implementation of Response to Intervention.ryMdoward, author oRtl from All
Sides: What Every Teacher Needs to Knawsented a workshop in the area which
several teachers from the school attended. Aftending this workshop, the teachers
felt it would benefit the entire faculty to readr ok and requested the administration
buy one for each faculty member.

Also, during this time, two third grade teachdtsrmded DIBELS training. The
transition from Literacy First to DIBELS began histtime; the two teachers began
holding half day training sessions with the faculBach faculty member also received a
training book from DIBELS. Time was spent discagsihe difference between
providing modifications for students versus admerisg interventions. Teachers
received training on interventions that would becduas well as how to conduct progress
monitoring of students and the entering of datéhe@r computers. After receiving this
training, the faculty tried the interventions wglveral of their lowest students. Allison
expressed that she would have liked more trainindifferent fluency interventions
other than the Cold/Hot Read. Laura stated a te#thve a little more [training as] we
go into summer [to] let us study up, figure out himwnanage the class while doing small
group activities.” Debbie stated that training gmdfessional development would
“continue as needed [and we] will [be prepared}am new faculty” when the fall

semester begins.
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Resources.The district and the school psychologist providesburces for Rtl.

It was also reported that the PTO gave $50 per siami every teacher to buy items for
their classrooms. Administrators reported thaheé'gcade level received $1,000 at the
beginning of each year to purchase what they neBl@w faculty received funds from
the PTO as well to help get their classrooms ddarteaculty and administration
participants discussed a desire to create a levebating resource room. A few
participants expressed the desire for “more idedsraterventions.” Debbie wanted to
“create a kind of file box with two or three intertions for...areas they (students) need
to work on” for each teacher. Each teacher wasiged a timer and materials needed to
conduct progress monitoring.

Support. Some participants felt a great deal of support ftbenadministration
while others felt they could have used more. Supjpom the administration was
evident during Big Block meetings when questionsenasked and answered in a timely
manner. Caren agreed by saying “[The meetingsa@tifie teachers] because when
teachers do have concerns they can come and exposgsconcerns and talk about it.”
Participants saw the administration as being supeoin that they were constantly
encouraged to ask questions and provide feedbaahanhad been done thus far. The
administration provided professional developmenictvimelped support the teachers
during the transition to Rtl. Participants witlepious experience felt that those without
experience may need a little more support at tiggnbéng. Laura thought it would be
wonderful, in a perfect world, to “have a suppatgon in every classroom.” The
administration felt they gave support to the teaslhg providing professional

development opportunities through various meartse district provided support by
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providing funds for professional development, matsy and a school psychologist.
Debbie stated she gave support by “just [tryingdechere if they need to talk. | think
the only way we can get this down is by conversetiand practice...”

Fidelity. The participants with previous experience undestbe importance of
fidelity at this point of the transition to Rtladet discussed fidelity in regard to record
keeping of data being done in a timely matter. IStev she would be asked, “Why do
you not have it (data) recorded?” if it was notikalde to look at. Amy also discussed
the importance of making sure everyone was doingtwias expected and as it was
designed to be done. She felt that the “Big Bliiles [would be a] time to talk about
what we’re doing and what’s happening in our groupgsdelity will be discussed further
in phase two.

Data. As with the fidelity portion of Rtl, the data cation and analysis were
not given as much emphasis in this phase of tldy s in phase two. Participants were
trained by the DIBELS trainers on the administnatid DIBELS as the universal
screener. The administration reported that thedra were questioning why the district
chose to give only certain portions of the DIBEL!8s would remain a question through
phase two and will be discussed in the phase twsskction. The faculty received
training on data collection and how to access tmeroon share drive on their computers
to input data collected. Further discussion oadatlection and data analysis will
follow.

Concerns. From the faculty participants, most concerns & iaint were about
the interventions they had received training onweck trying with several students in

their classrooms. Janet tried the Cold/Hot RedH fiie of her students,
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“...two students were struggling with comprehensiarot-effective; three

students (one struggling with fluency, one clasdifas ELL, and one just

beginning to read) found success, graphed chastyelents were excited.

[Tried] Say It, Move It and found students grewdxby not for third grade.”
Laura expressed concern over reading the samegeassar and over (Cold/Hot Read).
She did not see this as a method to read bettewasdfraid that her students were
simply memorizing the words.

Both administrators addressed and expressed conatr the interventions.
Aubrey stated,

“All of our interventions are designed to builddhcy beginning with

kindergarten. Fluency is really the number onsaaahat kids can’t pass that

test (state criterion referenced test)...a lot afiglsigo into fluency but if they can

read fluently at the level of which they are supptis generally they can get

enough questions right to pass that test. You haeg/ who have

comprehension issues.”
As discussed in the concern section of ResearcBt@ue3, Phase Two, fluency became
the biggest concern of the faculty; students whoeweensidered fluent continued to
struggle with comprehension and were not beingtified through the DIBELS screener.
For Debbie the biggest concern was that only certaerventions were being prescribed
despite the fact that may not be the area of dkiikit for the student. For the lower
grades, the only intervention was Say It, Movédt;the upper grades, the only
intervention was the Cold/Hot Read. This conceas aiso addressed in Research
Question 3, Phase Two from both the faculty paréiots and the administration
participants.
Phase Two

Professional DevelopmentDuring phase two of the study, professional

development consisted of a review of DIBELS, th&€€HRtl meetings, and interventions
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designated for use in tier two. At the beginnifighe 2011-2012 school year, the
teachers reviewed how to administer the DIBELSesoee and progress monitoring. The
school psychologist spent a portion of each bi-weeleeting going over different topics
pertaining to Rtl such as progress monitoring,itipeit of data, data analysis, and
fidelity. This meeting also served as a time alagdgthat questions from the faculty
could be asked and answered. If a question waslahlat required more research on the
part of the school psychologist, faculty reporteal tshe always followed up at the next
meeting. As students moved into tier 2a, facudtyeived training on the intervention that
was required to be given. For the most part, ikervention for students in the lower
grades was Say It, Move It and the upper grades theeCold/Hot Read. Confusion and
concern arose over both of these interventiony. ltSMove It, as discussed previously,
did not help every student and the teachers amt#sts grew bored with doing the same
thing over and over. It was at this point that plaeticipants realized that this
intervention could be done in a number of diffenells. Directions for the Cold/Hot
Read changed from the time it was introduced tanthe school year with no apparent
reasons given for the change.

Several participants felt the need for furtherf@ssional development in the
“meat and potatoes” of Rtl. The need for more gasknd concerning Rtl as well as
more ways to assess students was given as reasduoglier professional development.
As Amy stated, “I'm thinking that if we were traitié¢o find out what it is that's wrong”
in specific areas, more appropriate interventiandd be found to meet the student’s

needs.
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Aubrey and Debbie gave high praises for the schegthologist’s excellent job
in providing continuing professional developmenttfee faculty. “I love this way. |
think this continual little bit is [great]. It'ske [it's] imbedded,” said Aubrey. Both
administrators agreed that professional developnventd need to remain a high priority
as the school implements the remaining compondriR$lo As new faculty members are
hired, professional development in Rtl will be efn@st importance.

Resources.As far as needed resources, the two most mentioyéaculty
participants were leveled readers and time. Rpaints realized that the resource of time
was not one that could be easily addressed anghteccthe fact that time could not be
added to the school day. Teachers shared resatwroeghout the school. The school
psychologist and the administration were quickrmvjgle any materials needed for the
administering of interventions and progress moiitpr However, participants expressed
a desire for a variety of interventions to use thete more appropriate to the specific
needs of the students and to alleviate studentanieg bored. The leveled readers were
perhaps the most important resource requested pditieipants knew that to fully
provide differentiated reading instruction, a vgrief leveled readers with multiple
copies available would be of great benefit. Theiadstration also noted the PTO
provided funds each year to every teacher for nads$eio be purchased specifically for
the classroom.

Support. The participants stated the PLC/Rtl meetings wesederful source
of support. At the meetings, participants receigedouragement to sharedly Terrific
Ideas (Rtl) with colleagues, the successes beingwitle students, and receive feedback

from the school psychologist. The school psychstogjso provided support by
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providing assessment and intervention materiatgjing weekly reminders to faculty,
and maintenance of student data. Amy said, “Ewadyls supporting us as they can but
they’re still learning, too.” Beth added, “[Thefipcipal has been very good about if you
need anything, just come to her.” Robyn statedgél like the administration [has] been
real supportive. | think the PLC meetings havdlydelped a lot with giving us the
information that we’ve needed.”

Aubrey also felt that the weekly meetings provitleel needed professional
development and support the faculty required. &lteed that, if necessary, she would be
willing to find the time for further meetings dugrhe week if the teachers felt it was
needed. Aubrey would write positive notes to gechers, put little stickers on Success
Maker reports, or put a candy bar in their mailtjost to keep the morale up and to keep
the teachers feeling good.” She was very sympiatteetheir needs wishing she could
give them more time in their day and provide adlsipecial education teacher that could
be in the classroom.

Collaboration. As previously mentioned, the PLC/Rtl meetings pthse
significant role in professional development andpart as well as in collaboration. It
was in these meetings that teachers could celebuateesses and find encouragement for
continuing to work with struggling students. Howewhe time spent going over each
student’s graphed data was seen negatively for sdmie for others this was time well
spent. Those feeling that it was unnecessary twvgo every graph wanted more time to
discuss what needed to be done specifically fon saadent.

Aubrey and Debbie reported they were beginninge®more collaboration taking

place within grade levels. By turning ownershiphe PLC/Rtl meetings over to each
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grade level, more collaboration was taking platbese participants also stated they
would like to see more collaboration between theegal education teachers and the
special education teachers but realized this majifbeult with only two special
education teachers for a school population of 4y@00 students. For some teachers,
Aubrey stated, “I still feel like we're a little dwvidualized in our ownership and | would
like to see us as a grade level on those [studésitg]ents on Rtl).” Perhaps this is an
area they will continue to work on throughout teenaining years of implementation.

Fidelity. Fidelity, in phase one, was not as fully addresseih phase two
perhaps because data was not being collected ngparie of the first PLC/Rtl meetings
observed, the school psychologist addressed the iffidelity. Fidelity provides for
better outcomes for students while helping teacheise better decisions. Fidelity was
defined as the extent the Rtl plan was carriecasunhtended. Fidelity of the intervention
was defined as the student receiving the intergarfor the duration and frequency
indicated on the student’s plan. Components @itiglincluded the core curriculum, the
screening and progress monitoring, the interverplan, and the use of the collaborative
team model for decision making. The administratiwonitored fidelity for Success
Maker; they were able to monitor computer generegedrts for each student which was
then discussed at the weekly PLC meetings. Orstedent moved to tier 2a, the school
psychologist monitored fidelity within a given ammuwf time after the intervention
began. Documentation of fidelity occurred at ties by the teacher filling out a tier 2
intervention log which remained in the studentis.fiJanet felt that the PLC meetings
were a good way to conduct fidelity checks by statfl believe it helps to know

someone is checking on us.” Amy reiterated tragesbent by saying, “[The] bi-weekly
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meetings [are] helpful in that they make each chesountable for doing progress
monitoring.”

Data. Collection of data for Rtl occurred through the aaistration of DIBELS
given to every student in the school. Upon comphetdata from the screener were used
to identify students as tier one (responding tocibre curriculum) or tier one at-risk (not
responding to the core curriculum). Once iderdifes tier one at-risk, a student began
receiving intervention. In the case of this schtiel one at-risk intervention consisted of
the use of a computer program, Success Maker.us@ef this intervention was a source
of concern for two participants (Janet and Amy) vilad previous experience with Rtl.

In their previous experience, interventions werbéajiven by teachers only. Laura, who
had no previous experience with Rtl, had no proklesing the computer program
because she felt it provided scaffolded instruction

After four days of intervention, progress monibgrioccurred and the results were
entered into an Excel program on the teacher’s coenp This Excel program plotted the
information on a graph. At each bi-weekly PLC/Rieting, each grade level went over
their student’s graphs and analyzed the informatamake decisions regarding further
instruction. This discussion was led by the schpsgichologist. After four weeks of
graphed data, further analysis was conducted. éansistent data points on a graph
indicated a trend according to the district Rtl m&ln At this point, decisions could be
made concerning the next step for a student — memeback to tier one, continuation of
the intervention for another four weeks, or moventerier 2a.

During analysis, participants voiced opinions @nig the appropriateness of

the intervention or the lack of identification afidents struggling with comprehension.
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For example, one participant wrote in her jourrbadw using Say It, Move It with an
older student. She raised valid questions by gskiow does this intervention help
with fluency? How does this intervention transteptogress monitoring when the
student has to read a passage that is on grad@”le&ey, who worked with lower grade
students voiced the same concern when she st&rajents on tier 2a are all doing Say
It, Move It, but [they] may not all be ready fomtti’ In her previous experience with Rtl,
teachers used another assessment after givingrbener that helped determine the
appropriate intervention to start with. Particifsaexpressed several times, in interviews
and journal entries, the desire to have more ovweis determining where the student’s
deficits were and the appropriate interventiongge for that specific deficit. Teachers
were required to do the prescribed interventiormheined by the district. They could
choose to do supplemental interventions but hatbémment the prescribed intervention.
When students moved back to tier one, some teachese to continue the intervention
because of concern that the core curriculum wagmotgh to support the student’s
needs. Debbie asked an important question diengnterview - “Is being so
prescriptive dumbing down the curriculum and thef@ssion?”
Summary

In summary, the faculty and administration found PLC/Rtl meetings as a good
source of professional development and supporthiwihese meetings, faculty were
held accountable for providing intervention time flee students as well as conducting
progress monitoring. The meetings also provideet tior collaborative decision making
while analyzing student graphs. Some participdrasiever, felt that the time spent on

data analysis could have been more wisely spetisgussing how to better assess
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student deficits and determining more appropriaterventions to use with their students.
As far as resources, the participants felt, fortfost part, they were adequate. The two
most requested resources were time and leveleéneadoth administrators discussed
the same resources; work had begun by the ene actiool year on providing a
resource room that contained multiple copies ofityydeveled readers for the teachers
to check out. Time will continue to be a resout all teachers need regardless of
implementing Rtl.

Summary of Findings

The participants recognized that change in regganshplementation of Rtl was a
paradigm shift. This shift in thinking was impartdor all stakeholders to understand
and embrace. Faculty were helped to accept tlisgdnby introducing and
implementing changes incrementally. As with angrale taking place, various setbacks
as well as successes took place. Sometimes, ttecke were due to difficult decisions
that had to be made. The district allowed the a@strators to make the decisions
necessary that would help make Rtl fit the culwfrthe school. Participants understood
that the process of change may take several yeamnplete but all stakeholders were
willing to invest the time and energy needed toticwrally evolve into a school that
meets the needs of each student.

Changes in the administration were subtle. Theimidtration provided ways for
the faculty to give feedback anonymously. The ligonere empowered by the
administration by giving them accountability foethstudents and for their weekly PLC
meetings. The administration empathized with theds the faculty presented to them by

providing positive feedback along with small tarigilmcentives. The administration
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allowed the faculty to have ample time to digest¢hanges that were occurring in order
to make the changes fit their needs. By Janu@32 2administration and faculty were
beginning to realize they did not have to be rigithe change process; they began to
breathe easier and make Rtl fit the needs of Htedent population. The administration
was continually thinking about and planning for tmening years and the implementation
of the remaining components of Rtl.

The faculty saw the biggest change in the paradilif of thinking about their
classroom. Every student’s needs, including thagie specific learning disabilities,
were being met in the general education classrobnis brought about a change in the
dynamics of the classroom. The teachers begagetthe need for more differentiated
instruction in order to meet this shift in dynamicehe teachers had to also consider the
time required to administer the universal screeinégrventions, and progress monitoring
as well as teaching the core curriculum. Moreatmation occurred between teammates
and with special education teachers. The changesgbt concerns about the dynamics
of the classroom and how that would affect theithod of teaching as well as meeting
the specific needs of students identified as &tarsd delivering the appropriate
intervention. The faculty did experience succediserigh this change. Students began
to build fluency skills and with that came a rieestudent confidence. Students were
able to visibly see their progress through the datiected. At least two students were
moved to a modified IEP which is rare for schoald teachers to see; their response to
the interventions allowed this to occur.

Professional development was on-going throughotlt phases of this study.

This was seen as an integral part of the succeasspdémenting change and will continue
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to occur through the implementation of the remargomponents as well as when new
faculty are hired. Professional development waddur in the school as well as through
other means. The school psychologist provided nafithe professional development in
relation to assessment, progress monitoring, ddlaction and analysis. She also
conducted fidelity checks through the bi-weekly R#eetings and observation of tier 2a
interventions. The administration offered an openr policy to the faculty for questions
and feedback. Resources were provided as neétimustant positive feedback and
small incentives were utilized to keep the facgityng. Teachers voiced concern for a
resource room containing multiple copies of levekatders to which the administration
is working diligently to meet that need. The gofhaving a school that is constantly
working toward high student achievement and higicher effectiveness is being

furthered by the implementation of Response tarheiation.
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CHAPTER SIX: DISCUSSION
“As educators, we face a difficult challenge
to meet the needs of all of our students.
Rtl does help in the process.” (Research parti¢)pan
Summary of Research Questions and Methodology
The final chapter of this study provides a sumnurhe research questions and
methodology, as well as a discussion of the finglitige role of the researcher and
reflection, limitations of the study, and recommatiahs for further research regarding
school change in relation to the implementatioRe$ponse to Intervention. The
researcher chose to use qualitative case studieandthodology. This methodology
was chosen because it provided an “explanationedisas exploration” (Barone, 2011, p.
22) of change in regard to Rtl from the perspestivieone elementary school’s
administration and faculty. This method providedaaenue for the voices of the
administration and faculty to be heard concerniogy bkhange affected their practices,
their classrooms, and their school. The case stadgisted of two phases: phase one
occurred the year prior to Rtl implementation wittase two occurring the year of Rtl
implementation.
Participants for this case study consisted of administrators, one counselor,
one school psychologist, one special educatiorhtgraand ten teachers (one teacher
from each grade level, first grade through fiftadg, as well as a focus group of one

grade level). Data sources consisted of intervigausnal entries, observations of

PLC/Rtl meetings as well as interventions adminesteo students, and various artifacts

142



including the Rtl district manual. Face-to-faced®-taped individual interviews were
held with each participant except the school pshadist and the focus group. The focus
group interview required a transcriptionist be présas all but one of the group requested
not to be audio-taped or quoted directly. Fivéhaf six focus group participants declined
an individual interview. Data analysis consistéoen, line-by-line coding to
determine patterns which led to over-arching thebedween both phases of the study as
well as the participants.

The research questions for this study were

1. How does one elementary school implement changegard to Response to

Intervention?

2. What types of changes occur with the administr&tion

3. What types of changes occur with the faculty?

4. What kind of support does faculty receive in regardesources, training, data

collection, and data analysis?
Results and Discussion

This case study looked at change in one elemestdyol in regard to the
implementation of Response to Intervention. Thiange occurred due to a top-down
decision that Rtl would be a means by which stuglarg identified as needing greater
support than the core curriculum gives. Rtl waailsb be used in conjunction with 1Q
discrepancy to identify students with specific feag disabilities. Changes such as this
affect all stakeholders involved in schools. Aemeént of trust must be established

between stakeholders when implementing changes tiinst can be established by
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keeping lines of communication open and allowingféedback to be given that lets the

stakeholders make the changes their own.

Changes Experienced in Regard to Theoretical Framewvk

Change occurred in this school from the insidejis&e-out, and the outside-in.
From the inside, change occurred in the classraothe grade levels, and in the school.
In the classroom, teachers were becoming moretioteat (Putnam, Smith, & Cassady,
2009) by recognizing the need for more differeetianstruction. Teachers changed
from asking, “How is my class doing?” to “How isobastudent doing?” Teachers
experienced a change in their classroom dynamistudgents with IEP’s were now
expected to remain in the classroom during corgadum instruction. This change
challenged the teachers as well as the students.

Grade levels were formed into professional learmoigmunities and began
working more cohesively as a team. While a fewheffaculty continued to work in
isolation, the majority were finding ways to creaty collaborate to “work smarter, not
harder” as stated by one participant. Teachers @af@rays learning from each other and
sharing ideas in which they found success. Adrratien, general education teachers,
and special education teachers began to collaborate with each other.

The changes across the school led to the schau bes-cultured.” The school
began working toward the idea of one populatiostofients instead of two — the general
education students and the special education disid@he idea of all students belonging
to all teachers was formed through the weekly msitsal learning community

meetings. PLC meetings were a key ingredient foviding time for collaboration,
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professional development, and data analysis. Adtn@tion empowered the faculty to
take ownership of the PLC meetings. Through th€ Rieetings, data were continually
analyzed which led to instructional changes leatlinigcreased student achievement for
learners who were struggling.

Changes experienced from the inside-out came ifotine of professional
development and support from the Parent Teachear@ragtion. Professional
development was continuously taking place throinghRLC/Rtl meetings. The school
psychologist presented various elements of Rtingduttie bi-weekly PLC/Rtl meetings.
Two DIBELS trainers, as well as faculty with prewsoexperience, were always available
when questions arose concerning the universal isereprogress monitoring, or
interventions. The district and administration\pded time and funds to attend
workshops when available. Sources of informatrariuded books and web sites, and the
PTO provided funds to teachers to purchase anyedeedterials. Faculty realized the
need to further understand Rtl and actively sougbtmation from outside sources.
Administration focused on deepening the understandf the changes occurring rather
than trying to do too much at one time. Celebretioccurred for successes and when
setbacks happened, they were analyzed to detetheneext appropriate steps.

The outside-in change came from the top-down datis implement Rtl.
However, the district allowed the school to twelad district Rtl model to fit the culture
and needs of this particular school. Collaboratiorong other elementary schools in the
district also took place. Teachers from schootesgthe district provided professional

development so that this school could learn whaliotas well as what not to do.
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The changes this school experienced led to a garashift in three distinct areas.
First, teachers no longer looked at their classemna unit. They began to consider the
specific needs of each student. Secondly, teactiecgigh Rtl, were beginning to
identify students needing extra support earliezrdfore, interventions were begun
earlier. This extra and sometimes intensive supp@tem either led to success in
integrating the students back into the core culuwituor earlier identification of specific
learning disabilities. Lastly, teachers becampaasible for all students with and
without specific learning disabilities by providimgstruction in the core curriculum,
appropriate interventions, and grades for the siisde
Implementing Rtl

In regard to implementing Rtl, the implementatiook place in phases as
recommended (Burns & Ysseldyke, 2005; Lembke,.eR8l0; Palenchar & Boyer,
2008; Shepherd & Salembier, 2010). One full yedoke full implementation, faculty
were introduced to Rtl and began training for theversal screener, progress monitoring,
and administration of interventions. Teachers vggven the tools needed to assess
students, interpret the results of the assessmedtan opportunity to engage in problem-
solving (Sansoti & Noltemeyer, 2008) during the iempentation year.

Both administrators played an important role inithplementation.
Administrators provided support, materials, ancetisach week to collaborate as a team
in PLC/Rtl meetings (Murawski & Hughes, 2009; San&dNoltemeyer, 2008;

Shepherd & Salembier, 2010; Stuart & Rinaldi, 200Bhey sought feedback from the
faculty to make the Rtl model fit the culture arekds of their school (Kratochwill, et al.,

2007; Sansoti & Noltemeyer, 2008). The facultyengnced responsibility and
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accountability by being in charge of their PLC niregs. The establishment of goals and
timelines allowed an easy transition for the chatogetl. Administrators were
continually looking toward the future and plannfing the implementation of the
remaining components as well as the best way taisube implemented model (Burns
& Ysseldyke, 2005).

Professional development took place during the éékdy Rtl meetings which
centered on the elements of Rtl as well as dataatmin, data analysis, and fidelity.
Administrators planned for professional developmemegard to new employees as well
as sustaining professional development for curfialty. Professional development in
the coming years will focus on the behavior commbioé Rtl as well as the math
component (Kratochwill, et al., 2007; Noell & Gamsk009; Richards, et al., 2007,
Sansoti & Noltemeyer, 2008; Shepherd & Salembi@t (2.

The administration encouraged collaboration hottialbynthrough grade level
PLC meetings. More collaboration was beginnintpt@ place between the general
education teachers and the special education teach@wever, more collaboration
should be encouraged among other specialists dssveértically between grade levels
(Mahdavi & Beebe-Frankenberger, 2009; Murawski &Hess, 2009; Richards, et al.,
2007; Shepherd & Salembier, 2010; Stuart & Rin&l@D9). Grade levels were
beginning to think outside the box and find uniguaeys to provide time for each other to
conduct assessments, administer interventionspaogiess monitor students.

Fidelity is perhaps an area that should be givereratiention. Administration
conducted fidelity checks for students on Succeakdvithrough computer generated

reports. The school psychologist made fidelityokiseonce students moved to tier 2a.
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Also, teachers began to fill out intervention legsen students moved to tier 2a. Itis
imperative that faculty members understand the mapce of delivering the intervention
to the student in the manner in which it was dewetb Otherwise, the integrity of Rtl is
placed in danger (Bianco, 2010). Itis recommernttiatithe school psychologist receive
help in conducting fidelity observations from otlsgecialists within the school and that
the fidelity checks occur on a regular basis.
Concerns in Regard to Response to Intervention

Three major concerns arose from the results ofstiidy: (1) the time
requirement needed to provide Rtl effectively,tt® appropriateness of interventions,
and (3) the demands placed upon the school psygistloTime is a precious commaodity
in today’s classroom. Demands on the teachertmndttudent are at an all time high.
The administration at this school worked diligerityprovide schedules that allowed
time for PLC meetings and collaboration; howeviengtwas the number one resource
that both administration and faculty felt was need&eachers have an enormous amount
of curriculum to cover and have very little timerésteach concepts. Besides giving
benchmark assessments, now they must give a scteadentify students who are
struggling with reading. Once identified, the stnts must be provided with extra
support and interventions. Progress monitoringtrhasonducted with every student
receiving intervention. While the participantshims study wanted to see all their
students succeed, many expressed guilt in havipgoldde interventions to only the
lowest students in their class. Many participdelisthat the remaining students were
missing out on instruction that would benefit thelreachers need time during the day to

provide constructivist centered learning that eegagll the students in the class and
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leads to greater achievement levels for all. Takes one wonder — does the school day
need to be extended in order to meet all the demmandeachers and students?

Secondly, the appropriateness of the interventiaass identified as a major

concern from all the participants. The districbsé to focus on reading for the initial
implementation of Rtl. This is an understandatbleice as 80% of students referred to
special education are referred because of readotggms (Lyon, 1995 as cited in Fuchs
& Fuchs, 2006). The ability to read is the cortare of being successful in school.
Therefore, it is very important that all childrezatn to not only be able to recognize
words but to also comprehend the words read. Thasis for the beginning phase of
Rtl in literacy centered on the construct of flugn&rom the researcher’s perspective,
the school district’s definition of fluency was aefd by the DIBELS universal screener
oral reading fluency measures. It is, therefargartant that the definition of fluency be
considered by all stakeholders as this will havéengract on both the assessments and
interventions used in Rtl.

According to the National Reading Panel’s sub-reghrency is defined as word
recognition that frees the cognitive resources r@&aaler in order to make meaning of
what is read. Fluency is the reader’s abilitydoagnize words quickly and effortlessly
in order to make meaning of the text. Fluencyagadlopmental and incremental.
Fluency develops from reading practice; therefguéded reading and oral reading has a
positive impact on word recognition, fluency, ammnprehension.

Teachers need to know that word recognition acguisanot the end point of

reading instruction (NRP, p. 3-3); although accunacword recognition is,

indeed, an important reading milestone, accuraapisnough to ensure fluency

— and without fluency, comprehension might be ingae(NRP, p. 3-8, retrieved
June 23, 2012).
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Unfortunately, since the National Reading Panda[sort was published, the
definition of fluency has been narrowed to simpbyfast a person reads a passage. In
fact, there are components to fluency that nedmbtoonsidered when listening to a
student read a specific passage. Certainly acguaatomaticity, and prosody should
also be considered as a part of the definitionugfrfcy and should also be considered
during reading assessment.

The current implementation of fluency instructiommnany classrooms is often

driven by assessments that build upon an incompteieeptualization of the

construct and can lead to both inappropriate is§tvn and a serious
misconception of this essential characteristickdfexd reading (Kuhn,

Schwanenflugel, & Meisinger, 2010).

On more than one occasion during this researcbhésa were informed that fluency
preceded comprehension and if a student was abéatbfluently, he would be able to
comprehend and pass the reading portion of the staérion referenced test. This
comment was questioned several times by the paattits. Teachers had students
reading at the recommended benchmark who coulgass a test or retell what had been
read. Also, all the interventions focused solalyflaency (reading quickly) rather than
specifically identifying the problem area. Thetmapants requested further diagnostic
assessments, once students were identified, thatagenore complete picture of the
student’s reading abilities (Dorn & Henderson, 20tb@reby leading to appropriate
interventions designed for the identified skill idéf It is important that the school create
a definition of fluency that all can agree uporhisidefinition needs to be based on

current research regarding fluency. Too muchmebaon reading fast leads to poor

comprehension and a generation of word callererdbtan readers. Without an
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appropriate definition, there is likely to be a misrpretation of data (Howard, 2009;
Paris, 2010) which would lead to inappropriatermveations being given to students. As
cautioned earlier by Reynolds and Shaywitz (200%tl is not used appropriately, we
will “watch our student’s fail.”

Lastly, the role of the school psychologist netedse carefully considered in the
implementation of Rtl. All the participants feltat the school psychologist was more
than helpful in providing professional developméweping up with reports, and
providing material. However, one school psychaoa a school with over 1,000
students was a huge responsibility to undertak@és Was an enormous task for one
person. If she had to serve approximately 20%h®ftudents, that means she was
responsible for approximately 240 students. Igealteam of specialists should work
together to provide the support needed by the fiagdten implementing Rtl. Many
school psychologists do not have experience ircldgsroom which can be a detriment
when providing professional development. Richalichgton recently provided the
following comment in Reading Today (April, May 2Q2&hich addresses this concern:

In too many schools, the reading specialists atdéeanling the Rtl effort as

envisioned by those who developed the concepallyiti But it is reading

specialists who have the expertise necessary todaehe intensive high-quality
reading instruction that some kids need for succ&dbswas envisioned as

“general education initiative” for providing thersof intensive reading lessons a

few kids need. Somehow, this emphasis on the pterecomponent of the Rtl

law has been too often overlooked. It seems toweclaim Rtl from those who
have too little expertise in reading developmamiruction, or assessment. This
means we need to increase our support for therolawsteacher. This can be
done by expanding what is taught in teacher edutgtiograms to emphasize

reading instruction, expanding the use of readpegilists in schools, and by
focusing more time on instruction.
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Recommendations in Regard to Response to Interveon
Listed below are recommendations to consider vdiamge is required in regard
to implementing Response to Intervention in a sthoo

» Learn from the mistakes made during implementadiath use the mistakes to
move forward. Celebrate successes on a regular. basovide incentives to keep
morale up. In this case study this was accomgdigtyeproviding time to
celebrate successes, rejuvenate through sociarmgadh, (i.e. faculty lunch from
a local restaurant provided), and encouragemeaiti¢fir hand-written notes and
stickers on reports.

» Keep communication lines open. When decisionsreage, inform everyone
involved as to why a particular decision was maéstablish a way to give and
receive feedback that encourages everyone involtzadulty need to be
empowered to make decisions as well as give caststeufeedback to the
administration without the fear of retribution. t&slish trust among all involved.
At the research site, faculty provided constructeedback through anonymous
surveys. Trust was established by giving gradel¢ethe ability to create the
agendas for their PLC/Rtl meetings.

> Learn to collaborate with colleagues verticallyréss grade levels and with
specialists) and horizontally (within the gradedigyv Each grade level needs to
have a clear picture of what was expected fronptheious grade level as well as
what is expected from the next grade level. Wihikeadministration felt there
was a great deal of collaboration occurring witipiade levels, it was noted that

there was a lack of collaboration across gradddeaed between the general
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education teacher and the special education teaétftarts to bridge this gap
would take place in the coming years.

Clearly define for the faculty the approach beisgdiwith the adopted Rtl model.
A clear definition will help the faculty understatite importance of making
decisions as a team if using the problem solving@gch in data analysis.
Provide professional development that addressesih@rtance of using the
problem solving approach and why standard treatietocol is sometimes
necessary to use (Fuchs & Fuchs, 2007).

Consider both qualitative and quantitative datdectibn and analysis (Howard,
2009). When peaks and valleys are seen in progresgoring, the teacher can
provide insight as to what occurred when progressitaring was conducted.
Consideration of a child’s family life, physicalgimems, or the difficulty of the
particular passage given for progress monitorirefedo be discussed when
making decisions. During data analysis in Rtl nmggt, faculty noted that when a
student’s data point dipped, the progress moniggpaissage was particularly
difficult. Faculty also discussed anything thatyrhave been going on in a
student’s home life that could have an effect @irttvork at school.

Provide clear definitions in regard to literacy amdhat is being assessed. Do not
limit assessment to one particular construct efdity. Provide multiple
assessments designed to show the areas of concerach student identified as
at-risk. A major concern of the participants waat tonly fluency was being
assessed. Some students were fluent but werdleotttacomprehend.

Comprehension was left out of the assessment. r&lgaaticipants stated that

153



they felt a variety of assessments were neededlasartore appropriate
interventions could be administered to the students

Just as Rtl is not a one-size-fits-all model, titerventions should not be one-
size-fits-all. The point of Rtl is to provide ddffentiated instruction that meets the
needs of each student. Requiring all studentsdeive interventions for fluency
does not meet the specific needs of students. iniportant to find the strengths
and weaknesses of each and every student andttalartervention to the
specific identified problem area (Howard, 2009; KuSchwanenflugel, &
Meisinger, 2010).

Rtl should be for all students, not just the lowaghe class. Some students
needing support will not be identified through threversal screener that is used.
It is important that teachers continue to suppod provide quality instruction to
the students who are capable of performing on gead® as well as those who
are performing above grade level. This recommemdla@ddresses a concern
stated by several participants. They sometimeésseif the other students in the
classroom were being ignored in order to work \hid students in need of
intervention.

Continue to seek ways to provide teachers the timprofessional development,
collaboration, and the administration of intervens and progress monitoring.
Encourage teachers to think outside the box irethesas as well as in providing
differentiated instruction that is constructivisintered. The administration
encouraged the faculty to think outside the bopelation to finding time to

administer interventions. Faculty was encouragetvork smarter, not harder.”
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» Provide a team of specialists that the facultyfaahsupport and resources
through. A reading specialist should be providedréading instruction, a math
specialist for math instruction, and counselors sgttbol psychologists for
behavioral problems. Provide time for special edion teachers to be in
classrooms on a regular basis to provide classsagport for students with
specific learning disabilities (Allington, 2012).

» Provide new faculty with as much professional depeient (Kratochwill, et al.,
2007) and support as existing faculty. Continuprtavide professional
development for current faculty in order to sustaim model and keep abreast of
recent research. The administration planned ttiruos the professional
development currently in existence as well as mliog the necessary
professional development for new faculty.

> Pre-service teachers should be exposed to andealltawobserve faculty
administer interventions and progress monitoriAjow pre-service teachers to
be a part of the PLC meetings so they are abldtteess the analysis of collected
data and how decisions are made collaborativelys i an area that needs to be
addressed in the research on Response to Intesmento the researcher’s
knowledge, no research has been conducted in ¢éaeofipre-service teacher’'s
knowledge of Rtl. However, from personal convaoset with area principals,
the researcher was advised that pre-service teanked extensive knowledge
concerning Rtl, what it looks like, and what it medo the general education

teacher. Pre-service teachers need experiencaivitly assessments,
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conducting progress monitoring, collecting datal analyzing data in order to

plan their day to day instruction.

Role of the Researcher and Reflection

As a researcher and practicing educator, theofaleflection is extremely useful
in discovering areas of needed practice. As areker, it was discovered that research
is a time consuming and, often times, messy cocisti@ne cannot hurry through
research; all aspects of the research require atietjme. The researcher’s personality
dictated that all interviews needed to be complé&fdre data analysis could be started.
This proved to be a hindrance to the researchysisatould, and should, have begun as
soon as one interview was transcribed.

As the participants discussed the issue of noagiméime to do what was
expected, the researcher discovered timing wassare ias well. Conducting and writing
research cannot be rushed. Having to deal witln@ ¢onstraint in finishing this
research led to many hours of agonizing work afldagon. One cannot put time limits
when writing up the many hours of research witrexgeriencing a few meltdowns. A
lesson learned from this researcher is to provigsself with a plethora of hours and days
to adequately disseminate, analyze, and write.

As an educator, the research conducted has beainable in understanding the
underpinnings of Response to Intervention as vgehi@v to prepare the nation’s future
teachers. Having the responsibility of helpingpare future teachers, the researcher has
determined that pre-service teachers need a skrumgledge base of why Response to
Intervention is necessary for determining the djgeneeds of each of their future

students. Pre-service teachers need to be adppvading differentiated instruction,
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knowledgeable of various assessments that canrhdifferentiated instruction, and be
able to determine the appropriate interventionrdudifferentiated instruction. It is the
researchers hope that as her practicum studentstagent teachers enter their field
experiences that they will be allowed to experiestaspects of Rtl under the guidance
of a highly qualified teacher.
Limitations of Study

The researcher recognizes limitations to this sasgy. The research may be
difficult to replicate for several reasons. Thase study is a bounded case in which one
elementary school within one district is participgt Response to Intervention is not a
one-size-fits-all model. Each school must deciol to meet the needs of their students
by remaining flexible and open to change (LembKd,@. Because of the variance of
Rtl models, even within school districts, case &sidf schools implementing Rtl will all
look different. However, other schools may benkediin the research gathered through
this study to determine what is needed to implerhsuccessfully.

Another limitation to consider is the willingnesifaculty to participate.
Although the faculty was assured that there woelahd repercussions from participating,
all but one of the focus group declined an indialdaterview, did not want to be audio-
taped during the group interview, or be quotedatiye On more than one occasion, a
participant asked how her comments would be usdteimesearch. The researcher
assured each person that anonymity would take phette writing with only the
participant’s assigned number given during theimgiof this dissertation. The
researcher assumed that the participants woulderisterview questions and journal

prompts honestly and not give answers that theareser was expecting to hear.
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A final limitation seen by the researcher is thetfthat the researcher’s job as a
university assistant professor and practicum sug@rvequires constant communication
with faculty and administration in the researcle.sifs discussed in the previously, the
researcher places practicum students at thisrsiteraist observe the pre-service teacher
candidates teach lessons. A possibility existsttieresearcher and the participant of the
study had a previous relationship that may affeetdutcome of interview questions and
journal prompts.

Recommendations for Future Research

Future research should be conducted in regarcetortplementation of Response
to Intervention. First, this study was conductedrt the year preceding
implementation and the first full year of implematidn. As the remaining components
of Rtl are added at this school, research couldimoa which would document fully the
changes that occurred over the four to five yeagsiired to implement Rtl. It would be
interesting to see what further changes are matleetmodel as well as how the teachers
and school adjusts to the “re-culturing.”

This study followed one elementary school in regardhanging to Rtl. It may
be interesting to compare schools within the disas Rtl is implemented. Furthermore,
it would be interesting to compare the implementabf Rtl among districts within a
state as well as from state to state.

Finally, Rtl is designed to be a fluid model meanstudents move from one tier
to another depending on how they respond to intdimes. A study looking at how often
students move from tier to tier and the effects$ thay occur by moving between tiers

may provide insight on the effectiveness of Respdadntervention.
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Appendix A: Interview Protocols — Phase One andsehrwo
Introduction

Thank you for your time and willingness to parteti@. As you know, | am interested in
researching the implementation of Response tovetgion in your school. 1 am
specifically interested in the changes that areoogy with you, your reading specialist,
and your faculty. If the questions are general @gtract, you may volunteer any detail
you wish. Please do not use any student namesumayswers. You also have the
option of declining to answer any of the questid»s.you have any questions before we
start?

Interview Questions for Administrator

1. How did you identify students needing interventimiore implementing
Response to Intervention?

2. Describe the Response to Intervention model ydooaowill be using.

3. What assessments will be used to determine studeeting Tier Two or Tier
Three interventions?

4. What interventions will your faculty be using?

5. How do you think Response to Intervention will htdp teachers? The reading
specialist? The students?

6. What type of training are your teachers receiviafpke implementation?

7. Describe the support your faculty will have duringplementation?

8. What kind of impact do you feel this will have oouy faculty, your students, and
your school?

9. How are parents involved in this process?

Interview Questions for Faculty

1. How did you identify struggling students before implementation of Response
to Intervention?

2. How do you feel about implementing Response taetaion?

3. Discuss any apprehension you feel towards impleimgiResponse to
Intervention.

4. Describe the training you have received concertiiegmplementation of
Response to Intervention.

5. Do you feel Response to Intervention will help yoteaching your struggling
students? How?
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6. Do you feel Response to Intervention will help ystruggling students? How do
you think it will help?

7. Describe how you feel when you work with strugglstgdents.

8. How has your instruction changed since the impldateam of Response to
Intervention?

9. Do you feel you have the support you need to usp®ese to Intervention
effectively?

10. Are parents involved in the process? How are theglved?

Closing

Now that we are done, do you have any questionglyike to ask me about this
research project? If you want to contact me ldtere is my contact information. | may
need to contact you later for additional questionslarification. Can | also have your
follow-up contact information? | will contact yat a later date to schedule another final
interview for this research.
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Appendix B: Focus Group Interview Protocol
Introduction

Thank you for your time and willingness to parteti@. As you know, | am interested in
researching the implementation of Response tovetgion in your school. 1 am
specifically interested in the changes that areoogy with you, your reading specialist,
and your faculty. If the questions are general @gtract, you may volunteer any detail
you wish. Please do not use any student namesumayswers. You also have the
option of declining to answer any of the questid»s.you have any questions before we
start?

Interview Questions for Focus Group
Initial Interview

1. Describe the training you have received concerRagponse to Intervention.

2. Do you feel you are prepared for Rtl after receguinis training? Why or why

not?

What type of resources have you been given to siggt@ventions?

Do you feel that you have adequate resources? aiviwny not?

5. Do you feel that you are prepared to implemenirberventions you have been
given? Why or why not?

6. What type of support do you have in implementinty Ris it adequate? Why or
why not?

7. Describe how you feel about Rtl and the implemeaat

8. How do you think Rtl will affect your teaching?

9. How do you think Rtl will affect your daily schea

10.How do you think Rtl will help your students?

W

Concluding Interview

How has Rtl affected your school?

How has Rtl affected your daily schedule?

How has Rtl affected your teaching?

What benefits have you seen since the implementafi&tl?

In your opinion, is Rtl effective in identifyingrsiggling students? Are struggling
students receiving the help they need to succesdhaol?

a s ownhPE

Closing
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Now that we are done, do you have any questionglyike to ask me about this
research project? If you want to contact me ldtere is my contact information. | may
need to contact you later for additional questionslarification. Can | also have your
follow-up contact information? | will contact yai a later date to schedule another final
interview for this research.

Appendix C: Journal Prompts
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Journal Prompts for Faculty

What interventions have you used this month?

Do you find the bi-weekly Rtl meetings helpful?st, how are they helpful? If
not, why?

Do you feel progress monitoring is giving an adegumcture of the students’
growth or lack of growth?

How has your instruction changed over the courdbisfyear? Has the
implementation of Rtl made you change your methiadsiruction?

Have you received adequate support, resourcedrainohg over the past 2 years
of implementing RtI?

Journal Prompts for Administration

How has Rtl affected the way you lead your faculty?

What have you done to support the faculty throughioeiimplementation
process?

What kinds of changes have you seen in your fadaltggards to the type of
instruction they give?

Do you feel you have effectively implemented Rtl?

Describe ways that you keep your faculty motivatedccept the changes that
were necessary for Rtl to be implemented.

Appendix D: Parent Notification Letter
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Parent
Notification
of Tier 2
Supports

Date: 3/29/2012
Dear Parent/ Guardian,

Re:

Our school is currently using a model of educatico@port called Response to Intervention (Rtl).
Under this instructional model, 3 levels (callei@rs") of educational support and intervention are
provided to students based on their instructioealds. Our school-based instructional team

(Rtl Team) uses data collected from brief screeagsgessments to determine the appropriate tier for
each student. Tier 1 refers to core instruction@amdculum provided to all students. Tier 2 refers

to an additional level of support which involvefoamal intervention plan written in conjunction

with the child's teacher and the Rtl team. Tieeférs to the most intensive supports available in

the school.

Screening and progress monitoring data has ireticiat your student might benefit from Tier 2
supports in addition to Tier 1 instruction. Andntention plan has been developed to assist your
child in the area afeading fluency. As part of the Tier 2 intervention plan, therntewill collect
frequent data (progress monitoring) to measure gtudent's growth in relation to the intervention.

The effectiveness of the Rtl Team’s plan will beribored and communicated to you. Every 4
weeks a graph of your child’s progress monitoriatadwill be available for you. For many children,
Tier 2 interventions are sufficient to resolve kifficulties. Other children may require additel
resources. Your child will not be identified foreT 3 support without your notification. Shouldwo
have any questions feel free to contact your childacher or the Rtl Team Coordinator.

Sincerely,

Classroom Teacher

Rtl Team Coordinator

Administrator
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Appendix E: Tier 2 Intervention Log Sheet

Intervention Log

Tier2

Hﬂnindm# interwention and the duration of intensention session in minetes. Note aoy student
oF teacher absence. Please indicate days wheri proginss monitaring data was collected with "Pa®.

Friday
dan. 13
Jan. 20
Jan. 27
dan 30 lan, 31 Feb.31 i Feb. 3
Feb G Eeh. 7 Eeb. 8 feb. 8 Eeb, 10
Feb, 13 Eeb. 14 Feb. 15 feb. 16 Eeb. 17
PM-Progress Meaitor Fl-Fuld In
5-Succensmaker CH-Cold Read/Hot Resd
SIMI-Say IWMove It IT-3 Trys With Fry's Sight WaordsPhrasess

FCRR-Flardin Center for Reading Research Intervention
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Appendix F: Observation Protocol for Interventions

Date of Observation Participant #
Tier 1 Students  Tier 2 Students Tier 3 Studénts erhntion Duration of
Given Intervention
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Appendix G: Informed Consent Form

H-A1

University of Oklahoma
Institutional Review Board
Informed Consent to Participate in a Research Study

Project Tithe: Responsa o Inlervention: Indlafing a School's Changs
Principal Investigator: Rhonda Marms )
Department: Inatructonal Leadership and Academic CurmiculurmdReading

Yoau are being asked o voluneer for this mesearch study. This sludy is being conducted
at Crogs Timbers Elementary Schoal, Edmond, OK. You weie selected a5 o possibie
participant because of the implementalion of Reaponse to Interventicn in your schoaol,

Please read this [ormn and ask any guestions thial you may have belore agresng o fake
part in this study.

Purpoze of the Research Study

The purpesa of thes study i to gain knowledge of how adminisiralons, facully, and
reading specialists view the implementation of Besponse 1o Intervention (RH) Into their
school Responee to Intervention is consldered to be a process to succesadully identify
strugyling stedents and provide infersentions before considering placament into speciat
education. Allhough federally mandated, the mplementation and model is left to the
discretion of each state and sometimes to each school distict  This case study will
{ocus on how the administrator, faculty, and specialists adagt to the changes that come
about with the implementation of Responee to Intervantion. Through the participant's
narratyes and interviews, insight inte implementing Responss to Infervention will be
dizcovered.

Humber of Participants
About 15-20 people will take part in his study,

Procedures
If-wou agree to be in thig study, you will be asked to do the following:

1. Parlicipale in two tengews conducted m early September, 2011 and fate
Marcrvearly April. 2012, These interviesrs will b focus group interviews andiior
personal interviews,  Each interview will be audio taped and franscribed. After
Iranscription, the interview will be reviewed by the interviewss for clarification,
Each Interview will last approximatety ona hour and will consist of, but not Imited
to, ten questions, Each mlerdew wil faks place in the school (teacher's
claasroom, foungs, office, efe) durlng non-instructionad times (befors or after
sichaad),

2. Participants will keep a jaumal (provided by reseanchar) in wiach they will reflact
upon-their fealings toward the implemerdation of Response to Intervention,
Particpants may also reflect upon the successesfasures they experence in

relation o the implementation. tis th nis make a mimimam
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entries should require no mare than 30 minutes of each parbcipant’s time.

3. Parficipants will allow the principal investigator to cbserve the professional
lsaming community meetings held woekly. Observations will oocur weskly or as
needed. Participants will acknowledge that the principal investigator will not
participate in the meatings bul will only make cbservations, collect flald notes,
-mnmwwmﬂhfmmaﬁﬁ-hmmmm

4. Panticipants will allow the principal investigator 1o obsenve in their classmoom
wihde giving interventions and progress monitoring once students have bean
identified as needing Tier 2 interventions. Obsarvations will cogur &5 deamad
necessary. Observations will be of the intervention being given and the progress
maniaring dors by the participant '

Length of Participation

Partcipation |n this study will occur from September, 2011 through April, 2012
Farbicipants will be inlarviewsd two limes during the study.  Each interview will last
approximately one hour and will consist of, but not imited to, 2n questions, Interviews
will take place al the schoo| during non-nstructionsl times. Participants will also be
asked fo keep & refiective journal making 8 mimimum of two joumal enfnes par month
during the collection of data. Each entry shoukd lake no mora than 30 minutes of helr
fime. Refections will centsr upon their feelings toward the implementation of Response
ta Inbervention and any successes/fatlires they may experence.

This study has the following risks:

Participants may perceive a risk of economic less or job Inss associated with
participating |n this research. Each participant is assured that no monatary |oss orf job
loes will oocur by padticipating. Al participants will remain ancnymous and will be
refermed o through the use of a pseudonym, lefter, or number  Participants have the
right ta deny being audic-taped during interviews but may still particpate in the
interviews. During imterviews, no nemes will ba used; in transer &l names will be
omitted, Al the conclusion of coliection of data, participanis will ba asked If they would
likke & oopy of the data or if they prefer the data (o be destroyed. |f parlicipants choose
not to be audio-taped, & note-taker will be present who has no affiliation with tha
University of Okishoma or Cross Timbers Elementary, The note-taksr will not haws any
access to any other data collected and will not transcribe the notes taken during the
Iintarview,

Benefits of being in the study are none.

Confidontiality
In published rapors. thare will be no information included that will make it possible o
identify you without your permission. Research records will be stored securely and only
approvid ressarchers will have sccess (o the records.
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assurance and data anslysis. These organizations include members of the principal
investigators doctoral commities, D, Priscita Grmith (advison), and the OU Instilutional
Rewiew Boand.

Compensation

You will be reimbursed for your lime and participation in this study. Rebmbursameant will
ba in the form of a $10 Pansra git card which will be defivered at the end of the study ar
if the participant choases lo slop participating before the end of the study

Voluntary Nature of the Study
Participation in thes study s voluntary. If you withdraw or dechine participation, you will
not bie penalized or lose benefils or services unrelated to the study, If you declde 1o

parficipate, you may decling o answer any guestion and may choosea to withdraw at any
fime,

Walvers of Elements of Confidentiality

Your nama will not ba linked with your responses unless you specifically agree to be
identified. Please select one of the following options.

| consent o being guoled directly.

| do not consent to being quoted directly.
| consent to having my name reponed with quoted malernal
| de not consent to having my nams reported with quoled mates|al

Audio Recording of Study Activities

To assist with accurate racording of participant responses, inlendews may be recorded
on an audio recording dovice. You have the right 1o refusa to aliow such recording
without penalty. If you choose to not be recorded, you may still participate in the
imtervizw. If participants choose not to be audio-taped, a nole-taker will bo present who
has ne affilistion with the Universiy of Oklahoma or Cross Timbers Elementary. The
note-laker will notl have any access to any ofher data collecied and will not transcribe
the notes taken during the interview. The note-taker will sign a confidentiality
agreament.

Plaase salect one of the following options.

| consent te sudio recording. _ Yes No.

Contacts and Questions

If you have concerns or complaints about the research, the researcher(s) conducting

this study can be contacted at 405-735-3035 (home). 918-284-6213 (o=}, S05-425-
APPROVED APPROVAL
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There are organizations that may inspect and/or copy your nesearch recards for quality
assurance and data analysis. These arganzations incdude mambars of the prncipal
mwestigators doctoral committee, D, Priscila Griffith (advisor), and the QU institutional
Raview Board,

Compensation

ou will be reimbursed for your time and participation in this study. Reimbursement will
be in the form of 2 510 Panera gift card which will be dellverad at the end af the £tudy or
if the participant chooses to atop participating before the end of the atudy

Voluntary Nature of the Study

Participation in this study is voluntany. If you withdraw or decline participation, you will
not be penalized of loze benafils of services unrelated ta the study. If you decide to
Fltaﬂic-"lpat-E, you may decline to answer any question and may choose towithdraw at any
tirne.

Waivers of Elements of Confidentiality

Your name will nat be linked with your résponses unless you specifically agras 14 be
idantified. Please seftact ona of the following options

| eonzant o baing quoted directy.
| do not consent to being quoted directhy.
I censent to having my name reported with quoted matarial,

I do nad congent 1o having my nama reportad with quoted matarial

Audio Recording of Study Activities

To-assist with accurate recording of participant responses. Intariews may be racorded
on an audio recording deviee. You have tha night to refuss fo allow such recording
without penalty. If you choose to not be recorded, you may still paricipate in the
Interview. If participants choose not fo be sudic-taped, a note-taker will ba prasent who
has no affiliation with the University of Oklahoma or Cross Timbers Elementary. The
nota-taker will not have any access o any other data collected and will not transcriba
he notas taken during the nterview. The note-taker will sign a confidentiality
agreement,

Plesse selact one of the following optlons:

lconsent toaudm recording. — Yes Mo,

Contacts and Questions
IFyou have concems or compiaints about the ressarch, the researcher(s) conducting
this studly can be contacted at 405-735-3035 {home), 518-284-6918 (oell), 405-925-
APPROVED APPROVAL
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8447 (ofMce), of thonda morrs@oc edy. You may also contact Dy, Priscilla Griffith,
research advisor, at ponffih@ou.edu or 405-325-2524 (office].

Contact the researcher(s) f you have questions or i1 you have experienced a
research-ratated njury,

if you have any questions about your rights as a research participant. concarns, or
complaints about the research and wish o talk to someone other than ndividuals on the
research team or if you cannot reach the research team, you may contact the University
of Dklahoma — Norman Campus insiftutional Review Board (DU-NC IRB) al 405-325-
8110 or b @owedu.

You will be given a copy of this information to keep far your records. If you are
not given & copy of this consent form, please request one.

Statement of Consent

| hawe read the above information. | have asked questions and have recetved
satisfactory answers. | consent 1o parficipate in the study.

Slgnatura DCata

i [ 050 m m IHB mm P*"Iﬂ

182



Appendix H: Demographic Information Sheet
Demographic Information Questionnaire

. How many students are currently enrolled in younost?

. What percentage of the student body is classifsededing services in special

education?

. What percentage of the student body is in needegspBnse to

Intervention?

. What percentage of the student body qualify forftee/reduced lunch

program?

. What percentage of the student body falls intafdllewing ethnic categories?

a. Caucasian

African American

Hispanic

Asian

Native American

f. Other

. What percentage of the student body falls intaf@lewing socio-economic

categories based on family income?
a. $20,000-$35,000
b. $35,000-$50,000
c. $50,000-$75,000
d. Above $75,000

. Describe the community environment surroundingsiti®ol.

®caoo
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Appendix |: Student Data Graph

School Assessment: DIBELS Oral Reading Fluency- WCPM
Grade 4 Teacher:
Tier
Tier 1 At Risk 2a Tier 2b Tier 3 Aimline Notes
8/15/2011
8/22/2011
8/29/2011
9/5/2011 25
9/12/2011
9/19/2011
9/26/2011 37 Tier 1 at-risk
10/3/2011 49
10/10/2011 44
10/17/2011
10/24/2011 48
10/31/2011
11/7/2011 47 47 47
11/14/2011 60 Tier 2a
11/21/2011 56
11/28/2011 56
12/5/2011 61
12/12/2011 40
12/19/2011 Break

12/26/2011 Winter Break
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1/2/2012

1/9/2012

1/16/2012

1/23/2012

1/30/2012

2/6/2012

2/13/2012

2/20/2012

2/27/2012

3/5/2012

3/12/2012

3/19/2012

3/26/2012

4/2/2012

4/9/2012

4/16/2012

4/23/2012

4/30/2012

5/7/2012

5/14/2012

5/21/2012

67

49

63

68

48

59

60

77

65

63

67

69

Spring Break

75

75

130 94

Tier 1 At-Risk Intervention/ Notes: Successmaker reading 4x per week/15 min
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Tier
3b

lier
3a

Te/S
- YT/S
- LIS

- 0E/Y
RX4i%
- 9T/Y
- 6/7

- ClY

- 9¢/€
- 6T/
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Appendix J: Fry’'s Phrases

Fry Instant Phrases

The words in these phrases come from Dr. Edwar Fngtant Word List (High Frequency
Words). According to Fry, the first 300 words irtist represent about 67% of all the words

students encounter in their reading.
First 100 Words/Phrases

The people

Who will make it?
He called me.
When would you go?
One or two
Come and get it.
This is a good day.
Now and then
Not now

So there you are.
We were here
One more time
Into the water

Up in the air
Each of us

If we were older
It may fall down.
From my room
Give them to me.
An angry cat
This is my cat.
Two of us

See the water
When will we go?
Number two

Go down

A long way to go

Write it down

You and |

We had their dog.
No way

How long are they?
How many words?
Can you see?

But not me

Look for some people.
Out of the water
Have you seen it?
We like to write.

It's about time

She said to go

He has it.

There was an old man

With his mom

It's been a long time.
Then we will go.
May | go first?

That dog is big.

Did you see it?

As big as the first
How did they get it?
More people

All or some

When did the
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By the water
What will they do
What did they?
A number of people
More than tteo
Part of ithe t
Sit down.
Go find her
I like him.
A long time
Could you go?
All day long
The other pleo
Which way?
What are these?
It'suse
At your house
Will ybea good?
Now is thred
Write your name
Get ons.
The first word
But nother
Fromééo there
Look up
Did you like it?



