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 Implementing a Response to Intervention (RTI) system within a public school 

district includes several variables, one of which is identifying the contributing factors that 

are utilized to determine if a student may require more intense instructional interventions 

to achieve academic success.  In districts with a majority Hispanic student population, 

RTI may take on an added dimension as it prompts educators to be culturally responsive 

in their determinations. Student performance is the treasure, which districts measure by 

way of state mandated assessments; in turn, assessing RTI’s effectiveness.  The purpose 

of this study was to identify the factors considered by educators within one school district 

in the referral and placement of Hispanic students into Tier II and Tier III of Response to 

Intervention (RTI), and the academic achievement of Hispanic students enrolled in Tier II 

and Tier III RTI in comparison to peers not enrolled in Tier II or Tier III RTI.  This study 

utilized a concurrent mixed method research design, which involved a survey with both 

close- and open-ended items distributed to the district’s 4th and 5th grade teachers; 

additionally, a comparative analysis was performed between student scores on two state 

mandated assessment editions for students enrolled in Tier II RTI compared to those in 
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Tier I.  Analysis of the data yielded three emergent themes:  The need for ongoing 

Professional Development; Time; and, Duration of Interventions. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

Today, a student who graduates from school with a mastery of essential skills and 

knowledge has a good chance of successfully competing in the global market 

place, with numerous opportunities to lead a rewarding adult life. In stark 

contrast, students who fail in school are at greater risk of poverty, welfare 

dependency, incarceration, and early death. With such high stakes, educators 

today are like tightrope walkers without a safety net, responsible for meeting the 

needs of every student, with little room for error (Burns, Appleton, & Stehouwer, 

2005, p. 382). 

Since the publication of A Nation at Risk in 1983, concerns and challenges have persisted 

to the American educational enterprise to meet the needs of every student.  A Nation at 

Risk ushered in a new era in education and became the catalyst for local education 

agencies to identify and adopt any one of numerous available initiatives, which promote 

academic success for all students (Castro-Villarreal, Rodriguez, & Moore, 2014; 

Murakami-Ramalho & Wilcox, 2012; Rinaldi, Averill, & Stuart, 2012).  The concerns 

and challenges are to provide teaching and learning opportunities and experiences that 

result in student academic success, and develop a citizenry that is career and college 

ready.  A leading concern among educators, policy makers, and parents, however, is the 

number of students in the United States who continue to demonstrate low achievement 

levels.  A Nation at Risk sounded the alarm that “the educational foundations of our 

society are presently being eroded by a rising tide of mediocrity that threatens our very 

future as a Nation and people” (A Nation at Risk, 1983,p. 9), but it did not offer systemic 
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structural change.  The No Child Left Behind Act [NCLB] (2002) and the Individuals with 

Disabilities Education Act [IDEA] (2004) did, however, call for sweeping structural 

changes to the American educational system at every level (Barrio & Combes, 2014; 

Greenfield, Rinaldi, Proctor, & Cardarelli, 2010; Rinaldi, Averill, & Stuart, 2010; Wedl, 

2005).   

NCLB intensified the roles and responsibilities for educators, which included 

increased accountability standards and implementation of high-stakes testing.  Included 

among the specifics to accountability was the challenge to recognize and monitor the 

performance of students by sub-groups, such as race/ethnicity, English Language 

Learners, learning disabled, and those identified as at-risk.  Similarly, the reauthorization 

of IDEA challenged educators at all levels by revising how students with learning 

disabilities are identified.  The increased accountability standards for public schools gave 

rise to the number of students identified as learning disabled (LD), and a pattern of 

overrepresentation of students who are Hispanic appeared to increase with these 

additional pressures (Barrio & Combes, 2014; Castro-Villarreal, Rodriguez, & Moore, 

2014; Rinaldi, Averill, & Stuart, 2010).     

While the intensified roles and responsibilities presented by NCLB and IDEA 

affect education stakeholders at all levels -- state, district, campus, and classroom -- the 

stakeholders who are most in direct contact with students, teachers, are called upon to 

intimately meet the incumbent challenges.  Teachers’ professional capacity, ongoing 

professional development, attitude, and understanding of and towards NCLB, IDEA, and 

other adopted initiatives directly impact the degree to which requirements and initiatives 
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will be implemented and result in increased student achievement (Barrio & Combes, 

2014; Castro-Villarreal, Rodriguez, & Moore, 2014).  The challenge posed to educational 

administrators to ensure teachers are well-prepared and well-versed in NCLB and IDEA 

are numerous, and include building capacity within teachers of matters such as working 

with learning disabled students in the mainstream classroom who previously were 

removed and provided special education services in a setting away from that classroom.  

Regular education teachers now share in the responsibility to provide instruction to 

students identified for special education or behavioral issues along with their regular 

education students.  This requires incorporating differentiated instructional practices and 

strategies at every level of classroom teaching and learning to address each student based 

on his/her educational needs and performance levels.  These challenges elicit a system, 

model, or process that a teachers can adopt and implement to ensure they are meeting 

students’ academic needs, especially those of struggling students – a model that 

necessarily includes proactive interventions (Barrio & Combes, 2014; Castro-Villarreal, 

Rodriguez, & Moore, 2014; Greenfield, Rinaldi, Proctor, & Cardarelli, 2010; Rinaldi, 

Averill, & Stuart, 2010; Wedl, 2005).     

The shifting roles and responsibilities of teachers elicited by IDEA calls for a shift 

in the paradigm through which teachers’ attitudes, behaviors, and beliefs are 

operationalized.  IDEA essentially requires teachers to re-visit how they teach, as well as 

consider their attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors towards teaching.  In case after case, 

however, teachers have no standards with which to compare what and how they teach. 

Their attitudes and practices are all they know and their current experiences impact the 
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effectiveness of an innovation (Barrio and Combes, 2014).  The teachers’ experiences 

may create initial resistance to any changes, and the manner in which an innovation is 

introduced and sustained (e.g., with ongoing professional development, collaboration 

among colleagues, and monitoring) will impact a change in teachers’ attitudes, beliefs, 

practices, and ultimately the effectiveness of an innovation.  Overwhelmingly, teachers 

are committed to the best interests of students; however, the process to implement an 

innovation can be thwarted by a perceived lack of consistent guidance and professional 

development.  An innovation is as strong as the foundation upon which it is built. 

(Greenfield, Rinaldi, Proctor, & Cardarelli, 2010).  Since innovations are in the best 

interests of students, teachers are overwhelmingly supportive of innovations that promise 

to effectuate IDEA requirements and provide the opportunity for early detection, 

prevention, and support systems to address the needs of struggling students (Barrio & 

Combes, 2014; Castro-Villarreal, Rodriguez, & Moore, 2014; Greenfield, Rinaldi, 

Proctor, & Cardarelli, 2010; Rinaldi, Averill, & Stuart, 2010). 

One initiative that provides early detection, prevention, and support systems to 

identify struggling students and assist them before they fall behind is the Response to 

Intervention (RTI) framework.  RTI is based on the notion of determining whether an 

adequate or inadequate change in academic or behavioral performance has been achieved 

because of an intervention (Gresham, 2002).  RTI came about initially in response to the 

over-identification of struggling students as special education students.  RTI gained 

prominence amidst the reauthorization of IDEA (2004), which recognized the need to 

improve early intervention and identification for struggling students, some of whom may 
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need special services (Wedl, 2005).  RTI is not a mandate of IDEA; however, its model 

was recommended as the basis to improve how schools provide early intervention and 

identification.  IDEA addresses legal requirements for accommodating individuals with 

disabilities in an educational setting, both in a regular classroom settings and, where 

necessary, in specialized settings.  RTI was initially conceptualized as a means to 

determine special education eligibility; however, RTI was later broadened to include the 

process to determine educational strategies for the prevention of academic difficulties 

(Fuchs, Fuchs, & Stecker, 2010).  

Response to Intervention integrates assessment and intervention within a multi-

level prevention system to maximize student achievement and reduce behavioral 

problems.  With RTI, schools use data to identify students at risk of poor learning 

outcomes, monitor progress, provide evidence-based interventions and adjust 

intensity and nature of those interventions depending on a student’s 

responsiveness, and identify students with learning disabilities or other disabilities 

(National Center for Response to Intervention [NCRTI], 2010, p. 2).	    

RTI has been implemented in all 50 states (Hoover, Baca, Wexler-Love, & Saenz, 

2008), and, while there are various iterations of the RTI model among states, its essential 

components remain constant: a school-wide multi-level instructional and behavioral 

system for preventing school failure; screening; progress monitoring; and data-based 

decision making for instruction, movement within the multi-level system, and disability 

identification (in accordance with state law) (NCRTI, 2010, p. 1; Wedl, 2005).  The work 

to implement an RTI system evokes challenge.  In tandem with educators’ paradigm 
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shift, there exist structural variables to address and ensure there is congruence between 

them and the goals of the RTI system.  Challenges to implementing an RTI system 

include addressing persistently low student achievement, especially in urban schools; 

ensuring a clearly defined curriculum is in place with instructional coherence; 

maintaining high experience levels among instructional staff; implementing effective data 

management systems; and maintaining high level student expectations (Ahram, 

Stembridge, Fergus, & Noguera, n/d; Mellard, n/d; Murakami-Ramalho & Wilcox, 2012; 

Reeves, Bishop, & Gabler Firce, 2010).   

The requisite synergy to meet the challenges to implement a RTI system, as well 

as meet the requirements and fulfill the intent and purpose of NCLB and IDEA, create a 

unique environment within which a school district, campus, and classroom are to provide 

an equal educational opportunity for every student.  The contributing factors as identified 

by educational professionals, and student outcomes as measured by specific assessments 

are two domains that can provide a baseline to assess the effectiveness of a school, which 

is striving to meet the composite challenges.   

Statement of the Problem 

NCLB, IDEA, and RTI each present in-turn a challenge to the educational 

enterprise.  The enterprise is challenged to create systems where NCLB, IDEA, and RTI 

intersect in service to all students.  There is significant pressure to improve student 

achievement, not only from the federal government, but state government as well.  The 

focus on improving student achievement includes special emphasis to recognize and 

monitor the performance of students by sub-groups, such as race/ethnicity, English 
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Language Learners, learning disabled, and those identified as at-risk (U.S. Department of 

Education, 2004, 2008).  School districts have many RTI system options to exercise in 

order to fulfill the various mandates as prescribed by federal and state legislation specific 

to Hispanic students.  A variable that a district controls is identifying the contributing 

factors such as personnel and practices utilized to determine what level of support within 

an RTI system a student requires.  Additionally, how Hispanic students’ perform within 

an RTI system may be evidence to suggest success in increasing Hispanic student 

achievement as intended by NCLB and IDEA. 

Research has indicated that there is a significant discrepancy in the academic 

achievement of students who have been identified as language minorities.  The data 

indicate that, across the country, there are inequities of resources, educational 

opportunities, and achievement directly related to areas where there is a high 

concentration of minorities (Castagno & Maughan, 2007).  In addition, these minority 

students have been overrepresented in special education programs when compared to 

White students, and placement of minority students in special programs has limited their 

access to a rigorous curriculum (NRC, 2002).  Researchers in the Netherlands performed 

a longitudinal study to distinguish the progress of mainstream students as compared to 

students segregated in special education programs.  The results of the study indicate that 

when students are mainstreamed, they are able to reach their academic potential and 

progress academically as opposed to when they are segregated (Peetsma, Vergeer, 

Roeleveld, & Karsten, 2001).  
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Recent research on international educational outcome data across multiple nations 

across the world have influenced the perception that Americans are failing as compared 

to other countries around the globe.  Urban schools in the United States for years have 

staggered due to an environment of disruption, violence, decaying buildings, poor-quality 

teaching, and limited resources.  Unfortunately, many urban schools include students who 

are “poor, minority, and immigrant” (Louis & Miles, 1991, p. 17).  In discussions about 

closing or bridging the achievement gap in education, many researchers reason that the 

“gap” in question is among groups of students from various cultural and socioeconomic 

backgrounds. Stakeholders are vigorously searching for solutions in an attempt to tackle a 

problem that has worsened over the years.  

Schools that have a population of predominately Hispanic low socioeconomic 

students have historically not had high levels of student achievement.  The Texas 

Education Agency (2009) reported that Hispanics have the highest number and highest 

percentage of dropouts in the state.  This high number and high percentage are attributed 

to a number of factors; but in almost every case, it is a reflection of the poor academic 

performance of students.  When students have to cope with social factors such as poverty, 

nutrition, and divorce, and then compound the problem with poor performance, they 

ultimately make the decision to end their educational opportunities (Verdugo, 2010).  At 

the same time there is a growing percentage of special education students who come from 

a language-minority background and who are essentially underachieving when compared 

against their peers (Samson & Lesaux, 2009).  In fact, many schools today have had a 

difficult time differentiating between students who are English language learners (ELL) 
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having problems acquiring a second language or having a learning deficiency in their 

native language (Rinaldi & Samson, 2008).  Researchers question the validity of tests that 

label students as LD because of their inability to read and these researchers suggest that 

school staff could be neglecting the fact that students who have limited English 

proficiency struggle in obtaining progress with literacy due to the language barrier rather 

than to a learning disability.  

A bigger issue is the significant variation in practices used to identify students for 

special services across the country.  When a student is identified with a learning 

disability, for example, a professional assessment is made of the level of intellectual 

ability the student demonstrates as compared to his demonstrated achievement level.  

This discrepancy can be determined in a subjective manner and, as a result, criteria varies 

from state-to-state regarding the amount of discrepancy that is required in order to qualify 

a student for special education services (Ortiz, Wilkenson, Robertson-Courtney, & 

Kushner, 2006).  Much of the data often relies on what parents report and multiple test 

scores that are contradictory in just about every state.  In California, language minority 

students increased by 345% in special education between the years of 1994-1999 even 

though there was only a 12% increase in the language minority population (Artiles & 

Ortiz, 2002).  This issue of identification has created a myriad of obstacles facing 

Hispanic students.  Students who have been identified for special education programs 

have traditionally scored below the norm on standardized tests and have evidenced high 

rates of retention and attrition (Ortiz et al., 2006). 
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The Hispanic student experience challenges the American educational system to 

fulfill the intent and purpose of NCLB and IDEA, providing equal educational 

opportunities for all students, through programs and services that are culturally 

responsive.  An RTI system is one model that has among its core tenets providing 

differentiated instruction that is culturally responsive.  Additionally, an RTI system 

provides a framework to deliver instructional intervention strategies to assist struggling 

students to achieve academic success, and to allocate guidance for students who may 

require special services (National Council on Response to Intervention [NCRTI], 2010). 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study is to identify the factors considered by educators within 

one school district in the referral and placement of Hispanic students into Tier II and Tier 

III of Response to Intervention (RTI), and to examine the academic achievement of 

Hispanic students enrolled in Tier II and Tier III RTI in comparison to peers not enrolled 

in Tier II or Tier III RTI.  This study is situated within a RTI system that includes three 

levels of interventions:  Tier I, which is aligned to the general curriculum provided all 

students; Tier II, which includes a lower level of intensified interventions; and Tier III, 

which includes the most intense interventions (NCRTI, 2010). 

Research Questions 

In order to fulfill the purpose of this study, the following research questions are 

investigated: 

1. What factors have contributed to Hispanic students being referred to Response 

to Intervention (RTI) programs? 
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2. Does the length of time that students spend receiving RTI services have an 

impact on Hispanic student performance on state exams? 

Research Design 

 This study utilized a mixed-methods research design.  The research design was 

chosen to collect, analyze, and interpret various data sources in order to best answer the 

research questions of the study, and included quantitative and qualitative data.  The 

quantitative and qualitative data were collected concurrently.  The purpose of this form of 

research was that both qualitative and quantitative research, in combination provide a 

better understanding of a research problem or issue than either research approach alone 

(Ferrell, 2012; Creswell, 2003).  Quantitative research methods tell us “if” and qualitative 

methods tell us “why or how” (Ferrell, 2012, p. 258).  Mixed-methods’ primary purpose 

is:  

[to] employ the methods that will best serve the theoretical perspective of the 

researcher…[it] maybe be able to give voice to diverse perspectives, to better 

advocate for participants or to better understand a phenomenon or process that is 

changing as a result of being studied (Creswell, 2003, p. 216). 

 The quantitative data of this study were 4th and 5th grade students’ reading scores 

for two separate assessments, and results of a survey distributed to all 4th and 5th grade 

teachers.  The students’ reading scores were derived from two sources: one set of student 

scores were derived from the student academic achievement reports for a state mandated 

assessment (i.e., the State of Texas Assessments of Academic Readiness (STAAR)) 

provided by the Texas Education Agency to districts and schools by way of the state’s 
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Academic Excellence Indicator System (AEIS); and, the second set of student scores 

were derived from results of students’ performance on an earlier version of the STAAR.  

The results of a survey distributed to 4th and 5th grade teachers, in which participants were 

asked to select a response according to a Likert scale, comprised additional data.  

The study included data sources such as the teacher survey responses, state student 

academic achievement reports (i.e., Academic Excellence Indicator System), field notes, 

and RTI related artifacts.  The AEIS reports represent the quantitative data sources, and 

the field notes and artifacts represent the qualitative data sources.  The qualitative data 

were derived from responses to open-ended questions that accompanied each item of the 

survey distributed to 4th and 5th grade teachers.  The analysis procedures utilized with the 

data are fully described in the Data Analysis section, Chapter 3, of this document. 

Significance of the Study 

The contributions of this study would be of interest to educators in the K-12 

environment, particularly those situated in schools with a Hispanic population.  The 

challenges presented by NCLB and IDEA imply educators understand the Hispanic 

student background and experience in order to meet their academic needs.  Whatever 

cultural differences may exist among Hispanic students, when compared to traditional 

educational experiences, need to be acknowledged.  Appropriately differentiated 

instructional practices and interventions must be employed in order for Hispanic students 

to achieve academic success, with additional regard for those students who may require 

special services.  Historically, an over-identification of struggling Hispanic students as 

special education students has occurred (Barrio & Combes, 2014; Castro-Villarreal, 
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Rodriguez, & Moore, 2014; Greenfield, Rinaldi, Proctor, & Cardarelli, 2010; Rinaldi, 

Averill, & Stuart, 2010).  Since Hispanics are the most rapidly growing and largest 

minority, it is important that this issue be illuminated so that school staff can develop 

strategies based on what the data indicate are factors contributing to the problem (U.S. 

Census Bureau, 2007).  

The U.S. Department of Education has provided a legal framework to require 

local schools to properly assess learning problems before students can be identified for 

special education services.  The process that is currently implemented in most schools is 

called RTI.  This strategy states that a series of interventions must be provided to 

accelerate instruction before a student is referred for special education services.  These 

interventions are provided in a three-tier process which may be used depending on the 

level of student performance following each tier of intervention.  The interventions 

within each tier must be scientifically research-based (Zirkel, 2011).  The RTI system 

provides early detection, prevention, and support systems to identify struggling students 

and assist them before they fall behind (Gresham, 2002). 

The literature on RTI systems is replete with discussions regarding its framework, 

and the components that define RTI (Hoover, Baca, Wexler-Love, & Saenz, 2008).  The 

literature includes an abundance of exemplars of how a RTI system is implemented 

(Fuchs, Fuchs, & Stecker, 2010).  This study contributes to this literature in providing 

one district’s experience with identifying contributing factors considered in determining 

when or if a student may require additional academic interventions, according to a RTI 

system framework. 
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The literature is essentially nonexistent on providing data comparing student 

achievement of Hispanic students enrolled in RTI Tier II and Tier III interventions, 

compared to their peers who are not enrolled in Tier II or Tier III interventions.  My 

study contributes to this body of knowledge by citing one district’s comparative data for 

its fourth and fifth grade students in reading over a particular period of time. 

Furthermore, the results of this study will assist districts to formulate staff 

development opportunities to prevent teachers from allowing misperceptions to influence 

how students are identified when there is a possibility of a language barrier.  In addition, 

districts can review their own data and compare it to national demographic patterns.  

Districts can then review their identification process and interview teachers to furnish 

teachers with tools that will further enhance their ability to identify properly a student in 

a special education program to maintain compliance with the law. 

Definitions 

Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP): A measurement defined by the United States as 

the No Child Left Behind Act that allows the U.S. Department of Education to determine 

how every public school and school district in the country is performing academically 

according to results on standardized tests. 

Admission, Review, and Dismissal Process (ARD): Required by school districts 

under Texas Education Code (TEC) Section 26.0081, this is the process by which a 

designated committee determines student eligibility for special education services, 

develops an individualized education program for a student, advises parents of the 
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student’s rights, reviews student progress periodically, and determines when a student has 

progressed sufficiently to be dismissed from special education services..  

English Language Learners (ELLs): Individuals who are learning English and 

whose primary or native language is not English. The term is usually used in education to 

refer to students who are acquiring English as a second language. 

Free and Appropriate Public Education (FAPE): This term refers to the right of 

students with a disability to remain in public schools and receive educational services 

paid for by the funds allocated for public education, but with appropriate modifications 

needed to address the special needs of the individual student.  This is a civil right that is 

also supported by Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973.  Section 504 protects the 

rights of individuals with disabilities in programs and activities that receive federal 

financial assistance, including federal funds. Section 504 provides that: “No otherwise 

qualified individual with a disability in the United States shall, solely by reason of her or 

his disability, be excluded from the participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be 

subjected to discrimination under any program or activity receiving Federal financial 

assistance” (p. 52). 

Individualized Education Program (IEP): Designed to meet the unique 

educational needs of one child, who may have a disability, as defined by federal 

regulations, the Individualized Education Program is intended to help children reach 

educational goals more easily than they otherwise would if not receiving special services. 

Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) (2004): A federal law that 

guarantees all students between the ages of 3 through 21 with disabilities the right to a 
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free and appropriate public education designed to meet their individual needs. It also 

offers protections for the rights of students with disabilities and their parents. 

Language Minority: A group of students defined by the fact that their primary 

language is spoken by a minority of the population of a particular community, state, or 

nation. 

Learning Disabled (LD): A classification including several disorders in which a 

person has difficulty learning in a typical manner, usually caused by an unknown factor 

or factors. The unknown factor is the disorder that affects the brain’s ability to receive 

and process information, thus evidencing delays in measured educational performance 

Mental Retardation (MR): A generalized disorder appearing before adulthood, 

characterized by significantly impaired cognitive functioning and deficits in two or more 

adaptive behaviors. It has historically been defined as an IQ score under 70. Once 

focused almost entirely on cognition, the definition now includes both a component 

relating to mental (pre-academic and academic) functioning and one relating to 

individuals’ functional skills in their environment (e.g., communication skills and daily 

living skills). As a result, a person with a below-average intelligence quotient (BAIQ) 

may not be considered mentally retarded (MR). 

No Child Left Behind (NCLB): Federal education legislation that supports 

standards-based education reform that is based on the belief that setting high standards 

and establishing measurable goals can improve individual outcomes in education. The 

Act requires states to develop assessments in basic academic skills to be given to all 

students in certain grades, if those states are to receive federal funding for schools. 
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Response to Intervention (RTI): A method of academic intervention used in the 

United States that is designed to provide early, effective assistance to children who are 

having difficulty learning. Response to intervention was also designed to function as one 

part of a databased process of identifying learning disabilities. This method can be used 

at the group and individual level. The RTI method has been developed by proponents as 

an alternative to identifying learning disabilities with the ability-achievement discrepancy 

model that requires children to exhibit a discrepancy between their ability and is often 

measured by IQ testing and academic achievement, as measured by their grades and 

standardized testing. 

Texas Education Agency (TEA): A state agency that provides state-level 

administrative educational policies, federal and state funding resources, and administers 

statewide school accountability systems that report the extent to which public schools 

meet the educational needs of all their students. 

Delimitations 

 The delimitations of this study include several boundaries: 

• This study’s participants were 4th and 5th grade teachers in one Texas school 

district. 

• This study was not concerned with intervention strategies utilized in the RTI 

implementation process, only the contributing factors utilized for identification of 

Hispanic students for special education services. 
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• The study does not include any direct interaction with students only teachers’ use 

of a RTI system and student achievement data in the identification of students for 

special education services. 

Limitations 

 The limitations of this study include several influences that the researcher was not 

able to control: 

• The researcher did not verify (e.g., by examining student files) whether 

curriculum unit tests, observations, and/or formal tests were actually considered 

in determining whether or not students were referred for RTI.  Instead the 

researcher relied on the use of a Likert scale response of a self-report of judgment 

of “importance” of these items by teachers. 

• The researcher serves in central administration at the district in which this study 

is being conducted.  Every attempt was made to mask the identity of all 

participants in order to insure as much as anonymity for participants and prevent 

any bias on the part of the researcher.  

• Teachers’ interpretations and understanding of the survey items were based on 

each one’s perception; there were no scripted definitions or descriptions. 

• The time available to conduct the project. 

• The study is limited to three elementary schools in one school district, and the 

results of this study cannot be generalized to another setting. 
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Theoretical Framework 

 Pragmatism is the guiding epistemology for this study, and a mixed method 

approach is employed as the study’s methodology.   “[For] the mixed methods researcher, 

pragmatism opens the door to multiple methods, different worldviews, and different 

assumptions, as well as to different forms of data collection and analysis in the mixed 

methods study” (Creswell, 2003, p. 12).  Pragmatism provides a basis for the following 

knowledge claims: 

1. Pragmatism is not committed to any one system of philosophy and reality.  

This applies to mixed method research in that inquirers draw liberally 

from both quantitative and qualitative assumptions when they engage in 

their research. 

2. Individual researchers have a freedom of choice.  They are “free” to 

choose methods, techniques, and procedures of research that best meet 

their needs and purposes. 

3. Pragmatists don’t see the world as an absolute unity.  In a similar way, 

mixed methods researchers look to many approaches to collecting and 

analyzing data rather than subscribing to only one way (e.g., qualitative or 

quantitative). 

4. Truth is what works at the time: it is not based in a strict dualism between 

mind and a reality completely independent of the mind.  Thus, in mixed 

methods research, investigators use both qualitative and quantitative data 
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because they work to provide the best understanding of a research 

problem. 

5. Pragmatist researchers look to the “what” and “how” to research based on 

its intended consequences – where they want to go with it.  Mixed 

methods researchers need to establish a purpose for their “mixing.”  A 

rationale for the reasons why quantitative and qualitative data need to be 

mixed in the first place. 

6. Pragmatists agree that research always occurs in social, historical, 

political, and other contexts.  In this way, mixed methods studies may 

include a postmodern turn, a theoretical lens that is reflexive of social 

justice and political aims. 

7. Pragmatists believe that we need to stop asking questions about reality and 

the laws of nature.  They would simply like to change the subject 

(Creswell, 2003, p. 12). 

These knowledge claims were best suited to allow me to conduct a study that would 

provide ample opportunity to fulfill the purpose and answer the research questions of the 

study. 

 A mixed methods methodology includes an option to utilize concurrent 

procedures; wherein, “the researcher converges quantitative and qualitative data in order 

to provide a comprehensive analysis of the research problem” (Creswell, 2003, p. 16).  

Both forms of data were collected at the same time and integrated within the 
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interpretation of all results.  The mixed methods approach included a survey with both 

open- and closed-ended questions. 

Summary   

This chapter presented the landscape on which the study was developed.  It 

discussed the background to understand the historical setting in which the most current 

practice of utilizing a RTI system to address Hispanic students’ learning and 

performance, in addition to the determining factors for their placement into special 

education.  The chapter presented the significance of the study, and its potential benefit to 

educators engaged in teaching and learning as pertains to Hispanic students. 

Subsequently, it presented the research questions that guided the study and the research 

design to be followed.   
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Chapter 2: Review of Literature 

“Education, then, beyond all other devices of human origin, is the great equalizer of the 

conditions of men - the balance wheel of the social machinery” (Horace Mann, 1846). 
 

Evolution of Equity in Education     

Pursuing equity in the educational enterprise has been a persistent theme 

throughout much of American history, and the understanding and definition of equity in 

education continues to evolve.  Horace Mann (c. 1846), an educational reformer and 

considered by many to be the father of the common school system, proposed the system 

in order to provide equal educational opportunities for all America’s youth.  The common 

school, supported by taxpayers, would teach common standards; wherein, the values and 

ideals held by the rest of society would be propagated.  The common school would 

socialize children and result in improved social conditions.  Fundamental to the common 

school system was the goal to address that segment of the student population who 

exhibited behavioral issues, truancy, and students from urban slums.  A high percentage 

of students with behavioral issues and students from urban slums were identified in 

America’s schools to be in need of special education services, since they were not 

perceived to be successful in the regular setting, as evidenced by their poor school 

attendance, failing grades, and poor performance on standardized assessments.  

Vocational training classes were developed to offer these students a supplement to the 

regular education program.  Vocational training classes included such content as skills in 

carpentry, metal work, cooking, and sewing.  Educators believed that such classes would 

attract students to school, and once students were attending regularly, the students’ moral 
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character would be reshaped.  For public schools to fulfill their mission of socializing 

children, all students had to attend school, and if separating and categorizing students for 

special education programs would help to fulfill that mission, then these programs were 

vital to the educational enterprise (Cremin, 1982).   Separating students within the 

educational structure is not a new idea or practice; however, the earliest experiences were 

designed to address socialization concerns, not cognitive or learning disabilities. 

The Expanding Role of Serving Students with Special Needs    

 The requirement to serve children with disabilities in public schools is a recent 

development.  Prior to the 1970s, it was commonplace for students with disabilities to be 

refused enrollment or inadequately served by the public schools. For example, “in 1970, 

U.S. schools educated only one in five children with disabilities, and many states had 

laws excluding certain students from school, including children who were deaf, blind, 

emotionally disturbed, or mentally retarded” (U.S. Department of Education [DOE], 

2010, p.3).  Federal legislation had provided grants to states to create asylums to care for 

those considered deaf and dumb, as well as grants to promote education of the blind; 

however, there was no expectation or direction for public schools.  The National Defense 

Education Act (NDEA) of 1958 and the Elementary and Secondary Education Act 

(ESEA) of 1965 both were the first major federal efforts to improve public education, but 

neither of the Acts included provisions for the education of children with disabilities 

(DOE, 2010; Martin, Martin, & Terman, 1996). 

 In 1975, Public Law 94-142, the Education for All Handicapped Children Act 

(EHA) was the first legislation that required all students with disabilities receive a free, 
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appropriate public education.  When the EHA was reauthorized in 1990 its title was 

changed to the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA).  Prior to IDEA:  

[T]oo many children were denied access to education and opportunities to learn. 

Providing appropriate education to youngsters from diverse cultural, racial, and 

ethnic backgrounds was especially challenging. Further, most families were not 

afforded the opportunity to be involved in planning or placement decisions 

regarding their children, and resources were not available to enable children with 

significant disabilities to live at home and receive an education at neighborhood 

schools in their community (DOE, p. 5).  

 Since its original promulgation, EHA/IDEA policies and practices have been 

developed to include students with disabilities in general education classrooms, and 

accountability systems have continued to expand the scope of the legislation to best meet 

the needs of all students.  The trajectory refining IDEA’s scope has moved from its 

original implications that were to “(a) improve how children with disabilities were 

identified and educated, (b) evaluate the success of these efforts, and (c) provide due 

process protections for children and families” (DOE, p. 5); subsequently, expanding 

IDEA’s scope to include addressing children with learning disabilities from 3-21 years of 

age to beginning at birth; expanding opportunities for disabled students in least restrictive 

environments; supported provisions for culturally relevant instruction; and, supporting 

state and local efforts to prepare highly-qualified personnel to service students with 

disabilities (DOE, 2010; NCRTI, 2010). 

 When IDEA was originally enacted, it laid out broad mandates for services to all 
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children with disabilities; however, those children were a large heterogeneous group.  

There was no distinction between the elementary school student with a speech 

impediment, the high school student in a wheelchair, the student with emotional 

disorders, and the student with a history of school suspensions.  There were no particular 

types of services included in IDEA’s original broad mandates (DOE, 2010; Martin, 

Martin, & Termin, 1996).  Subsequently, IDEA allotted funding for states to support 

educational programs for students with identified learning disabilities.   

Establishing practices to identify particular learning disabilities was a significant 

step along the trajectory of expanding supports for students.  At the same time the 

identification of learning disabilities became common practice, a challenge to determine 

what educational setting was best to address the disability and that would provide an 

educational experience most meaningful for the student was taking place.  In response, 

IDEA required the school to consider modifications in the regular classroom before 

moving the student to a more restrictive environment; this requirement is referred to as 

Least Restrictive Environment (LRE) (Howard, 2004; Martin, Martin, & Tremin, 1996).    

The continuum of considerations along which LRE is defined for a student most often 

resulted in remedial practices, which called for a pull-out, label-driven service delivery.  

Pull-out, label-driven service delivery is defined as “removing students from the general 

education classroom for short sessions to address their individual needs” (Germann, 

2010, p. 5).   During IDEA’s initial implementation, children with disabilities received 

remedial services and were most often excluded from the general curriculum (Ikeda, 

2002); however, IDEA emphasized the notion of least restrictive environment, educating 
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students with disabilities in the regular classroom, as much as possible.  A shift in this 

practice was slowly taking place with a significant shift to occur with IDEA’s 2004 

reauthorization. 

Refining the Understanding of Equity    

January 8, 2002, President George W. Bush signed the No Child Left Behind Act 

into law.  At the signing he stated, “We know that every child can learn. Now is the time 

to ensure that every child does learn."  The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB) 

was enacted “[t]o close the achievement gap with accountability, flexibility, and choice, 

so that no child is left behind” (NCLB, 2001).  NCLB revolutionized the American 

educational system.  A closely monitored system of assessments, including graduation 

rates, teacher expertise, and the academic achievement of students divided by 

ethnicity/race, gender, language, and those with special needs was defined (Murakami-

Ramalho & Wilcox, 2012, p. 484).   

NCLB ushered in a new era in public education, which included a significant shift 

in the level of state and national accountability, and placed schools under tremendous 

pressure to improve student achievement, including students with disabilities as a part of 

the required accountability system (U.S. Department of Education, 2004).  The 

legislation was designed to reward schools that met state and federal standards and 

sanction schools that failed to meet the standards.  Additionally, the legislation was 

designed to raise accountability for improvement of academic performance of all 

students, with special emphasis on students from low economic areas and students 
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enrolled in special education programs (Reschovsky & Imazeki, 2003; U.S. Department 

of Education, 2004). 

NCLB also ushered in the use of “high stakes testing” – the moniker given to the 

assessments by which academic performance is based and essential for monitoring how 

students, and therein, schools have met state and federal standards.  Since NCLB, each 

state has developed a high stakes test to assess and establish baseline student performance 

data.  It has been argued these high stakes tests measure narrow scopes, trigger stringent 

sanctions if student performance does not meet specified standards, and can have an 

adverse effect on the improvement of educational quality because teachers and staff focus 

on teaching their curriculum to the assessment rather than exploring high-order thinking 

skills, such as analyzing problems and synthesizing information (von Zastrow, 2004). 

NCLB has no viable research to verify whether imposing these new standards would 

have an impact of improving school and student performance, particularly the 

performance of students with disabilities.  However, schools risk being closed by the 

government if schools do not reach stated performance standards (Guisbond & Neill, 

2004), or those schools who fail to show that students have made acceptable progress 

from one year to the next, commonly referred to as adequate yearly progress (AYP), risk 

losing federal funding (Dawoody, 2008).  The standards set by each state were expected 

to be met by all students administered the exam.  Universal standards and expectations 

for all students were intended to narrow the performance gap regardless of class, race, or 

disability.   
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Prior to NCLB, students with disabilities were exempt from being assessed on 

standardized tests, and minority students’ performance data was not disaggregated from 

all other students’ data ; thereby, essentially being allowed to perform poorly or fail 

without any accountability for the school (U.S. Department of Education, 2008).  NCLB 

accountability requirements implied that student groups previously not assessed, or for 

whom accountability did not exist, were now to be provided educational services with 

accountability for their performance.  Thus, there was an increased need for special 

education services for students and minority students who had been traditionally low 

performing in general education classrooms, since there was no consequential 

accountability for their performance (Au, 2009).  With NCLB schools now seek more 

student accommodations to address the needs of struggling students, and this practice has 

resulted in a greater number of students being identified in the area of learning disabilities 

(LD) (Cortiella, 2010).  

Prior to NCLB and IDEA 2004, eligibility for special education was based on a 

discrepancy model – a demonstration of discrepancy in aptitude and achievement scores. 

Eligibility in special education for students with a learning disability required that the 

student have a significant difference in scores of intelligence and ability.  IDEA 2004 

recognized the limitations of the discrepancy model in identifying students for special 

education services, and authorized states to use an alternative method that would 

encourage the use of interventions at varying degrees of intensity, in order to meet the 

needs of struggling students and potentially forego identification for special education 

services.  NCLB and IDEA 2004 were clear in recognizing the need to consider students’ 
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limitations due to socio-economic and cultural influences, which were not to be confused 

with cognitive abilities (NCLB, 2002, Public Law PL 107-110 Sec. 1001.3).   

Additionally, NCLB and IDEA 2004 acknowledge the ever-increasing diversity of the 

nation’s student population and the challenge of America’s school system to respond 

(Posny, A., Memorandum, 2007).  

As campuses across the United States are becoming more diverse, educators have 

a significant problem in providing effective instruction for all students, especially those 

from culturally and linguistically different backgrounds (Hart, 2009).  This problem has 

led to a number of second language learners who have been placed in specialized 

programs because of learning or behavioral difficulties.  It is critical that educators today 

develop research-based strategies that address assessment and instructional techniques to 

assist students in reaching their maximum potential and aiding in their development for 

post-secondary education (Hart, 2009).  Dewey (1938) wrote that educators teach others 

based on their own experiences.  These experiences can be related to discipline, culture, 

or established routines in which they were exposed (Dewey, 1938).  While there may be 

many hours of staff development provided to teachers, they often do not implement new 

strategies appropriately to minority students because they return to a system that was 

successful for them or the system to which they were previously exposed.  The alignment 

of teachers’ pedagogy and practice with increased accountability standards is imperative 

in order to provide a relevant teaching and learning experience, one in which the process 

to determine if students may require special education services is tempered by 

consideration of students’ non-cognitive and behavioral factors. 
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Historically, minorities and students of poverty have been overrepresented in 

special education, especially within the less severe disability category of learning 

disabled (LD) for Hispanic students and mental retardation (MR) for African American 

students (NRC, 1982).   

In tandem, the U.S. Congress worked to align NCLB and IDEA.  The 2004 

reauthorization of IDEA demonstrated this alignment by mandating the use of 

scientifically based research, progress monitoring, general education interventions, 

student outcome-driven decisions, and reducing the over-identification of special 

education students as expected practices by schools (Castro-Villarreal, Rodriguez, & 

Moore, 2014; Murakami-Ramalho & Wilcox, 2014; Rinaldi, Higgins Averill, & Stuart, 

2010).     

[NCLB and IDEA] have established high standards and strengthened the 

importance of rigorous research that drives investments in knowledge production. 

These laws are strengthening knowledge utilization through mandates for local 

decision making to increase sustained practice improvement and to increase 

access to and progress in the general education curriculum. Strong mandates and 

high standards also are helping to ensure that both the producers and users of 

scientifically based practices are held accountable, with shared responsibility for 

improving learning and achievement for all students (DOE, 2010, p. 10). 

IDEA 2004 represented another evolution of the legislation whose legacy has been to 

support students who, for a variety of reasons, have struggled to be successful in the 

traditional setting by revising the way in which struggling students can be diagnosed as 
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learning disabled.  The reauthorization of IDEA modified the requirement and introduced 

an alternative means of identifying a disability, known as responsive to intervention, or 

RTI (DOE, 2010). 

Diversity and the Identification of Students for Special Education   

The persistent dilemma of overrepresentation of culturally and linguistically 

diverse children in special education has been an essential concern of particular 

legislative action.  Beginning in 1975, after several years of litigation pertaining to 

special education, Congress passed Public Law 94-142 the Education for Handicapped 

Children Act that was later renamed the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act 

(IDEA) (Conner & Boskin, 2001).  IDEA applies to about 6.5 million students with 

disabilities and governs the process of intervention and services that identifies students 

and the services they are eligible to receive (U.S. Department of Education, 2008).  The 

act calls for a Free and Appropriate Public Education (FAPE) and calls for every student 

to receive an Individualized Education Program (IEP) and protects against identification 

based on cultural, linguistic, or economic status. IDEA was reauthorized in 2004 

subsequent to the authorization of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB), and is 

often referred to as IDEA 2004.  NCLB was passed with bipartisan support (NCSL, 

2004), and the underlying impact of the legislation was that schools should be held 

accountable for the academic performance of all students.  

There are a number of reasons researchers propose as probable causal factors 

underlying the fact that a disproportionate percent of Hispanic students are placed in 

special education programs.  These factors have been cited as (a) poverty, which has a 
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variety of implications; (b) subjectivity in the referral process that allows for a subjective, 

humanistic determination criteria; and finally, (c) a lack of cultural understanding of 

students who are of Latino descent, especially if their language is predominant over the 

English language.  

Researchers asserted that these factors have played a role in preventing students 

from achieving their potential because of inappropriate or inadequate instruction based on 

restrictive educational services received, due to their presumed disabilities.  As a result of 

misdiagnosis, Hispanic students may be placed in restrictive environments without the 

opportunity to access a rigorous curriculum or high expectations from their teachers 

(Shifrer, Muller, & Callahan, 2010).  

Poverty 

The first reason cited in the literature for overrepresentation of minority students 

such as LD is the mere reality that students who live in poverty have consistently been 

shown to struggle in school.  For years, researchers have indicated that there is an 

association between low socioeconomic status and academic distress.  In addition, it has 

been shown that students living in poverty will likely attend schools with limited 

resources (Coutinho, Oswald, & Best, 2002).  A relatively large percentage of Hispanic 

students live in poverty (Oswald, Coutinho, Best, & Singh, 1999).  A multidisciplinary 

study done by the NRC and the Institute of Medicine of the National Academies revealed 

that students’ experiences at an early age could shape the development of the brain.  

Students who live in low socioeconomic areas can be affected by poor nutrition, stress, or 
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health issues.  These issues can eventually cause harm to the brain and inhibit cognitive 

development (Shifrer et al., 2010). 

Many Hispanic students living in low socioeconomic areas go to schools with 

buildings that are outdated, with teachers who are not certified, or without proper 

resources that are needed in their classrooms (Cook, 2009).  When NCLB was initiated to 

remedy some of these inequities, there was a failure by the federal government to allocate 

the necessary resources for schools across the United States to achieve AYP among 

students who were from low socioeconomic circumstances (Rodriguez, 2004).  

Teachers are the driving force to motivate students and influence their success. If 

students are going to be successful, high expectations and positive relationships have to 

develop between students and teachers (Irvine, 1990).  When students display poor 

student achievement or behavior, it may indicate that low expectations have been set in 

the classroom.  As a result, an ineffective teacher can have a direct impact on a student’s 

lack of success and may elicit underachievement through low expectations and 

inadequate instructional support (Irvine, 1990). 

Researchers have also cited instances in which Hispanic students living in low 

socioeconomic areas have teachers who are inexperienced or not certified, especially in 

the areas of math and science.  A study done by the Association of Texas Professional 

Educators found that students in high-poverty schools had a higher percentage of 

inexperienced and out-of-field teachers (Murray & Murray, 2008).  The likelihood of 

inappropriate referrals of diverse learners for special education assessments increases 

when teachers are less experienced and have little training relative to culturally and 
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linguistically diverse learners (Fletcher & Navarrete, 2003).  Intensive staff development 

is essential for teachers to have a basic understanding of the culture and value system by 

which students have been influenced in their daily lives. 

This study indicated that not only were the teachers inexperienced, but they were 

also not fully certified or they taught outside of their subject field.  Teachers who were 

recruited and became certified eventually left for other districts because of the culture 

shock or to seek better working conditions.  In these schools, there was less likelihood of 

offering advanced classes and other support for academic achievement (Fletcher & 

Navarrete, 2003).  

Subjectivity in the Placement Process 

There is a grave possibility that disproportionality of race/ethnicity is a direct 

result of the ambiguity in methods of assessment for the identification of LD (Shifrer et 

al., 2010).  The 1997 amendment of IDEA required the use of functional behavioral 

assessments along with positive behavioral supports and interventions (Gresham, 

Watson, & Skinner, 2001).  This amendment did not specify what signified a valid 

functional behavioral assessment or the criteria to support a behavioral support plan.  In 

addition, due to the variety of test instruments used by practitioners in schools, a wide 

disparity of results occurred among students who qualified (or did not) as LD.  As a result 

of these varied outcomes, researchers questioned whether there was a true measure of 

correlation between intelligence and achievement using the criteria of functional 

behavioral assessments (Fuchs, Fuchs, & Compton, 2004). 
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When students are referred for special education, they must undertake a battery of 

tests to determine whether they are eligible for services based on the law.  The 

evaluations fall into three categories: (a) aptitude test, better known as IQ or intellectual 

potential; (b) achievement test, measuring current functional levels compared to specified 

items of knowledge and skills defined by subject area; and (c) other instruments that are 

compatible but may assess non-academic skills and behaviors.  The use of an aptitude 

test, which is supposed to determine a student’s cognitive ability, is one possible factor of 

why there is disproportionality in determining eligibility of a student as LD (Green, 

McIntosh, Cook-Morales, & Robinson-Zañartu, 2005).  

A significant issue identified by researchers is whether standardized tests are 

culturally biased and thus inappropriate to evaluate intelligence to classify and label 

students into special education programs (Midgette, 1995).  Several researchers purport 

that the content of an IQ test is based on the norms and values of the underlying culture 

and can be biased against students who are not part of the dominant culture (Harry, 1994; 

Patton, 1998).  In other words, because intelligence assessments may not precisely reflect 

potential, yet are used as primary criteria to establish eligibility for special services, bias 

may be one factor explaining why students of diverse languages and cultures are 

identified as candidates for special education services (Donovan & Cross, 2002; Patton, 

1998; Salend, 2002).  Hispanics traditionally have scored below average on assessments 

of achievement that may target them to be labeled as LD (Meyen, 1989).  In addition, 

researchers have criticized the methodology used for determining a discrepancy between 

measures of achievement and measures of potential (or aptitude) (Shifrer et al., 2010). 
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As a result of the issues in assessment validity described above, some research has 

indicated dissatisfaction among Hispanic parents concerning eligibility procedures used 

to place their children in special education. In fact, a study of 200 parents found that 

almost 17% of them were moderately disappointed with the process and the way they had 

been treated in the ARD process.  Many mothers based their opinions on negative 

conversations with staff, and their perceptions were based on apparent discrimination in 

the process that consequently caused them to be distrusting and defensive when making 

decisions about their children’s educational programs (Guiberson, 2009).  

Because of the lack of training or information provided to parents, they often felt 

confused with the disability determination and at times because of their perceptions, 

decided to deny services because of their frustrations.  Conversely, the same study 

illuminated that about 49% of Hispanic parents felt that educators knew what was best for 

their children and felt compelled to agree with professionals’ decisions because the 

parents did not have the expertise to argue what was best for their children (Guiberson, 

2009).  

Lack of Cultural Understanding 

The third reason why Hispanic students are often placed in special education may 

be the result of a language difference.  Individuals with language other than English often 

are at risk of disproportional identification because of the difficulty staff members have 

recognizing the difference between language proficiency and a learning disability (Shifrer 

et al., 2010).  In addition, students with a primary language other than English are 

affected when no assessment is done in their native language; this issue makes it difficult 
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to determine whether a student’s low achievement should be attributed to a limited 

knowledge of English proficiency or a learning difficulty (Shifrer et al., 2010).  Once 

students with a language difference entered the third grade, the research data indicated 

that overrepresentations of such students were placed in special education as opposed to 

native English speakers (Shifrer et al., 2010).  Samson and Lesaux (2009) stated that 

federal guidelines existed prohibiting students from placement in special education 

because of a language deficiency.  Teachers were uncomfortable placing students in 

special education until the students had some semblance of English proficiency.  An 

appropriate special language program, such as bilingual education, that will enhance 

student learning in their native language, may or may not be available (Roney-Rance, 

2009). Adolescent students who come into U.S. schools not knowing the English 

language may be intimidated when they enter secondary classes.  Also, parents may not 

like coming to schools and getting involved with their children’s education because of a 

language difference (Roney-Rance, 2009).  

Kindler (2002) noted that students who are ELL were overrepresented and were 

referred to special education once they entered the secondary level due to fewer support 

systems offered at that level. In the primary grades, because of the extra interventions 

offered, there were not as many students identified for special education. Kindler noted 

that when students transitioned from one language to another, such students could take 

anywhere from five to 10 years to acquire fully academic language skills, and this 

amount of time was rarely provided prior to referral to special education. 
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Figure	  1:	  	  Rates	  for	  identification	  for	  special	  education	  among	  language	  minority	  and	  native	  English	  

students. 

The factors cited as reasons for the overrepresentation of Hispanic students in 

special education programs compel the adoption of a system that takes into consideration 

the implications of these factors to provide relevant and culturally responsive teaching 

and learning.   

Response To Intervention (RTI) as a Suggested Solution 

One model cited, and strongly endorsed by IDEA 2004 was a Response to 

Intervention (RTI) system (Ofiesh, 2006).  RTI is a practice of meeting the academic and 

behavioral needs of all students utilizing three critical components (TEA, 2009).  The 

first component is a research-based curriculum based on the student’s need where 

interventions are administered, as individually needed, progressing in a three-tiered 

system. Second, students are formatively assessed as each intervention is applied to make 

decisions based on their academic and behavioral progress.  Finally, data are 

disaggregated to make well-informed judgments on a student’s placement, intervention, 

or curriculum goals (TEA, 2009). 

The RTI process incorporated objective methods to investigate cause-effect 

relationships between academic or behavioral intervention and students’ responses to the 

Language	  Minority	  

Na/ve	  English	  

Educationally Disabled                            Mentally Retarded                            Learning Disabled 
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intervention that had been prescribed (Chidsey-Brown, 2005).  The goal of the RTI 

process was to identify students who were at-risk at an early age and prescribe specific 

strategies to help them before they continued to fall further behind their peers.  Without 

early intervention, some struggling students have a greater chance of dropping out of high 

school.  Early intervention was assumed to reduce the time needed in special education 

classes, provide higher expectations for teachers, and ensure improved quality of rigor in 

the delivery of instruction (Nisbett, 2010).  

RTI takes a proactive approach on each individual’s academic needs rather than 

the traditional “wait to fail” attitude (Chidsey-Brown, 2005).  The interventions provided 

are to be scientifically research-based.  Provisions of high quality instructional and 

assessment practices were conceptualized to allow students’ needs to be determined and 

selected appropriately (Barnett, Daly, Jones, & Lentz, 2004). 

The RTI process is ideally administered conceptually through an inverted pyramid 

utilized through a top-down progression (Bender & Shores, 2007).  At the top of the 

pyramid are the majority of the student populations who require little or no interventions. 

These students are thought to compose about 80% of the student body, are on grade level, 

and often excel with little extra assistance from teachers.  At the middle of the pyramid is 

the second tier of students who are identified as needing additional instruction and 

assessment in order for them to be successful.  Some strategies that can be associated 

with these students are tutoring, supplementary assignments, or additional assessments to 

help them meet their educational goals.  At the bottom of the pyramid are the students 

who are most needy.  These students are often performing below grade level and need 
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specialized instruction and assessments depending on their identified weaknesses (Bender 

& Shores, 2007). 

A longitudinal study was conducted in 2008 of 41 kindergarten students who were 

labeled at-risk.  These students were given interventions that included small group and 

supplemental instruction.  They were evaluated from the time they were in kindergarten 

to when they were in 3rd grade. In order to qualify for the interventions, these students 

fell below the 30 percentile for identified criterion measures.  The data revealed that 

when the students were evaluated in the 3rd grade, on average there was a positive 

increase in academic achievement.  Students scored above the 50 percentile in every area 

with the exception of oral reading fluency.  These strategies with early intervention were 

able to be sustained over time as the student moved through the system (Simmons et al., 

2008).  

In another study, a group of ELL elementary first graders were randomly selected 

and given research-based intervention strategies when they were labeled at-risk for not 

meeting satisfactory criteria on a reading exam.  During the study, there was a control 

group of students as well who were not given the early interventions to measure whether 

there would be a significant difference in results after one year.  Students were tested at 

the end of the 2nd grade with a similar exam.  The data indicated that the ELL students 

who received research-based interventions in first grade in either English or Spanish had 

more growth and academic achievement when they were tested in the 2nd grade.  In fact, 

of the 31 students who received interventions, only one did not meet the criteria 

(Thompson, Vaughn, Prater, & Cirino, 2006).  These studies suggested that RTI has 
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reduced overrepresentation.  However, one limitation that was not noted in the study was 

what happened to students who did meet the criteria and were removed from RTI 

strategies and interventions.  There was no indication whether such students were able to 

continue to achieve at acceptable levels, or whether they later had to be placed back in 

RTI due to poor achievement after not receiving the additional interventions.  

Essential Components of RTI    

A school-wide, multi-level instructional and behavioral system for preventing 

school failure.  “RTI is a prevention oriented approach to linking assessment and 

instruction that can inform educators’ decisions about how best to teach their students” 

(NCRTI, p. 4).  RTI’s aim is to intervene in a student’s learning so as to avoid long-term 

negative learning outcomes.  The goal is to respond quickly and efficiently to learning 

and behavioral problems that have been identified during regular instructional time and 

documented, and where necessary identify students with disabilities.  RTI is a school-

wide system inasmuch as it is most directly implemented by core subject area teachers 

(i.e., reading, language arts, mathematics); however, students’ learning and behavior 

problems exhibited in other subject areas may be considered in order to effect positive 

learning and behavioral outcomes throughout the school experience.  The interventions 

integrate academic instruction with positive behavioral supports.  “The RTI system 

includes three levels of intensity or three levels of prevention, which constitute a 

continuum of supports” (p. 4). 

Screening.  Identifying students at risk for poor learning outcomes or challenging 

behavior is essential to the RTI process.  Screening is the means by which at risk for poor 
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learning outcomes students, or those with challenging behavior, are identified.  Screening 

includes two stages:  universal screening for all students and additional in-depth 

screening for students who score below an articulated cut score on the universal 

screening assessment.  Universal screenings are “brief assessments that are valid, reliable, 

and demonstrate diagnostic accuracy for predicting which students will develop learning 

or behavioral problems” (NCRTI, p. 8).  Fuchs and Fuchs (2005) describe RTI screening 

practices: 

Acceptable Practices. To identify at-risk students: (1) the previous year's state 

assessment scores are reviewed to identify any student scoring below the 25th 

percentile in reading or math; OR (2) an achievement test is administered to all 

children in a given grade, with at-risk children designated as those scoring below 

the 25th percentile. (NOTE: At-risk students can also be identified by teachers or 

parents.) 

Best Practices. To identify at-risk students (1) everyone is assessed using brief 

screening tools that demonstrate diagnostic utility for predicting performance on 

the reading and math state assessments (in the elementary grades) or on the local 

graduation requirements (at the secondary level); OR (2) only those students who 

perform below the 25th percentile on the previous year's state assessment, or who 

perform below the 25th percentile on a more current achievement test, are 

screened individually with tools that have diagnostic usefulness (p. 57). 

 Screening provides information to teachers about individual students to best 

prepare instruction tailored to meet students’ needs. The goal of early intervention is to 
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target all students within a classroom to determine who is who is not making adequate 

progress.  This kind of screening is termed “universal screening” and involves short 

assessments that are valid, reliable, and evidence-based (Swigart, 2009).  The purpose of 

universal screening is to determine which students are at risk, which students are lacking 

specific knowledge in a given area, and to determine whether the instructional 

environment is adequate for student progress.  If the growth rate of students within a 

particular class is significantly less when compared to other classes, then it can be 

assumed that the problem lies in the instruction rather the students’ conceptual and 

procedural knowledge.  If the problem is determined to be instruction, then instruction 

would need improvement (Vaughn & Fuchs, 2003). 

Progress Monitoring.  Repeated measurement of students’ performance, in order 

to inform instruction in general or special education is progress monitoring.  The 

monitoring is conducted to provide student performance data to help teachers plan the 

most effective instruction.  Progress monitoring implies that student performance will be 

repeatedly assessed within a defined timeframe, “allowing teachers to estimate rates on 

improvement, identify students who are not demonstrating adequate progress, and 

compare the effectiveness of different forms of instruction” (NCRTI, p. 9).   

RTI assessment is to monitor the progress of students who have been identified as 

at risk.  This is called progress monitoring and is defined as the frequent academic 

assessment of students to determine whether the students are learning from their 

instructional program at an acceptable rate.  Often the measures used for progress 

monitoring are similar to the universal screening measures.  Progress monitoring 
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can occur biweekly or as little as one time per month.  Because progress 

monitoring is intended to assess learning across the academic year, the results can 

also be used to make decisions regarding the effectiveness of curriculum, 

instruction, and interventions utilized.  (Gersten and Newman-Gonchar, 2011, p.  

8). 

Data-based decision making for instruction, movement within the multi-level 

system, and disability identification (in accordance with state law).  “A multi-tier 

approach is used to efficiently differentiate instruction for all students.  The model 

incorporates increasing intensities of instruction offering specific, research-based 

interventions matched to student needs” (RTI Action Network, n.d., What is RTI?).  

According to the NCRTI (2010),  

Teachers use student assessment data and knowledge of student readiness, 

learning preferences, language and culture to offer students in the same class 

different teaching and learning strategies to address their needs. Differentiation 

can involve mixed instructional groupings, team teaching, peer tutoring, learning 

centers, and accommodations to ensure that all students have access to the 

instructional program. Differentiated instruction is NOT the same as providing 

more intensive interventions to students with learning problems (p. 9). 

The essential components create a framework to guide local education agencies in their 

efforts to create a RTI system.  RTI is not an instructional practice, but a framework, a 

model for providing comprehensive support to students; and, though there is no single, 

thoroughly researched and practiced model of the program, as previously cited, the RTI 
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multi-level prevention system most often includes three levels: Tier One, Tier Two, and 

Tier Three (NCRTI, 2010; RTI Action Network, n.d.; Wedl, 2005). 

The Expanding Role of the Classroom Teacher  

 Prior to the introduction of RTI, special education teachers had the primary 

responsibility of screening, assessing, and educating the majority of students with 

disabilities; however, the roles of general and special education teachers have begun to 

blur.  RTI significantly impacts how general education teachers instruct students and 

manage their classrooms.  Teachers’ concerns are related to their lack of knowledge 

regarding the implementation of interventions and appropriate instruction.  Teachers view 

themselves as the main stakeholders in the RTI process, but are discouraged by the 

components and challenges of implementation.  As RTI has become increasingly 

widespread, research has begun to examine teacher efficacy and RTI outcomes and 

teachers’ concerns about RTI implementation (Barrio & Combes, 2014; Castro-

Villarreal, Rodriguez, & Moore, 2014). 

As with any educational reform, RTI implementation requires a paradigm shift 

away from traditional methods for special education referral and a change in 

pedagogy with the use of novel instructional strategies, assessment techniques, 

and frequent progress monitoring…increased understanding and knowledge of 

RTI led to improved intervention outcomes, satisfaction with results, increased 

collaboration in teams, and increased data-based decision making (Castro-

Villarreal, Rodriguez, & Moore, 2014, p. 105).  
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 RTI “requires that schools adopt professional development and coaching 

opportunities in order for educators trained in various specializations to share skills” 

(Stuart, Rinaldi, & Higgins-Averill, 2011, p. 64).  When districts are able to provide time 

for incorporating collaborative planning, schools are able to address students’ academic 

struggles regardless of with whom or where individual students receive services. 

 The results of a study conducted by Castro-Villarreal et al. (2014) to consider the 

perceptions of those directly involved with implementing RTI (i.e., teachers) identified 

perceived barriers to effectively implement RTI.  The barriers are:  training; time and 

resources; and, systems practices (p. 109). 

 Training was the most cited barrier to RTI implementation, suggesting the 

fundamental issue appears to be “inadequate educator training that has led to 

unstandardized and inconsistent implementation of RTI systems” (p. 109).  Time and 

resources as barriers indicate the inadequacy of allowed instructional time to meet 

students’ needs; additionally, coordinating with professionals such as school 

psychologists, special educators, and counselors may help to reduce redundancy of 

efforts, as well as reduce time required to implement student supports, monitor progress, 

and adjust instruction (p.109).  Finally, “teachers indicated issues with the RTI process 

and paperwork as barriers to successful RTI implementation” (p. 109).  There is a need to 

clearly define the RTI process to avoid inconsistency of implementation. 

Chapter Summary    

 This chapter surveyed the landscape of the literature related to providing an 

equitable education for all students, especially Hispanic students and those Hispanic 
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students who may be in need of special education services.  Topics addressed in the 

literature review included the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB); the Individuals 

with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), particularly its 2004 reauthorization; the 

identification for and overrepresentation of Hispanic students in special education; a 

Response to Intervention Model; the use of data to drive instruction; and, the evolving 

role of teachers in order to meet the challenges of providing a high-quality learning 

experience for all students.. 
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Chapter 3: Methodology 

 
A concurrent mixed-method research design was utilized to analyze the factors 

considered before a student is determined to require intensified RTI interventions, up to 

and including identification for special education services.  The research design was also 

utilized to analyze student mandated state test data to identify student performance 

growth for those enrolled in Tier II and Tier III of a RTI system, when compared to 

students not enrolled in RTI Tier II and Tier III. 

Purpose of the Study  

The purpose of this study was to identify the factors considered by educators 

within one school district in the referral and placement of Hispanic students into Tier II 

and Tier III of Response to Intervention (RTI), and the academic achievement of 

Hispanic students enrolled in Tier II and Tier III RTI in comparison to peers not enrolled 

in Tier II or Tier III RTI.  This study is situated within a RTI system that includes three 

levels of interventions:  Tier I, which is aligned to the general curriculum provided all 

students; Tier II, which includes a lower level of intensified interventions; and Tier III, 

which includes the most intense interventions (NCRTI, 2010). 

Research Questions 

The research questions that guided this study were: 

1. What factors have contributed to Hispanic students being referred to the 

Response to Intervention (RTI) program? 

2.  Does the length of time that students spent receiving RTI services have an 

impact on Hispanic student performance on the STAAR exam? 
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Research Design    

	   This study followed a concurrent mixed-methods design, employing both 

qualitative and quantitative elements.  As a concurrent mixed methods study, qualitative 

and quantitative data converge “in order to provide a comprehensive analysis of the 

research problem” (Creswell, 2003, p.16); both forms of data were collected at the same 

time and then the information was integrated in the interpretation of the overall results.  

The methods utilized in this study as data sources included:  a survey with open- and 

closed-ended items; and, student performance results on a state mandated assessment 

Qualitative research design.  Qualitative research is concerned with constructing 

or interpreting events to find meaning within a localized setting or event.   

[Qualitative advocates] contend that multiple-constructed realities abound, that 

time- and context-free generalizations are neither desirable nor possible, that 

research is value bound, that it is impossible to differentiate fully causes and 

effects, that logic flows from specific to general and that knower and known 

cannot be separated because the subjective knower is the only source of reality 

(Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004, p. 14).  

 Quantitative research design.  Quantitative research is the systematic, objective, 

and quantifiable process in which numerical data can be analyzed and interpreted without 

bias.  Quantitative researchers “eliminate their bias, remain emotionally detached and 

uninvolved with the objects of study and test or empirically justify their stated 

hypothesis” (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004, 14). 
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Setting and Population 

 This study was situated in a school district located in south Texas, and the study 

participants included the district’s fourth and fifth grade teachers, and the performance 

results for fourth and fifth grade students enrolled in the district during 2013-2014.  The 

district is located in Southwest Bexar County and Northern Atascosa County. The 

enrollment size of the district is 3,953 students, where 85% of the students are labeled as 

Hispanic.  The district has three campuses that include grades 4 and 5, and were used in 

this study. The first campus (700 enrollment) is located in the city limits and enrolls 

students from the western part of the district at grade levels 1-4.  The second campus 

(600 enrollment) is located in a rural area located about six miles from the city and 

enrolls students from the eastern part of the district, grades PK-4. The third campus (600 

enrollment) is located about five miles from the city and enrolls all students in the district 

who are in fifth and sixth grade.  

Procedures  

Prior to beginning the study, a meeting was held with the three campus principals 

in the researcher’s, office to introduce the study and elicit their agreement to participate, 

asking them if they would distribute the survey to all teachers after a faculty meeting.  I 

informed the principals that I was a doctoral candidate in the Educational Administration 

Department of the University of Texas at Austin and that I would be the primary 

investigator in the study.  Principals were informed that the significance of the survey 

would be to assist the school district to evaluate the RTI program and assess if the 

process needed to be amended in order to improve student achievement. 
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Instrumentation  

	   The study utilized two primary data sources: a survey with open- and closed-

ended questions, as well as student performance data generated from two state mandated 

assessments. The survey was created and distributed utilizing Survey Monkey, an online 

survey service.  An email with directions for completion and conditions of the survey, as 

well as a hyperlink to the online survey was distributed to all participants.  Directions and 

conditions included: the window of time, one week, during which the survey would be 

available for participants to complete the survey; no compensation provided for 

participation; and assurance that all responses would remain confidential and no 

identifiable markers for  participants would be used.  

 The survey was created specifically for use in this study, in order to best gather 

educators’ perceptions regarding factors that are considered in determining if and or 

when a student may require RTI Tier II or Tier III interventions.  The survey was 

comprised of 22 five-level Likert items, providing space for open-ended comments after 

each item.  Each item included a Likert scale: “0 = Not Important” through “5 = Very 

Important.”  Likert (1932) developed the principle of measuring attitudes by asking 

people to respond to a series of statements about a topic, in terms of the extent to which 

they agree with them.  The Likert item model was chosen for use in this study, since it 

best provided a framework to gather educators’ perceptions, attitudes, and beliefs about 

factors that are considered in determining if and or when a student may require RTI Tier 

II or Tier III interventions.  The items were developed after review of the district’s 

guidelines, review of information on-file that was received during attendance at 
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professional development occasions, and in consultation with university faculty and 

professional peers familiar with a RTI system and survey design. (see Appendix A)  

The student performance data generated from two state mandated assessments 

was located in the Academic Excellence Indicator System (AEIS).  AEIS is a database 

produced by the Texas Education Agency, which provides for each district a myriad of 

demographic and student data for each campus divided into several categories of different 

subgroups (TEA, 2013). Additionally, Eduphoria, a district level database was utilized to 

provide information on the performance of each individual student on the state mandated 

assessment, STAAR.  The two assessments utilized in the study were the administered 

within the same academic year, 2013-2014.  The first was administered Winter 2013 and 

the second was administered Spring 2014.  The assessments’ designs are controlled by 

the Texas Education Agency and its contracted assessment provider.  Test items are 

specific to each administration; however, the content remains constant and based on the 

state’s approved curriculum.  The results of each assessment, when compared to one 

another, allow for the district to measure any change in student achievement.  This study 

only utilized the reading portion of the 2013/2014 STAAR. 

Data Collection 

Data for this study was collected from the educators’ survey and student 

performance results for two state mandated assessments.  As previously mentioned, the 

survey was distributed by utilizing SurveyMonkey, an online service.  SurveyMonkey 

includes among its services participant response analytics.  When the window of 
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opportunity to complete the survey ended, SurveyMonkey analytics were utilized to 

gather all response data. 

The student performance data was collected utilizing three methods. First, TEA’s 

online website was used to gather data of demographic information for each campus. The 

data reflected the information districts submit to the state by the October 31 deadline 

during the respective school year.  

Second, specific data of students enrolled in RTI were collected from the person 

who was responsible for gathering the RTI data and keeping track of any changes that 

take place. These files were located in the counseling office at each campus. The teachers 

were responsible for filling out the information on a form template provided by the 

district and subsequently returning it to the counseling department. Once the file had been 

submitted to the counseling office, a meeting was held consisting of the referring teacher, 

administrator, parent, and counselor to review why the referral was taking place and what 

scientific interventions could be provided to the student to help them improve their 

academic performance. These files are locked in a file cabinet and can only be accessed 

with written permission given by the counselor. Teachers, though, were given a copy of 

the intervention plan and were responsible for keeping the data in an area that was easily 

accessible should the teacher be questioned by an administrator to review the document 

to ensure the interventions were followed with fidelity. In each file, data of student work, 

reasons for referral, and progress monitoring were evidence to review. 

Third, Eduphoria, a district database that tracks student performance on the 

STAAR test and is a benchmark exam, was utilized to evaluate assessment data. This 
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database had demographic information that was entered by the district Public Education 

Information Management System (PEIMS) specialist. In addition, as the district received 

files of student performance on the STAAR test from TEA, the participating district’s 

assessment coordinator was responsible for uploading the files into Eduphoria. These 

files were kept in the system until the students graduated from high school. This allowed 

for data to be compared on a longitudinal basis to determine whether student performance 

had been chronically behind expected levels since they entered the district or evaluated 

improvement on their assessments. The data collected were for students who were 

enrolled in the respective district for the 2013-2014 school year. 

Data Analysis 

The analytics module of SurveyMonkey was utilized to analyze the survey 

responses.  Each closed-ended survey item was analyzed to identify how educators at 

each grade level responded, and a composite analysis was performed for all participants, 

regardless of grade level, who responded. The open-ended comments per survey item 

were analyzed to identify emergent themes. 

The student assessment data was analyzed to identify student performance of the 

district’s 4th and 5th grade students on each of two state mandated assessments.  There 

were three phases to this analysis.  The first phase involved students who were receiving 

Tier II or Tier III interventions. Both assessments were administered and results were 

separated into three groups:  Group 1 comprised of students receiving interventions more 

than one year; Group 2 comprised of students receiving interventions between 6 and 12 

months; and, Group 3 comprised of students receiving interventions less than 6 months.  
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The second phase involved a comparative analysis of how each student in each of the 

three groups performed on each of the two assessments to identify if students’ 

performance indicated an increase or decrease in test scores.  The third phase of the 

analysis involved using the same method to compare the student performance of students 

enrolled in Tier II or Tier III interventions with their peers who were not in either Tier II 

or III intervention.   The preferred method to calculate measure of central tendency in the 

study was the mean, which was calculated for each step in each phase. 

Ethical Considerations    

 The primary researcher of this study also serves as the superintendent of the 

district.  Objectivity and the confidentiality of all district personnel participating in the 

study was of paramount concern while the study was being conducted.  The researcher 

did not interact with any survey participants or know their identity.  Accessing and 

gathering in-house district data was delegated to a separate district staff member who 

upon preparing data provide same to the researcher with revealing any identifiable 

information regarding educators or students.  

The study did not commence until full approval to proceed with the study was 

received from the university’s Institutional Review Board (IRB).  The confidentiality of 

the district’s name and teachers’ names were maintained by not having any names or 

identifiable markers used in any publishable document. 

 In order to maintain confidentiality of students, where needed, all student 

information was masked, utilizing unidentifiable numeric labels.  In adherence to Family 

Educational Rights and privacy Act (FERPA) guidelines, only the teachers and researcher 
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knew the actual identity of student information.  All data sources were stored in a secure 

location accessible only to the researcher, and selectively shared with dissertation 

committee members for their expertise input and feedback.  All data sources will be 

retained for a period of one year from date of successful dissertation final oral defense, at 

which time they will be destroyed by shredding and deleted from any digital archive.     

Chapter Summary 

 Chapter 3 reviewed the purpose of this study, which was to identify the factors 

considered by educators within one school district in the referral and placement of 

Hispanic students into Tier II and Tier III of Response to Intervention (RTI), and the 

academic achievement of Hispanic students enrolled in Tier II and Tier III RTI in 

comparison to peers not enrolled in Tier II or Tier III RTI.  Additionally, it described the 

concurrent mixed-method methodology employed for the study.  
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Chapter 4: Findings 

The purpose of this study was to identify the factors considered by educators 

within one school district in the referral and placement of Hispanic students into Tier II 

and Tier III of Response to Intervention (RTI), and the academic achievement of 

Hispanic students enrolled in Tier II and Tier III RTI in comparison to peers not enrolled 

in Tier II or Tier III RTI. 

This chapter presents an analysis of the data and findings related to the research 

questions that guided this study. Specifically, the research questions of this study were:  

1. What factors have contributed to Hispanic students being referred to the 

Response to Intervention (RTI) program? 

2.  Does the length of time that students spent receiving RTI services have an 

impact on Hispanic student performance on the STAAR exam? 

The methodology employed for this study was a concurrent mixed-methods 

design.  A quantitative and qualitative approach was used to gather information in 

response to the first question: “What factors have contributed to Hispanic students being 

referred to the Response to Intervention	  (RTI) program?”  This process involved having 

24 fourth and fifth grade teachers complete a survey to determine from a teacher’s 

perspective how students are referred to receive interventions.  Utilizing a Likert item 

design, teachers were given five possible choices for responding and the option to include 

comments.  The survey was distributed to 24 participants. There were 21 teachers who 

completed the survey created to gather data in response to the first research question.  

There were 13 fourth grade teachers and 11 fifth grade teachers who completed the 
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survey. The teachers in the sample exhibited variances in the number of years of teaching 

experience. All teachers in the sample received the same level of RTI training provided 

by the district. The training manual by the district is listed as Appendix B. This manual 

also contains the process employed for the administration of RTI services. 

A quantitative method approach was used to investigate the second research 

question,” Does the length of time that students spent receiving RTI services have an 

impact on Hispanic student performance on the STAAR exam?”  The measure for this 

response was calculated by establishing the Winter 2013 STAAR administration results 

as the baseline for comparison.  

The mandated state assessment, STAAR, data for the fourth and fifth grade 

Hispanic students enrolled at three campuses in the district were utilized in response to 

the second research question. A total of 94 Hispanic students were identified as receiving 

RTI Tier II and III interventions; subsequently, they were grouped according to the length 

of time they had been assigned to either Tier II or Tier III.  The first group of 24 students 

received RTI interventions that continued for more than a year. They comprised Group 1.  

The second group, Group 2, was comprised of students who had received RTI 

interventions for a period of six months to one year. There were 28 students listed in this 

group. Group 3 consisted of 32 students receiving RTI intervention services for six 

months or less.  

These three groups of students  receiving different time periods of interventions 

comprised the factor of analysis. The students’ performance results as measured by the 

STAAR exam were examined to determine whether evidence indicated performance 
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growth during the variable periods of intervention. It should be noted that seven students 

initially identified in the study sample were later excluded due to withdrawals from their 

respective campuses; therefore, STAAR comparisons for these students were not able to 

be calculated. Three of these students were in the fourth grade and four of these students 

were in the third grade.  

Demographics 

In comparing the demographics of the three campuses based on STAAR reports 

on the Texas Management Assessment System, Campus 1 had an enrollment of 102 

fourth grade students who took the 2014 Reading STAAR exam. Of these fourth grade 

students who were administered the 2014 STAAR test, 93% were Hispanic and 7% were 

White, with 85% being identified as economically disadvantaged. At the second campus, 

there were 143 fourth grade students who were administered the 2014 STAAR Reading 

test; 87% were listed as Hispanic and 13% were White, with 85% identified as 

economically disadvantaged. The third campus had 259 fifth grade students who were 

assessed the 2014 STAAR Reading test; 89% were listed as Hispanic and 11% White, 

with 82% identified as economically disadvantaged. Unlike Campus 1 and Campus 2 

who rely on district boundaries, Campus 3 housed all fifth grade students in the district. 

Results 

The results are presented in two sections, as they respond to each of the two 

research questions.  The first section includes data collected related to the first research 

question, followed by a section that includes data related to the second research question. 

Descriptive statistics were utilized to calculate types and frequency of factors used by 
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teachers for student referral identification. The answer choices were provided in the 

survey. Teachers also had the opportunity to list other choices as well. A mean score for 

each choice was derived by aggregating individual teacher responses. This score was 

determined by rounding to the nearest hundredth in the computation process. 

Results in response to the first research question.  A 22-item survey was 

distributed to fourth and fifth grade teachers within the participating district.  The results 

are listed below, with an analysis of questions according to clusters as presented in the 

survey instrument.  Tables 1 through 4 represent the demographic information of teacher 

participants:  The grade level they teach; the campus each teacher represents; subjects 

taught by the participants; and, any special programs taught by the participants. 

Table	  1.	  	  Survey	  Background	  1	  

Teacher Participants 
4th Grade 13 
5th Grade 11 

 

Table	  2.	  	  Survey	  Background	  2	  

Campus Representation (Number of 
teachers per campus completing survey 
Campus 1 6  (25%) 
Campus 2 8  (33.3%) 
Campus 3 10  (43.7%) 
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Table	  3.	  	  Survey	  Background	  3	  

Subjects Taught by 24 Participating 
Teachers 

Math 16 (66.7%) 
Reading 18 (75.%) 
Science 11 (45.8%) 
History 9 (37.5%) 
Writing 10 (41.7%) 
CATE 0 (0.0%) 

Elective 1 (4.2%) 
 

Table	  4.	  	  Survey	  Background	  4	  

Special Programs Taught by Participating Teachers 
Special Education 4 (36.4%) 

ESL 0 
Bilingual 1 (9.1%) 

Other 6 (54.5%) 
Note:  Only 11 of 24 participating teachers indicated they teach Special Programs. 

 

Survey items 1-4 (see Tables 6-9) represent the cluster of survey items, which 

aimed to identify how critical a particular constituents’ participation is in the RTI 

decision making process.   

The constituents considered were parents, teacher, counselor, and assistant 

principal.  A comparative analysis was conducted for each survey item in this cluster 

according to response choices 4 and 5, where a response of 5 represents the highest 

estimation of how critical a particular constituents’ participation in the RTI decision 

making process (see Table 5).  The analysis suggests that the teacher is the most critical 

constituent to participate in the RTI decision making process. 
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Table	  5.	  	  Comparative	  Analysis	  for	  Survey	  Items	  5-‐8	  

Comparative Analysis of Survey Items 5-8 
Parent Teacher Counselor Asst. Principal 

16 (69.5%) 23 (99%) 13 (56.5%) 11 (46.8%) 
 

Table	  6.	  	  Survey	  Item	  1	  

How critical is parent participation in RTI decision making? 
0 =Not Important 0 

1 0 
2 1  (4.3%) 
3 6  (26.1%) 
4 3  (13.0%) 

5 = Very Important 13  (56.5%) 
 

Table	  7.	  	  Survey	  Item	  2	  

How critical is teacher participation in RTI decision making? 
0 =Not Important 0 

1 0 
2 0 
3 0 
4 2 (8.7%) 

5 = Very Important 21 (91.3%) 
 

Table	  8.	  	  Survey	  Item	  3	  

How critical is the Counselor’s participation in RTI decision 
making? 

0 =Not Important 1 (4.3%) 
1 1 (4.3%) 
2 2 (8.7%) 
3 6 (26.1%) 
4 6 (26.1%) 

5 = Very Important 7 (30.4%) 
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Table	  9.	  	  Survey	  Item	  4	  

How critical is the Assistant Principal’s participation in RTI 
decision making? 

0 =Not Important 1 (4.3%) 
1 1 (4.3%) 
2 4 (17.4%) 
3 6 (26.1%) 
4 6 (26.1%) 

5 = Very Important 5 (21.7%) 
 

 Survey item 6 represents the participants’ perception of the percent of time 

parents attend RTI conferences, and suggests that 90.5% of parents attend RTI 

conferences 50% or less times. 

Table	  10.	  	  Survey	  Item	  6	  

Percent of time parents attend RTI conferences 
0% 4 (19.0%) 
25% 6 (28.6%) 
50% 9 (42.9%) 
75% 2 (9.5)%) 
100%  0 (0.0%) 

Note:  Only 21 of 24 teachers responded to this item. 
 

 Survey item 7 represents the typical length of time a student is moved from RTI 

Tier 1 to Tier 2 interventions.  The results suggest that it is at two months that students 

are moved from Tier 1 to Tier 2 RTI interventions; the same holds true for survey item 8, 

which represents the typical length of time a students is moved from Tier 2 to Tier 3 RTI 

interventions. 
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Table	  11.	  	  Survey	  Item	  7	  

Typical length of time before a student is moved from Tier 1 to Tier 
2 RTI. 

1 week 1 (5.0%) 
2 weeks 0 (0.0%) 
1 month 2 (10.0%) 
2 months 10 (50.0)%) 
3 months  6 (30.0%) 

3+ months 1 (5.0%) 
Other  

Note:  Only 20 of 24 teachers responded to this item. 
 

Table	  12.	  	  Survey	  Item	  8	  

Typical length of time before a student is moved from Tier 2 to Tier 
3 RTI. 

1 week 0 (0.0%) 
2 weeks 1 (5.0%) 
1 month 0 (0.0%) 
2 months 10 (50.0)%) 
3 months  2 (10.0%) 

3+ months 7 (35.0%) 
Other  

Note:  Only 20 of 24 teachers responded to this item. 
 

 Survey items 9-12 address the degree of importance of measured reading 

comprehension functional level as indicated by particular assessments and activities in 

determining to recommend a student for RTI services.  The assessments and activities 

that participants were asked to consider were state assessments, benchmark tests, teacher-

designed tests, and teacher observations.  A comparative analysis was conducted on the 

responses for each item, 9-12, and teacher-designed tests and teacher observations were 

equal in participants’ ranking of their importance in determining to recommend a student 

for RTI (see Table 13). 
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Table	  13.	  	  Comparative	  Summary	  for	  Survey	  Items	  9-‐12	  

The degree of important of particular activities and assessments in determining to 
recommend a student for RTI 

State Assessment Benchmark Tests Teacher-Designed 
Test 

Teacher 
Observations 

14 (73.7%) 11 (56.9%) 15 (79.0%) 15 (79.0%) 
 

Table	  14.	  	  Survey	  Item	  9	  

The degree of importance of measured reading comprehension 
functional level as indicated by state assessments in determining to 

recommend a student for RTI 
0 = Least Important 0 (0.0%) 

1 0 (0.0%) 
2 3 (15.8%) 
3 2 (10.5)%) 
4  8 (42.1%) 

5 = Very Important 6 (31.6%) 
Note:  Only 19 of 24 teachers responded to this item. 

 

Table	  15.	  	  Survey	  Item	  10	  

The degree of importance of measured reading comprehension 
functional level as indicated by benchmark test in determining to 

recommend a student for RTI 
0 = Least Important 0 (0.0%) 

1 1 (5.3%) 
2 1 (5.3%) 
3 6 (31.6)%) 
4  7 (36.8%) 

5 = Very Important 4 (21.1%) 
Note:  Only 19 of 24 teachers responded to this item. 

 

	   	  



66 

Table	  16.	  	  Survey	  Item	  11	  

The degree of importance of measured reading comprehension 
functional level as indicated by teacher-designed tests in 

determining to recommend a student for RTI 
0 = Least Important 0 (0.0%) 

1 0 (0.0%) 
2 0 (0.0%) 
3 3 (15.8)%) 
4  8 (42.1%) 

5 = Very Important 8 (42.1%) 
Note:  Only 19 of 24 teachers responded to this item. 

 

Table	  17.	  	  Survey	  Item	  12	  

The degree of importance of measured reading comprehension 
functional level as indicated by teacher observations in determining 

to recommend a student for RTI 
0 = Least Important 0 (0.0%) 

1 0 (0.0%) 
2 1 (5.3%) 
3 3 (15.8)%) 
4  9 (47.4%) 

5 = Very Important 6 (31.6%) 
Note:  Only 19 of 24 teachers responded to this item. 

 

 Survey items 14-17 address how critical are those interventions, despite which 

students were unsuccessful, for recommending a student for more intensive RTI 

practices.  Teacher-designed tests were suggested (84.3%) as the intervention, that if 

students were unsuccessful with this intervention, was basis for recommending a student 

for more intensive RTI practices (see Table 20). 
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Table	  18.	  	  Unsuccessful	  Interventions	  

How critical are those interventions where students are unsuccessful for recommending 
them for more intensive RTI practices 

Teacher 
Observations 

Teacher-Designed 
Tests 

Curriculum Tests Benchmark Tests 

15 (79.0%) 16 (84.3%) 11 (57.9%) 11 (57.9%) 
 

Table	  19.	  	  Survey	  Item	  14	  

How critical are unsuccessful interventions as indicated by teacher 
observations for recommending a student for more intensive RTI 

practices. 
0 = Least Important 0 (0.0%) 

1 0 (0.0%) 
2 1 (5.3%) 
3 3 (15.8)%) 
4  9 (47.4%) 

5 = Very Important 6 (31.6%) 
Note:  Only 19 of 24 teachers responded to this item. 

 

Table	  20.	  	  Survey	  Item	  15	  

How critical are unsuccessful interventions as indicated by teacher-
designed tests for recommending a student for more intensive RTI 

practices. 
0 = Least Important 0 (0.0%) 

1 0 (0.0%) 
2 1 (5.3%) 
3 2 (10.5)%) 
4  12 (63.2%) 

5 = Very Important 4 (21.1%) 
Note:  Only 19 of 24 teachers responded to this item. 
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Table	  21.	  	  Survey	  Item	  16	  

How critical are unsuccessful interventions as indicated by 
curriculum unit tests for recommending a student for more 

intensive RTI practices. 
0 = Least Important 0 (0.0%) 

1 0 (0.0%) 
2 4 (21.1%) 
3 4 (21.1%) 
4  9 (47.4%) 

5 = Very Important 2 (10.5%) 
Note:  Only 19 of 24 teachers responded to this item. 

 

Table	  22.	  	  Survey	  Item	  17	  

How critical are unsuccessful interventions as indicated by formal 
benchmark tests for recommending a student for more intensive 

RTI practices. 
0 = Least Important 0 (0.0%) 

1 0 (0.0%) 
2 1 (5.3%) 
3 7 (36.8%) 
4  9 (47.4%) 

5 = Very Important 2 (10.5%) 
Note:  Only 19 of 24 teachers responded to this item. 

	  

	   Survey items 19-22 were each open-ended items. Participants were provided a 

prompt and space in which to respond, and the responses were numerous. 

Item 19 read:  “From your experience and perspective, please list below in order 

of effectiveness the (RTI) practices used in your school that make the most positive 

impact on student learning.  List the MOST effective intervention first, and the LEAST 

effective last on your list.  Please list in the text box most effective intervention to least 

effective intervention”.   The five practices that were most commonly listed were Small 
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group work, Tutoring, I-station, Teacher Observation, and One-on-One teacher-student 

work (see Appendix A). 

1. Small group work (noted by 24 participants), as illustrated by the following 

comments, “Most effective intervention would be small group to re-teach 

concepts in a more personalized way” and “What I have noticed for my few 

students that's been helping so far is small group instruction.” 

2. Tutoring (noted by 21 participants), as illustrated by the following comments, 

“Small group tutoring geared toward a students identified weakness is the most 

effective” and “After school tutoring is effective for students.” 

3. I-station (noted by 15 participants), as illustrated by the following comments, 

“most effective - iStation (easy to use)” and “iStation - self-paced.” 

4. Classroom/Teacher Observation (noted by 6 participants), as illustrated by the 

following comments, “The most effective intervention will be observations done 

by the teacher” and “Teacher Observation and teacher evaluation I believe is the 

most effective intervention.” 

5. One-on-One teacher-student work (noted by 3 participants), as illustrated by the 

following comments, “Most Effective:  One on one teacher student instructions” 

and “On on one.” 

Item 20 read:  “Please explain below any factors that you have encountered that 

diminish the effectiveness of RTI interventions.”  The five most commonly listed factors 

that diminished the effectiveness of RTI interventions were Time, Inconsistency of 
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Implementation, Lack of Training, I-station, and Lack of Parental Support or 

Involvement (see Appendix B). 

1. Time, as noted by 12 participants, and illustrated by the following comments, 

“The biggest factor is limiting the amount of time a student receives an 

interventions.  Frequently, we administer interventions but are only limited to 20-

30 minutes which is not enough time in some cases” and “Time or pull out 

programs that have removed them from my normal lesson.” 

2. Inconsistency of implementation, as noted by 11 participants, and illustrated by 

the following comments, “Sometimes the assessments used to collect data may 

vary and for RTI assessments must remain consistent if we want true results” and 

“Not being consistent and keeping good documentation.” 

3. Lack of Training, as noted by eight participants, and illustrated by the following 

comments, “There has not been opportunities for effective training for the RTI 

process” and “Teacher quality and training.” 

4. I-station, as noted by seven participants, and illustrated by the following 

comments, “IStation is an inaccurate measurement of a student's reading level.  

The format of this program goes against what is being stressed in class.  IStation 

times the students, giving them very little time to read the passages and they are 

not allowed to go back and look in the passage for answers.  This goes against 

everything teachers are telling their students” and “I-Station Recommended 

lesson plans are recommended in English, when some of the skills do not apply to 

my bilingual students.” 
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5. Lack of Parental Support/Involvement, as noted by six participants, and illustrated 

by the following comments, “Lack of parental support” and “parental rabid 

involvement when the student is clearly inactive and non-compliant with daily 

work and tests.” 

Item 21 read:  “Please explain how RTI impacts length of time before a student is 

considered for special education services.”  Twenty-two comments (55%) supported the 

time involved to adequately implement pertinent strategies at each Tier, as illustrated by 

the comment, “RTI process gives more time to assess student before considering special 

education.” Nineteen comments (45%) proffered too much time was involved before 

students were moved to another Tier or officially tested for special education services, as 

illustrated by the comments, “RTI sometimes lengthens the time a student can be tested 

for special services.  In that time, there are other changes the teacher can make, but if 

these have been exhausted, it's an aggravating wait” and “RTI takes too long, the student 

does not get the help they need” (see Appendix C). 

Item 22 read:  “Add any further comments or recommendations concerning the 

use of RTI practices.”  The single most commonly named concern referred to need for 

more training of educators in the RTI process.   The following comments illustrate the 

participants’ responses:  “More training on the process would be helpful,” “RTI is useful 

however, more assistance is needed to help teachers complete the process,” “There needs 

to be more training on what is developmentally appropriate because too often we RTI 

kids or labeling them when in reality there is nothing wrong. Then the students where it is 

obvious they are struggling and will continue to struggle being developmental is used as 
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an excuse. In the past I have been told we can't have more than 10% or the district gets 

flagged well that shouldn't be an excuse for not servicing those who need it no matter the 

percentage.  Overall more training for Admin and Teachers and clearer guidelines that 

don't change every year” (see Appendix D).  

Results in response to the second research question.  A comparative analysis 

was conducted for each group, comparing performance on first STAAR assessment 

against performance on second STAAR assessment.  The measure of central tendency 

was calculated as the mean average.  Additionally, a comparative analysis was conducted 

between results for all students in RTI Tier II and III, and students not enrolled in Tier II 

or III.  Table 27 indicates performance based on the amount of time student were in the 

RTI program. Students were divided into three groups for the purposes of this study. The 

baseline for all categories was the Winter 2013 STAAR exam score. Group 1 consisted of 

students who were in the program for more than one year. Their mean score increased 

from 44.261 on the Winter 2013 STAAR exam to 47.957 on the Spring 2014 STAAR 

exam. Group 2, students who received interventions for 6-12 months, saw an increase as 

well. These students had a mean score of 44.718 on the Winter 2013 STAAR exam and a 

mean score of 45.795 on the  Spring 2014 STARR exam. Finally, Group 3, which 

consisted of students receiving RTI interventions less than six months, scored a mean of 

42.281 on the Winter 2013 STAAR exam. These students’ mean performance increased 

to 45.563 on the Spring 2014 STAAR exam.  
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Table	  23:	  	  Effect	  of	  RTI	  Intervention	  on	  STAAR	  Performance 

Code 1 Pre/2 Post Mean 
1 1 

2 
44.261 
47.957 

2 1 
2 

44.718 
45.795 

3 1 
2 

42.281 
45.563 

 

Figure 2 further illustrates how there is a significant change in the means when 

RTI interventions are provided for students when they are referred and entered into an 

RTI. In all three instances, an increase was detected in the mean when students were 

provided RTI interventions utilizing the 2013 STAAR as the baseline and the 2014 

STAAR exam to examine if there was a rise in student achievement over time.  
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Figure	  2.	  	  Estimated	  Marginal	  Means 

Looking at the slope of the three lines in Figure 2, they are not consistent with 

time spent in the RTI program. In fact, the second group of students’ performance was 

somewhat flat as compared to the other two groups with whom they were compared. As a 

result, this illustration supports the data that there is no identifiable difference in student 

achievement when students are placed in RTI for a given period of time, which was 

defined in the examination.  

A comparative analysis between scores for all 4th and 5th grade students receiving 

Tier II or III interventions and 4th and 5th grade students not receiving Tier II or III 

interventions was conducted.  The analysis included consolidating all students receiving 

RTI Tier II and III interventions into one group, in order to align with single group of 
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students not receiving such interventions.  The analysis was conducted using central 

measure of tendency, the mean average.  The results indicate that one group’s scores 

increased between the Winter 2013 STAAR and Spring 2014 STAAR, and the other 

group’s scores decreased:  for those students not in RTI Tier II or III, their scores 

declined by average of 1.47 points; and, for those students receiving Tier II or III 

interventions, their scores increased by average of 2.46 points (see Table 24). 

Table	  24.	  	  Comparative	  Analysis	  of	  4th	  and	  5th	  Grade	  Student	  Scores	  

Comparative Analysis of 4th and 5th grade student scores:  Winter 2013 STAAR and Spring 2014 
STAAR  

 Winter 2013 STAAR Spring 2014 STAAR 
Change in 

Performance 
(Winter to Spring 
Administration) 

Students enrolled in 

Tier II or III 
43.78 46.24 +2.46 

Students in Tier I 61.11 59.64 -1.47 

 

Summary 

 The analysis of data from this study, as presented in this chapter in response to 

research question one, suggest that (a) teachers are the most important constituent (99%) 

in determining whether or not to recommend a student for RTI Tier 2 or Tier 3; (b) 90.5% 

of survey respondents estimate that parents are present 50% or less of the times an RTI 

conference is held; (c) survey participants indicate teacher-designed tests and teacher 

observations share equally (79.0%) as most important to impact decision to recommend a 

student for RTI Tier 2 or 3 interventions; (d) the unsuccessful intervention, the 

intervention where students are not successful, that is most considered when deciding to 
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recommend a student for RTI Tier 2 or 3 interventions is the teacher-designed test; and 

(e) time and training are greatest concerns expressed by teachers in the open-ended 

comments.  In response to the second research question, the data analyzed suggests that 

when students are placed in Tier II or II interventions there is no identifiable difference in 

student achievement when measured against how much time students spent in RTI Tier II 

or III.   

 

 



77 

Chapter 5: Summary, Discussion, and Implications 

 Every public school district across the nation is challenged to implement federal 

and state legislative mandates as they relate to operating a local education agency.  The 

mandates are numerous, with current iterations largely focused on ensuring that all 

children receive an appropriate public education.  What is appropriate poses additional 

variables, in addition to simply implementing mandates.  The trajectory that defines a 

district’s work to recognize mandates and implement them in a particular situation, with 

students that are each unique in their own right, exacerbates the challenges.  Districts 

must necessarily adopt systems and practices that not only adhere to the mandates, but 

fulfill their intended purpose.  One system adopted by districts in each of the nation’s 50 

states is Response to Intervention (RTI).  This system is designed to consider the unique 

situation of each student, and develop and implement interventions appropriate to the 

student through a strategic plan whose purpose is to position the student for academic 

success.  RTI is available for all students; however, how it is implemented, what factors 

are considered in determining if students require additional interventions structured 

through a RTI system, presumes a district is mindful of such things as the cultural 

differences that Hispanic students may present.   

 Having stated this, it is hoped that the overall significance of this study will be its 

contribution to better understand the important role that educators play in determining 

when and if a student may be best served by referral for more intensive interventions as 

available through RTI Tier II or III instructional strategies.  Additionally, the 

consideration that must necessarily be given to the cultural differences Hispanic students 
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possess and how best to honor, support, and include these in order to promote academic 

achievement, especially as measured by state mandated assessments such as Texas’ 

STAAR.  The findings of this study will highlight the importance of ongoing training for 

educators, as well as the efficient use of time, in order to best implement an effective RTI 

system. 

 It was never the intention of this study to create a new theory regarding a RTI 

system and its application to a Hispanic student population.  At best, it is hoped this study 

will add knowledge to the literature regarding a district’s RTI practices.  RTI remains 

somewhat of a new initiative for many districts, and the literature to address particulars of 

how RTI is being implemented, such as the contributing factors considered to determine 

if a student may require Tier II or Tier III interventions and how Hispanic students 

assigned to Tier II or III interventions have performed in comparison to their peers, is 

limited. 

 The remainder of this chapter will be devoted to presenting a summary of findings 

derived through analysis of data gathered during the study, implication of the findings on 

practice and future research, limitations of the findings, and possible future directions for 

similar research. 

Summary of Research Findings 

 The research findings are categorized according to emergent themes that were 

revealed in analyzing the data.  The themes are:  Professional Development, Time, and 

Duration of Interventions. 
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 Professional Development.  This emergent theme was revealed in response to the 

first research question.  It is based on the survey distributed to the district’s 4th and 5th 

grade teachers, which included both close- and open-ended items.  The responses to the 

close-ended portion of survey items were easily quantifiable due to the Likert scale 

model employed; however, it was the open-ended item responses that provided the 

qualitative data, which suggested a deeper and richer revelation fortifying this emergent 

theme, professional development, as a major finding of this study.  This theme not only 

highlights the important role teachers play in the RTI process, it equally highlighted the 

teachers’ self-admission that there exists a need for ongoing professional development as 

regards RTI implementation.   

Survey items 9-12 addressed the degree of importance of particular activities and 

assessments in determining to recommend a student for RTI Tier II or III.  Participants 

were given four choices: state assessment, benchmark tests, teacher-designed tests, and 

teacher observations.  Participants equally selected teacher-designed tests (79%) and 

teacher observations (79%) as preferred choices from among close-ended items.   

The close-ended portion of survey items 14-17 addressed how critical are those 

interventions where students are unsuccessful for recommending them for more intense 

RTI interventions.  Participants were given choice of teacher observations, teacher-

designed tests, curriculum tests, and benchmark tests.  The preferred choices were teacher 

observations (84%) and teacher-designed tests (84.3%). 

Survey item 19 was an open-ended item, where participants were invited to list in 

order of effectiveness, from most effective to least effective, RTI practices that make the 
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most positive impact on student learning.  The second most often cited practice to make 

the most positive impact on student learning was Classroom/Teacher Observation, with 

Small Group Work as the first most cited practice.  The results of closed-ended survey 

items 9-17 and open-ended survey item 19, collectively, suggest teacher-designed tests 

and teacher observations as significant factors in the RTI process.  These findings 

resonate with the literature, as cited by Barrios and Combes (2014) and Castro-Villarreal 

et al. (2014) who suggest that teachers view themselves as the main stakeholders in the 

RTI process. 

In counter balance to the regard in which teachers hold themselves, is their 

concern for factors that diminish the effectiveness of RTI interventions.  Survey item 20 

addressed factors that diminished the effectiveness of RTI interventions; with lack of 

training as the third of five most frequently cited factors.  The final survey item was 

open-ended, inviting participants to add any further comments or recommendations 

concerning the use of RTI practices.  The single most frequently named concern referred 

to the need for more training of teachers in the RTI process. 

These findings support the literature; wherein, the important role of the teacher is 

indicated, as well as the concern of teachers for effective training.  Castro-Villareal et al. 

(2014) in their study’s findings listed three barriers to effective implementation of a RTI 

system: training, time and resources, and systems practices.  The first barrier, training, 

resonates with the comments made by participants in this study.  Participants’ self-

admission indicates their recognition for the need to be thoroughly trained in the RTI 

process to be most effective in meeting student needs.  Participants elaborated in 
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numerous instances that training must necessarily include training in use of RTI forms 

and systems to ensure consistency in its implementation.  Additionally, participants cited 

the need to collaborate with other specialists; whereby, there would be an efficient use of 

time and resources to coordinate effective interventions.  There is a persistent need for 

professional development. 

 Time. This emergent theme was revealed through the open-ended survey 

responses.  The open-ended survey item 20 invited participants to identify any factors 

that they encountered that diminish the effectiveness of RTI interventions.  The response 

most frequently mentioned was time.  The comments indicated the concern that it was a 

challenge to implement the appropriate Tier interventions in the allotted time.  Comments 

included: “there is little time during the day for small group interventions,” “limited 

amount of time in preparing and documenting student needs,” “not enough time to apply 

the interventions because for some of the students their time is being split between math 

and reading interventions.” 

 This finding is supported by the literature, which suggests educators at all levels 

must necessarily collaborate to design a schedule to effectively implement Tier 

intervention strategies, which reflects need for professional development (Barrios & 

Combes, 2014; Castro-Villarreal et al., 2014). 

Duration of Interventions.  This theme was revealed in direct response to the 

second research question.  The data yielded by analysis of the student test scores revealed 

that time in an RTI program does not correlate to improvement in results. In fact, students 

receiving intervention for the least amount of time outperformed students who had been 
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in RTI for six months to one year. The implications of this data indicate the district may 

not have an effective system of progress monitoring. If interventions are not working 

after a given period of time, then modifications should be made to the student’s 

instruction. Again, this could be due to the lack of professional development offered by 

the district to properly have teachers trained on how to monitor their students, as well as 

the concern revealed by results from survey item 20, time.  This part of the process is 

extremely critical to properly evaluate if students are progessing in their achievement or 

if they need to be referred for special education services. The data used to determine if 

RTI interventions would have an impact on student achievement revealed that when 

students received interventions, there was a significant rise in their achievement. The data 

also revealed that duration in RTI did not have a significant impact in their achievement 

as seen on the 2013 Winter STAAR Exam compared to the 2014 Spring STAAR Exam. 

We are posed with statistical data for a limited number of students (n = 30); however, the 

data suggests a lack of training for teachers in the district. Based on the information that 

time spent in RTI does not correlate to academic improvement, it is evident that the 

district must develop and implement a better system of progress monitoring.   

An interesting note: analyzing Tier II student scores indicated these students 

outperformed their peers on the same assessments:  Tier I students demonstrated a mean 

average decline of 1.47 points, while scores of student receiving Tier II interventions 

increased 2.46 points.  
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Implication for Practice 

 The findings of this study suggest a strong need for professional development to 

best effectuate a RTI system.  District and campus leadership must necessarily be 

compelled to provide substantial professional development to ensure that all professional 

stakeholders, especially classroom teachers, are well-prepared to implement a RTI 

system.  The professional development must increase knowledge and understanding of 

RTI, and equally facilitate a confidence is actual practice of RTI strategies.   

Implications for Future Research 

 The study highlights the need for further research that increases the knowledge 

and understanding of best practices among districts and campuses on effective 

professional development models.  Qualitative research designed to elicit teachers’ 

perspectives on what may be lacking to implement a RTI model with fidelity is needed. 

Reflection    

This study has assisted me in presenting a perspective of how daunting it has 

become for a teacher to be in a classroom with all the requirements that are placed on 

them.  Teachers over the years, due to Federal and State requirements, have been 

mandated they teach all their students in a manner that best meets their learning style.  In 

addition, teachers are expected to attend meetings, training sessions and disaggregate data 

before they develop lessons plans for their students. 

The information provided by teachers illuminates that we as administrators need 

to be cognizant of these added responsibilities the system has placed on teachers 

otherwise we will diminish the passion teachers have for their students.  Given the 
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information provided, teachers desire the responsibility of educating their students but we 

as administrators have to provide them the tools they need to be successful.  School 

Districts cannot expect teachers to meet the expectations of all their students if they are 

not trained to assist students in need.  It is evident that many teachers at Somerset ISD 

feel that they are not properly trained to recommend decisions that will have a profound 

impact on the success of their students.  Teachers need to be knowledgeable on how to be 

prescriptive in order to positively influence students to improve their learning.  In 

addition, administrators have to build structures to insure progress monitoring is 

occurring to assist both the teacher and the student.  Progress monitoring allows for 

providing constructive feedback on how to improve teacher performance, which 

eventually will elicit improved student performance.  Finally, time needs to be provided 

for teachers to perform their job adequately.  If teachers are given the time needed to 

effectively perform their responsibilities then the district is not providing a system of 

fidelity designed to improve student performance.  When we construct our schedules time 

should be considered as a top priority ensures we provide a quality education for all our 

students. 

Time, Training, and progress monitoring are suggestions represented by teachers 

that will be looked upon critically to improve the morale of teachers, and assist students 

improve their performance by developing an individualized plan for every student to 

meet their needs.  We will collectively, as administrative staff, invite teachers and 

students to look at our core processes to provide input on how to improve Somerset ISD 

to meet our goal of being an exemplary district as written in our Mission Statement. 
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Appendix A  

Survey Item 19 Open-Ended Responses 

From your experience and perspective, please list below in order of effectiveness the (RTI) 
practices used in your school that make the most positive impact on student learning.  List the 
MOST effective intervention first, and the LEAST effective last on your list  Please list in text 
box most effective intervention to least effective intervention in text box 
 
small group 
 
tutoring 
 
IStation 

On on one 
 
Small group 

Small group 

Tutoring is most effective.  Computer based is least effective 
1. I-station 
 
2. tutoring 
I-Station Lesson Plans 
Tutoring 
Classroom Observations 
 
IStation 
The most effective intervention will be observations done by the teacher 
most effective - iStation (easy to use) 
 
I'm a first year teacher with very few RTI students. What I have noticed for my few students 
that's been helping so far is small group instruction.  
Daily Small Group Intervention (My Sidewalks) 
 
Istation 
 
Tutoring 
most: teacher assessment/observations 
 

 
Tutoring w/ Istation lessons 
 
Istation- self-paced 
small group intervention,  
pull outs,  
tutoring 
tutoring  
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Classroom Small Group Instruction 
 
Tutoring 
 
IStation  
small grouping 
 
tutoring 
 
2. Small group Support pinpointing area of weakness 

small group 
 
tutoring 
 
iStation  
Small Group, 
 I-Station 
Small group instruction 
 
small groups 
 
built in tutoring time 
 
built in istation time 
 

Tutoring  

Teacher Observation and teacher evaluation I believe is the most effective intervention as well 
as specific testing. 
Most effective intervention would be small group to reteach concepts in a more personalized 
way. 
 
Small group tutoring geared toward a students identified weekness is the most effective 
Tutoring 
Most Effective:  One on one teacher student instructions, higher level questioning, context clues, 
reading strategies, and group learning 

Tutoring  
 
Small Group 
tutoring  
and small group work 
I station 

tutoring 
 
Istation 
 
small group with teacher 
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Teacher observations;  
 
small groups or  

one on one 

Tutoring  

and small group intervention. 

After school tutoring is effective for students who attend. 
 
Small group intervention 
 
I-station 
 
Tutoring 
Tutoring,motivation 
teacher-led small group interventions 
 
peer tutoring 
 
tutoring with aids 
 
istation intervention 
 
Small group instruction (teacher, aide, and pull-out) 
After School tutoring 
 
Istation usage 

observation 
 
Small group instruction 
Small group that are leveled, using reading street designed lessons, tutoring 
Small group intervention 
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Appendix B Survey  

Item 20 Open-Ended Responses 

The biggest factor is limiting the amount of time a student receives an interventions.  Frequently, we 
administer interventions but are only limited to 20-30 minutes which is not enough time in some 
cases. 
inconsistency with interventions 
Consistency of the implementation 
There has not been opportunities for effective training for the RTI process 
Provides RTI training for new teacher. 
I-Station Recommended lesson plans are recommended in English, when some of the skills do not 
apply to my bilingual students. 
IStation Students do not take it seriously enough for us to use as a tool to determine RtI eligibility 
Lack of parental support. 
parents making special conditions for their children that undermine the RTI and administrators 
supporting the parents flawed perspective.  
Time 
The span of time between Tier 2 and Tier 3 or Tier 3 to further testing.  Months can go by and the 
student will be getting frustrated and defeated during the wait. 
Time or pull out programs that have removed them from my normal lesson. 
parental rabid involvement when the student is clearly inactive and non-compliant with daily work 
and tests  
Students dislike Istation Reading and therefore do not take it seriously. 
IStation is an inaccurate measurement of a student's reading level.  The format of this program goes 
against what is being stressed in class.  IStation times the students, giving them very little time to read 
the passages and they are not allowed to go back and look in the passage for answers.  This goes 
against everything teachers are telling their students.  We tell them to go back and prove their 
answers, and they are given four hours to complete STAAR.   
Sometimes the assessments used to collect data may vary and for RTI assessments must remain 
consistent if we want true results  
I've been frustrated by the lack of support given to teachers/me coaching me through the process. 
 
It is my understanding that we place a high degree of reliance on iStation which even un to late 
November was not working at 100% efficiency on our classroom Extendas. 
Lack of teacher understanding/experience with the process. 
lack of fidelity of implementation, insufficient duration of implementation 
Interventions must be consistent to be effective. 
Lack of parental involvement 
Home environment 
 
No prior experience with RTI. 
lack of time 
leaving the process for the teacher to complete independently- they do not always understand how to 
complete the paperwork or what constitutes evidenced based interventions 
Not following through... 
not enough time to practice new learning 
not being able to see the child enought to implement the interventions 
I station will not allow our students to advance. 
 



90 

even after numerous calls to the I station. 
Not being consistent and keeping good documentation 
there is little time during the day for small group interventions 
Time 
Limited amount of time in preparing and documenting students needs. 

Not enough time to apply the interventions because for some of the students their time is being split 
between math and reading. interventions.  
the process in how long it takes for one to get something going for the student 
The meeting and length of time.  Nothing is clear nor is there help with the process.  Teachers are 
often left to do it on their own without any guidance. 
The students who work on I-station need more time.  For example, the after school group go in when 
dismissed at 4:00 pm until their bus "wave" is called.  For wave one it's anywhere from 5-10 minutes, 
so they aren't really getting anything out if it. 
lack of teacher training 
Teacher quality and training 
There is not a cohesive district plan for RTI. Each campus does things very differently at times. The 
computer based program I felt was more beneficial and allows for more than one person to work with 
a student and monitor without needed to locate and transfer a folder all of the time.  
sometimes just having the time to gather the information from the students personal file ,but i know 
that that process is beyond our control. 
No communication with staff and parents 
lack of interest from student or parent 
Not all people on the same page/understanding/focus of what RTI is and should be  
Not being consistent with the intervention 
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Appendix C  

Survey Item 21 Open-Ended Responses 

   
RTI will prolong the referral for special education but will provide additional data for their disability. 
Proper length of intervention and fidelity must be adhered as well as multiple intervention strategies 
before sp ed referral is initiated. 
The time is decreased for those students who really do need the extra special education support because 
of the documentation and efforts of adults involved. 
Six to eight weeks is enough time for teacher to observer and identify student's inability to comprehend 
reading in Core curriculum lessons. 
I believe the students need as much intervention as possible before being considered for special 
education services.  
RTI process gives more time to assess student before considering special education 
Students are being not being addressed because of nonsense issues such as failing a vision screening 
It allows to try other avenues before referring a student to special education 
RTI is great but some students take advantage of it and exploit it to their advantage.  The school district 
needs to have a plan in place that combats this.  
Students have to go through the process before anything is done. Most often must be failing to be 
considered. I thought that the purpose of RTI is to keep them from failing before Special Education 
steps in. 
RTI sometimes lengthens the time a student can be tested for special services.  In that time, there are 
other changes the teacher can make, but if these have been exhausted, it's an aggravating wait.  
RTI services implementation times prior to SPED services garnered would be a key factor in the teacher 
assessment/recommendation.  This time may give a more comprehensive picture to the SPED 
accommodations needing implementation.    
Length of time is a critical in RTI and referral for evaluation for special education eligibility or special 
programs, such as Dyslexia. Delays in referral for further assessments and eligibility may be 
detrimental to success of student in the long run. 
If a student is showing any progress with interventions they will continue with those interventions and 
not be referred for Spec. Ed. unless the RTI committee decides otherwise.  
The process is too lengthy and teacher input should be considered.   
I think the length of time is good because we don't want to refer students to special education right 
away when we may be able to close gaps with intervention. The teachers usually do a great job knowing 
their students and if they need to be refer to special education faster. 
The RTI process has been a year-long endeavor.  There has to be a happy medium. 

It can make the referral process frustrating and tedious. 
RTI takes too long,the student does not get the help they need  
Getting students tested is a long process. I don't feel that RTI has any impact on the length of time. 
It is the process by which we try all avenues prior to falsely identifying for dyslexia and/or special 
education. 
depends on need. i.e. if student is autistic, RTI is not needed and referral should be expedited 
At times, the process may be a bit lengthy causing delays in the student receiving necessary services. 
I believe it all depends on the how aggressive the teacher and parents want to be together deciding on 
the best action to take. 
RTI makes it longer for students to get refered. However, the referrals are more quality. 
if a teacher does not know how or feel comfortable with rti- they may not get the process started or 
implement with fidelity (inadvertantly)  
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Extremely important that timelines are established and follow through takes place. 
extends this time 
Special education is not a goal to be reached.  Our hope is that with appropriate interventions, student 
never need be referred for special education.  However, for those students that are referred RtI data is 
essential in the determination for eligibility.  RtI data is not optional.   
If students' Reading scores are not consistent or are not increasing to a level of 77% or higher within 3 
testing periods, they should be considered for special education services. 
It's getting better 
If a student is referred to special education services, all data is used for the referral. 
you can track students data sufficiently to specialize the type of service the student needs 
Sometimes it takes to long 
I believe that some students are sever cases and shouldn't have to go through the whole process.  If they 
are several grade levels behind, what are we waiting for? 
RTI time is too long for many students as it increases the time they must wait for services to begin 
I think it is the right amount of time to see true level of students 
There is no carryover from year ro year; many teacher's are not aware in August that Student's were in 
the RtI process or had already been tested and were DNQ for Spec Ed 
RTI is meant to assist and provide assistance to at risk students before severe learner difficulties 
develop. 
 It helps us assess and observe the student and collect data to help us determine the student's needs and 
progress. 
by high school very few new students are added to the program.  
theres a lot of factors that come into play with the length of time it takes for a student to be eligible for 
special services. Things can become worse, better, slightly change, dramatically change, it all depends 
on the student and how much the teacher is willing to stick her neck out. 
The length of time is too far apart.  Student is not recommended for special ed services until they have 
repeated the grade one time. 
If a student is in the RTI process they may not need special education. 
students do not receive the modifications needed to make student successful which leads to failing 
grades 
Since it is the first time our students have been in school a lot of our students are unidentified especially 
when it comes to speech (non-verbal or cannot be understood at all) . The long process causes 
frustration for all parties involved.  
Helps ensure testing is needed before resources are spent to explore such needs. It does take longer but 
helps in the long run. 
The  RTI  length is necessary because that way we are not in such a hurry that we don't try everything 
we can before we say lets consider special education.  
The process must be fully completed before students are referred for Special Education. These steps 
involve the time to observe students in need and take necessary action. 
After teacher has tried everything  and did not work 
It seems like it is just the paperwork to be done and not a true system of data collection and 
interventions 
Every child is different; age, environment, so many variables dependent on movement through tiers. 
The length of time to enter spec ed is longer but more information is considered before choosing that 
option 
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Appendix D Survey Item 22 Open-Ended Responses 

Add any further comments or recommendations concerning the use of RTI 
practices: 
 
Sometimes I believe these are overused with students that simply are lazy/inactive.  We then tend to 
cater to these students with specialized paperwork and unsubstantiated accommodations, this ultimately 
hurts them when they go to college.  I have observed this first-hand many times.    
I teach LifeSkills 9th-12th grades so intervention is still an important part of the teaching and services. 
However the specificity of my services would probably be better researched in a separate topic and 
survey. 
I feel that the process is a lot better this year. We have all the materials we need and received them 
ahead of time. I like that we are using a set intervention (Sidewalks) and that out windows are not too 
long. Our principal also had our binder prepared for us over the summer.  
I would like the follow up and meeting with the RTI interventionist  
More training on the process would be helpful.   
RTI is useful however, more assistance is needed to help teachers complete the process. 
constant review by someone who actually knows the process 
Through PD prior to the start of the school year on RTI and the required documentation 
It would be much easier to keep data and more accurate to track RTI from previous years if the 
computer program for RTI was back in effect. 
the process of intervention often becomes a burden to both the student and the teacher. cumbersome 
paperwork that produces vague modifications and accommodations with no pre-established measures 
for success makes.  
There needs to be more clear expectations and dates set when things are due.  Teachers also need 
guidance on how to complete forms and when it is the appropriate time to switch Tiers. 
 
There needs to be more training on what is developmentally appropriate because too often we RTI kids 
or labeling them when in reality there is nothing wrong.Then the students where it is obvious they are 
struggling and will continue to struggle being developmental is used as an excuse. In the past I have 
been told we can't have more than 10% or the district gets flagged well that shouldn't be an excuse for 
not servicing those who need it no matter the percentage. 
 
Overall more training for Admin and Teachers and clearer guidelines that don't change every year. 
I think all teachers need more training to be more effective, especially at the elementary and 
intermediate campuses. 
I believe we should have mock RTI meetings & demonstrate the action to take. 
Having other teachers help on making this decisions. 
We really need to have a structure. And understanding of rti as a whole  
 
I also believe that we as educators need to speak the same language of interventions and documentation  
 
for too many years spec ed and Gen ed speak two different academic languages  
 
I believe that is the most frustrating part of rti 
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Appendix E 

Survey of Teacher Attitudes toward RTI Referral Protocols 

Thank you for your assistance in completing this Survey of RTI Referral Protocols.  The 
survey is a vital component of a research project currently underway, and your responses 
are important to improve effectiveness of the Response to Intervention (RTI) system. 

Provide the following background information: 

Grade Level(s) You Teach 
________________________________________________ 

Campus 
_______________________________________________________________ 

Subject (s) You Teach 
____________________________________________________ 

Special Program(s) You 
Teach______________________________________________ 

Indicate the degree of “importance” of each person’s role below in determining whether 
or not to recommend a student for Response to Intervention (RTI) practices.  Circle a 
number on each scale, assigning 5 for “Very Important” and 0 for “Not Important.”  If the 
most important role is not one of the roles listed, enter it in the space below. 

1. Parent. 
 0 1 2 3 4 5 

 Not Important     Very Important 

 

2. Teacher. 
 0 1 2 3 4 5 

 Not Important     Very Important 

 

3. Counselor. 
 0 1 2 3 4 5 

 Not Important     Very Important 
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4. Assistant Principal. 
 0 1 2 3 4 5 

 Not Important     Very Important 

5. If another role not listed above is very important, please specify that role: 

__________________________________________________________________
____ 
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Estimate the following factors based on your observations and experience and circle the 
most accurate frequency among the optional responses.  Add comments to clarify as 
needed. 

6. Percent of time parents attend RTI Conferences to assist the child: 
 0% 25% 50% 75% 100% 

      

7. Typical length of time before a student is moved from Tier 1 to Tier 2 RTI: 
 1 week 2 weeks 1 mo. 2 mo. 3 mo. 3+ mo.  

 

8. Typical length of time before a student is moved from Tier 2 to Tier 3 RTI: 
 1 week 2 weeks 1 mo. 2 mo. 3 mo. 3+ mo. 

Indicate the degree of “importance” of each factor below impacting your decisions 
whether or not to recommend a student for Response to Intervention (RTI) practices.  
Circle a number on each scale, assigning 5 for “most important” and 0 for “least 
important.”  

9. Measured reading comprehension functional level as indicated by state 
assessments. 

 0 1 2 3 4 5 

Least Important     Most Important 

 

10. Measured reading comprehension functional level as indicated by benchmark 
tests. 

 0 1 2 3 4 5 

Least Important     Most Important 

 

11. Measured reading comprehension functional level as indicated by teacher-
designed tests. 

 0 1 2 3 4 5 

Least Important     Most Important 
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12. Measured reading comprehension functional level as indicated by teacher 
observations. 

 0 1 2 3 4 5 

Least Important     Most Important 

 

13. If another factor not listed above is most critical, please specify that factor: 

__________________________________________________________________
____ 
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Indicate how critical each factor below is for recommending a student for more intensive 
(RTI) practices.  Circle a number on each scale, assigning 5 for “most critical” and 0 for 
“least critical.”  

14. Unsuccessful interventions as indicated by teacher observations. 
 0 1 2 3 4 5 

Least Critical     Most Critical 

 

15. Unsuccessful interventions as indicated by teacher-designed tests. 
 0 1 2 3 4 5 

Least Critical     Most Critical 

 

16. Unsuccessful interventions as indicated by curriculum unit tests. 
 0 1 2 3 4 5 

Least Critical     Most Critical 

 

17. Unsuccessful interventions as indicated by formal benchmark tests. 
 0 1 2 3 4 5 

Least Critical     Most Critical 

18.  If another factor not listed above is the most critical, please enter that factor 
below: 

__________________________________________________________________
_ 

19. List below in order of effectiveness the (RTI) practices used in your school that 
make the most positive impact on student learning.  List the MOST effective 
intervention first, and the LEAST effective last on your list.   

Most effective RTI practice: 
___________________________________________________________________ 

Next most effective RTI practice: 
___________________________________________________________________ 
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Additional RTI practice: 
___________________________________________________________________ 

Least effective RTI practice: 
___________________________________________________________________ 
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20. Please explain below any factors that you have encountered that diminish the 
effectiveness of RTI interventions: 

___________________________________________________________________ 

___________________________________________________________________ 

___________________________________________________________________ 

___________________________________________________________________ 

21. Please explain how RTI impacts length of time before a student is considered for 
special education services: 

___________________________________________________________________ 

___________________________________________________________________ 

___________________________________________________________________ 

___________________________________________________________________ 

 

22. Add any further comments or recommendations concerning the use of RTI 

practices: 

___________________________________________________________________ 

___________________________________________________________________ 

___________________________________________________________________ 

___________________________________________________________________ 
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Appendix F   

District RTI Manual 
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Defining “Response to Intervention” 

Response	  to	  Intervention,	  or	  RtI,	  is	  the	  practice	  of	  meeting	  the	  academic,	  behavioral	  and/or	  
language	  needs	  of	  all	  students	  through	  a	  problem-‐solving	  process	  with	  three	  key	  elements:	  

• High-‐quality	  instruction	  and	  research-‐based	  tiered	  interventions	  aligned	  with	  individual	  
student	  needs	  

• Frequent	  monitoring	  of	  student	  progress	  to	  enable	  results-‐based	  academic,	  behavioral	  
and/or	  language	  decisions	  

• Use	  of	  student	  response	  data	  in	  making	  important	  educational	  decisions	  (such	  as	  those	  
regarding	  placement,	  intervention,	  curriculum,	  and	  instructional	  goals	  and	  
methodologies)	  

	  

The	  instructional	  approaches	  within	  the	  general	  education	  setting	  should	  result	  in	  academic	  
and/or	  behavioral	  progress	  for	  the	  majority	  of	  the	  students	  (80%).	  	  

The	  primary	  focus	  of	  RtI	  is	  early	  intervention	  to	  prevent	  long-‐term	  academic	  failure.	  Struggling	  
students	  are	  identified	  using	  data-‐based	  progress	  monitoring	  and	  are	  provided	  intensive	  
instruction.	  The	  use	  of	  a	  scientifically	  validated	  curriculum,	  as	  well	  as	  instructional	  methods	  
expected	  in	  an	  RtI	  model,	  leads	  to	  school	  improvement.	  Support	  services	  require	  collaboration	  
among	  campus	  personnel	  such	  as	  administrators,	  teachers,	  counselors,	  interventionists,	  
mentor/master	  teachers,	  special	  education	  teachers,	  and	  dyslexia	  teachers.	  

	  

Laws Supporting RtI 

Both	  the	  No	  Child	  Left	  Behind	  Act	  (NCLB	  2001)	  and	  the	  Individuals	  with	  Disabilities	  Education	  
Improvement	  Act	  (IDEA	  2004)	  focus	  on	  the	  quality	  of	  instruction	  that	  students	  receive	  in	  the	  
general	  education	  setting.	  NCLB	  and	  IDEA	  require	  the	  use	  of	  research-‐based	  instruction	  and	  
interventions.	  RtI	  focuses	  on	  effective	  academic	  and	  behavioral	  programs	  that	  result	  in	  
improved	  student	  performance.	  

Using	  data-‐based	  interventions	  and	  interventions	  based	  on	  scientific	  research	  to	  determine	  
eligibility	  for	  learning	  disabilities	  is	  stressed	  in	  IDEA	  2004.	  With	  an	  RtI	  approach,	  general	  
education	  teachers	  assume	  increased	  responsibility	  for	  delivering	  high-‐quality	  instruction	  to	  
early-‐identified	  struggling	  students.	  The	  diverse	  needs	  of	  these	  students	  must	  be	  addressed	  
through	  a	  tiered	  problem-‐solving	  system	  of	  timely	  interventions	  that	  increase	  in	  intensity	  and	  
duration.	  RtI	  promotes	  the	  unity	  of	  general	  education	  and	  special	  education	  to	  create	  a	  
seamless	  system.	  
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The Major Components of RtI 

• Data-‐based	  decision	  making	  

o Critical	  educational	  decisions	  are	  based	  on	  assessment	  results.	  Data	  are	  
carefully	  analyzed	  to	  determine	  why	  academic,	  behavioral	  and/or	  language	  
problems	  exist.	  

• Universal	  screening	  

o Universal	  screenings	  are	  assessments	  administered	  to	  all	  students	  to	  determine	  
as	  early	  as	  possible	  which	  students	  are	  at	  risk	  of	  not	  meeting	  academic	  
benchmarks.	  These	  screenings	  are	  administered	  at	  least	  three	  times	  per	  year	  in	  
order	  to	  meet	  early	  intervention	  needs	  of	  all	  students.	  

• Tiered	  model	  of	  delivery	  

o The	  RtI	  process	  incorporates	  a	  tiered	  model	  of	  delivery	  of	  instruction.	  The	  tiers	  
reflect	  increasing	  intensification	  of	  interventions	  to	  meet	  the	  individual	  needs	  of	  
students.	  

• Progress	  monitoring	  

o The	  monitoring	  of	  student	  progress	  is	  a	  research-‐based	  practice	  that	  produces	  
data	  about	  student	  growth	  over	  time.	  Progress	  monitoring	  is	  used	  to	  determine	  
the	  effectiveness	  of	  instruction	  and/or	  interventions.	  

• Fidelity	  of	  implementation	  

o Fidelity	  of	  implementation	  is	  achieved	  when	  the	  delivery	  of	  instruction,	  
assessments	  and	  progress	  monitoring	  is	  carried	  out	  as	  it	  was	  designed	  to	  be.	  

	  

Characteristics of RtI 

• RtI	  meets	  the	  goals	  of	  the	  No	  Child	  Left	  Behind	  Act	  by	  helping	  with	  early	  identification	  of	  
struggling	  learners	  and	  by	  providing	  immediate	  intervention	  using	  scientific,	  research-‐
based	  instruction	  and	  teaching	  methods	  in	  order	  to	  improve	  educational	  outcomes.	  

• RtI	  is	  a	  preventive	  approach	  used	  to	  intervene	  early	  when	  students	  show	  signs	  of	  not	  
meeting	  grade-‐level	  standards.	  

• RtI	  generates	  high-‐quality	  instruction	  and	  interventions	  matched	  to	  student	  needs.	  

• RtI	  uses	  the	  student’s	  learning	  rate	  and	  level	  of	  performance	  to	  make	  educational	  
decisions.	  

• RtI	  can	  be	  used	  to	  make	  referral	  decisions	  for	  students	  who	  do	  not	  respond	  to	  intensive	  
intervention	  (Tier	  3)	  in	  the	  general	  education	  setting.	  
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• RtI	  provides	  data	  that	  can	  be	  used	  in	  the	  identification	  of	  students	  with	  specific	  learning	  
disabilities,	  as	  opposed	  to	  the	  traditional	  discrepancy	  model	  used	  to	  determine	  eligibility	  
for	  special	  education	  services.	  

• RtI	  meets	  the	  educational	  needs	  of	  all	  students	  by	  providing	  direct,	  focused	  instruction	  
to	  address	  specific	  academic,	  behavioral	  and/or	  language	  needs.	  

	  

Collaboration	  within	  RtI	  Teams	  

RtI	  Teams	  meet	  on	  a	  regular	  basis	  to	  address	  teachers’	  concerns	  regarding	  students	  who	  are	  
struggling.	  Teams	  collaborate	  on	  designing	  intervention	  plans	  that	  meet	  student	  needs	  so	  that	  
students	  are	  successful,	  as	  evidenced	  by	  their	  learning.	  RtI	  Teams:	  

• Identify	  student	  strengths/talents/interests	  

• Discuss	  teachers’	  concerns	  regarding	  academic,	  behavior	  or	  language	  difficulties	  

• Review	  data	  	  

• Design	  intervention	  plans,	  to	  include	  methods	  for	  measuring	  progress	  

• Review	  and	  monitor	  plans	  

• Develop	  plan	  to	  communicate	  intervention	  plan	  with	  parents	  and	  all	  staff	  who	  have	  
contact	  with	  student	  

Non-‐Negotiables	  

• The	  campus	  administrator	  is	  responsible	  for	  the	  implementation	  of	  RtI	  

• Universal	  screenings	  will	  be	  administered	  two-‐three	  times	  a	  year	  to	  all	  students	  in	  
grades	  PK	  –	  9	  and	  as	  needed	  for	  students	  in	  grades	  10	  –	  12,	  according	  to	  the	  district	  
schedule	  

• All	  screeners	  will	  be	  administered	  with	  fidelity	  

• Campuses	  will	  form	  RtI	  Teams	  and	  hold	  RtI	  meetings	  to	  analyze	  campus	  Universal	  
Screener	  Data	  will	  be	  held	  with	  documented	  meeting	  minutes	  	  

• Campus	  RtI	  teams	  will	  utilize	  district	  supported	  resources	  to	  prescribe	  targeted	  
interventions	  based	  on	  student	  needs.	  	  

• Documentation	  of	  student	  progress	  will	  be	  collected	  by	  campuses	  and	  will	  be	  reviewed	  
at	  regularly	  scheduled	  RtI	  meetings.	  

• Student	  intervention	  plans	  will	  be	  reviewed	  according	  to	  the	  timelines	  established	  on	  
the	  RtI	  Basic	  Processes	  for	  each	  campus	  

• Data	  will	  be	  used	  to	  make	  any	  necessary	  additions	  or	  other	  changes	  to	  student	  
intervention	  plans	  

• Student	  privacy	  is	  of	  the	  highest	  priority	  with	  the	  RtI	  team	  
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o All	  student	  RtI	  forms,	  data,	  referral	  packets,	  parent	  letters	  and	  any	  other	  
pertinent	  information	  should	  be	  kept	  in	  a	  gray	  RtI	  folder	  and	  kept	  under	  lock	  
and	  key	  by	  a	  designated	  campus	  level	  RtI	  teacher,	  counselor	  or	  administrator	  

	  

Response	  to	  Intervention	  Teams	  –	  Required	  Members	  

• Administrator	  
• Teacher	  	  
• Counselor	  
• Interventionist	  and/or	  Mentor	  Teacher	  
• Parents	  	  

Response to Intervention Teams – Recommended Members (In addition to 

Required Members) 

• Nurse	  
• Enrichment	  teachers	  (Music,	  Art,	  PE)	  
• Master	  Teacher	  
• Special	  Education	  staff	  
• Any	  other	  staff	  with	  knowledge	  about	  the	  student	  being	  discussed	  

	  

Role	  parents	  play	  in	  RtI	  

Parents	  are	  essential	  to	  RtI	  and	  student	  success.	  Campuses	  are	  responsible	  for	  communicating	  
the	  benefits	  of	  participation	  in	  RtI	  to	  parents.	  This	  can	  be	  done	  through	  sharing	  information	  
about	  RtI	  on	  the	  campus	  website,	  in	  newsletters	  and	  at	  PTA	  meetings.	  The	  more	  parents	  know	  
and	  understand	  about	  RtI,	  the	  more	  they	  will	  be	  supportive	  of	  efforts	  to	  help	  their	  child.	  

Parent	  permission	  for	  participation	  in	  RtI	  is	  required.	  Parents	  will	  be	  invited	  to	  meetings,	  as	  their	  
input	  is	  critical	  to	  the	  success	  of	  the	  intervention	  plan.	  If	  parents	  are	  not	  able	  to	  attend	  the	  RtI	  
meeting,	  the	  RtI	  team	  will	  be	  responsible	  to	  develop	  a	  plan	  to	  communicate	  any	  plans	  made	  at	  
the	  meeting	  with	  parents	  and	  all	  staff	  who	  have	  contact	  with	  the	  child.	  
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Somerset	  ISD	  RtI	  Tiered	  Rubric	  

	   Tier	  I	  (4-‐6	  weeks)	  

Core	  classroom	  Instruction	  to	  
include	  small	  group	  
instruction	  

Tier	  II	  (8-‐10	  weeks)	  

Additional	  small	  group	  
instruction/intervention	  

Tier	  III	  (4-‐6	  weeks)	  

Intensive	  
instruction/intervention	  

FOCUS	   All	  Students	   Identified	  students	  who	  have	  
not	  responded	  to	  Tier	  I	  efforts	  

Identified	  students	  who	  
have	  not	  responded	  to	  Tier	  
I	  Tier	  2	  efforts	  

PROGRAM	   Scientific	  research-‐based	  
curriculum	  and	  instruction	  

Specialized	  evidence	  or	  
scientific	  research-‐based	  
intervention	  

Individualized	  and	  
responsive	  evidence	  or	  
research	  based	  
intervention	  

SETTING	   General	  education	  setting	  

(Whole	  class	  and	  small	  group	  
instruction)	  

RTI	  Block	  or	  other	  
intervention	  time	  outside	  of	  
Tier	  I	  instruction	  

RTI	  Block	  or	  other	  
intervention	  time	  outside	  
of	  Tier	  I	  and	  II	  

GROUPING	   Differentiated	  

(Whole	  class	  and	  small	  group	  
instruction)	  

Homogeneous	  small	  group	  
targeted	  instruction	  	  

1	  teacher:5-‐10	  students	  

Homogeneous	  small	  group	  
intensive	  targeted	  
instruction	  	  

1	  teacher:3-‐6	  students	  

TIME	  

(Amounts	  are	  
examples	  for	  use	  
in	  comparing	  
relative	  times	  and	  
not	  intended	  to	  be	  
requirements)	  

Elementary:	  

90	  minutes	  or	  more	  per	  day	  
(Math	  and	  Reading)	  

	  

	  

	  

Secondary:	  

Core	  class	  instruction	  

Elementary:	  

Small	  group	  in	  addition	  to	  90	  
minutes	  of	  core	  instruction	  
(20-‐45	  mins	  4	  days	  per	  week	  
OR	  20-‐30	  mins	  3	  days	  per	  
week)	  

	  

Secondary:	  

Core	  +	  additional	  small	  group	  
time	  

Interventions	  must	  not	  be	  
scheduled	  during	  core	  class	  
instruction	  

Elementary:	  

Individual	  or	  small	  group	  
instruction	  for	  45	  minutes	  
per	  day	  	  

in	  addition	  to	  90	  minutes	  of	  
core	  instruction	  (3-‐5	  days	  
per	  week)	  

Secondary:	  

Core	  +	  additional	  small	  
group/individual	  time	  

Interventions	  must	  not	  be	  
scheduled	  during	  core	  class	  
instruction	  

ASSESSMENT	   Universal	  screening	  at	  
beginning,	  middle	  and	  end	  of	  
year	  (or	  more	  often	  if	  
appropriate)	  

Weekly	  progress	  monitoring	  
on	  target	  skills	  to	  ensure	  
adequate	  progress	  and	  
learning	  

Progress	  monitoring	  two	  
times	  per	  week	  on	  target	  
skills	  to	  ensure	  adequate	  
progress	  and	  learning	  

INTERVENTIONIST	   General	  education	  teacher	   General	  education	  teacher	  or	  
interventionist	  	  

General	  education	  teacher,	  
interventionist,	  and/or	  
special	  ed.	  support	  staff	  
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Tier	  I	  

Tier	  1	  Core	  Instruction	  	  
4-‐6	  Weeks	  	  
• High-‐quality,	  research-‐based	  Tier	  I	  core	  instruction	  is	  provided.	  
• Small	  groups	  and	  whole	  class	  instruction	  and	  interventions	  delivered	  by	  teacher.	  	  
• About	  80%	  of	  students	  are	  successful.	  	  

	   Actions/Steps	   Documents	  Needed	   Person	  Responsible	  
Process	  	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  

1. High-‐quality,	  research-‐
based	  strategies	  are	  
provided	  through	  Tier	  1	  
core	  instruction	  (whole	  
group	  and/or	  small	  
group)	  where	  80%	  or	  
more	  of	  the	  students	  
are	  successful.	  

2. At-‐risk	  students	  are	  
identified	  through	  a	  
screening	  process	  and	  
receive	  high-‐quality	  
research-‐based	  
instruction	  through	  
whole	  and/or	  small	  
groups.	  Screening	  may	  
include	  universal	  
screening,	  unit	  
assessments,	  daily	  
assignments,	  and	  
teacher-‐made	  
assessments,	  district	  
benchmark	  
assessments,	  and	  prior-‐
year	  individual	  student	  
results	  on	  state	  
assessments,	  if	  
applicable.	  

3. Parents	  notified	  of	  
concerns.	  

4. Teachers	  will	  
differentiate	  instruction	  
for	  4	  to	  6	  weeks,	  
monitor	  the	  progress	  of	  
students’	  academic,	  
behavioral	  and	  language	  
needs,	  and	  document	  
the	  results	  of	  Tier	  I	  
intervention	  strategies	  
and	  progress	  monitoring	  
instruments.	  	  

5. Grade	  
levels/departments	  
review	  students’	  work	  
and	  identify	  options	  for	  
further	  interventions,	  
including	  
master/mentor	  teacher	  
recommendations.	  	  

	   Lesson	  Plans	  	  
	  
Screener	  Results	  	  
	  
Parent	  Contact	  Logs	  
	  
Vision/Hearing	  Screening	  
Forms	  
	  
Recommendations	  
	  
Sign-‐In	  Sheets	  	  
	  
	  
	  

Classroom	  Teacher	  	  
	  
Classroom	  Teacher	  	  
	  
Classroom	  Teacher	  	  
	  
Classroom	  Teacher/School	  
Nurse	  
	  
Classroom	  Teacher	  	  
	  
Master/Mentor	  Teachers	  	  



103 

6. If	  student	  is	  making	  
progress,	  continue	  with	  
Tier	  I	  core	  instruction.	  
 

Student	  fails	  to	  respond	  for	  4	  to	  6	  weeks	  to	  documented	  Tier	  1	  core	  instruction	  and	  interventions	  noted	  in	  the	  lesson	  plans.	  	  
1. Classroom	  teacher	  schedules	  a	  meeting	  with	  the	  Campus	  Response	  to	  Intervention	  Team	  through	  the	  RtI	  Campus	  

Coordinator.	  
2. Documentation	  is	  gathered	  and	  members	  are	  notified.	  	  
3. RtI	  Team	  convenes	  to	  review	  data	  and	  documentation.	  	  
4. Section	  504	  referral/evaluation	  is	  considered.	  	  
5. Obtain	  consent	  for	  behavioral	  observation  

	   	  
	   	  
	  
Tier	  II	  	  

Tier	  II	  Interventions	  	  
8-‐10	  Weeks	  	  
• High-‐quality,	  research-‐based	  Tier	  I	  Core	  Instruction	  continues.	  
• Tier	  II	  Small	  group	  targeted	  instruction	  is	  delivered	  by	  the	  teacher	  and/or	  interventionist.	  	  
• About	  15%	  of	  students	  are	  successful.	  	  

	   Actions/Steps	   Documents	  Needed	   Person	  Responsible	  
Process	  	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  

1. High-‐quality,	  research-‐based	  strategies	  are	  
provided	  through	  Tier	  1	  Core	  Instruction.	  	  

2. Targeted	  instruction	  is	  provided	  by	  the	  
teacher	  and/or	  interventionist	  to	  supplement	  
and	  enhance	  Tier	  I	  instruction.	  Additional	  
interventions	  must	  not	  be	  scheduled	  during	  
Tier	  I	  instructional	  time.	  	  

3. Parents	  are	  notified	  of	  concerns.	  
4. If	  the	  student	  qualified	  for	  Section	  504	  

accommodations,	  provide	  services,	  as	  
required.	  

5. Student’s	  academic,	  behavioral,	  and/or	  
language	  progress	  is	  closely	  monitored	  and	  
documented	  by	  both	  the	  teacher	  and	  
interventionist	  for	  8-‐10	  weeks.	  	  

6. Screening	  continues	  to	  include	  progress	  
monitoring	  tools,	  unit	  assessments,	  daily	  
assignments,	  and	  teacher-‐made	  assessments,	  
district	  benchmark	  assessments.	  	  

7. Grade	  levels/departments	  review	  students’	  
work	  and	  identify	  options	  for	  further	  
interventions,	  including	  master/mentor	  
teacher	  recommendations.	  	  

8. If	  student	  is	  making	  progress,	  continue	  with	  
Tier	  II	  targeted	  interventions.	  	  

	   Lesson	  Plans	  	  
	  
	  
	  
RtI	  Progress	  
Monitoring	  System	  	  
	  
	  
Parent	  Contact	  Logs	  
	  
	  

Classroom	  Teacher	  
and/or	  Interventionist	  	  
	  
Classroom	  Teacher	  
and	  Interventionist	  	  
	  
	  
Classroom	  Teacher	  	  
	  
	  

Student	  fails	  to	  respond	  for	  8-‐10	  weeks	  to	  documented	  Tier	  2	  targeted	  interventions	  noted	  in	  the	  lesson	  plans	  and	  
RtI	  Progress	  Monitoring	  System.	  	  

1. Classroom	  teacher	  schedules	  a	  meeting	  with	  the	  Campus	  Response	  to	  Intervention	  Team	  .	  
2. Documentation	  is	  gathered	  and	  members	  are	  notified.	  	  
3. RtI	  Team	  convenes	  to	  review	  data	  and	  documentation,	  and	  a	  recommendation	  is	  made	  regarding.	  	  
4. Dyslexia	  referral/evaluation	  is	  considered.  
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Tier	  III	  	  

Tier	  III	  Interventions	  	  
4-‐6	  Weeks	  	  
• High-‐quality,	  research-‐based	  Tier	  I	  Core	  Instruction	  continues.	  
• Tier	  III	  small	  group	  intensified	  instruction	  is	  delivered	  by	  the	  teacher	  and/or	  interventionist.	  (Note:	  

Tier	  II	  instruction	  is	  modified	  and	  intensified	  at	  this	  level.)	  	  
• About	  5%	  of	  students	  are	  successful.	  	  

	   Actions/Steps	   Documents	  Needed	   Person	  
Responsible	  

Process	  	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  

1. High-‐quality,	  research-‐based	  strategies	  are	  provided	  
through	  Tier	  I	  Core	  Instruction.	  	  

2. Small	  group	  and/or	  individualized,	  intensive	  instruction	  
is	  provided	  by	  the	  teacher	  and	  interventionist	  to	  
supplement	  and	  enhance	  Tier	  1	  instruction	  and	  intensify	  
Tier	  II	  instruction.	  Additional	  interventions	  must	  not	  be	  
scheduled	  during	  Tier	  II	  instructional	  time.	  

3. Parents	  are	  notified	  of	  concerns.	  
4. If	  the	  student	  qualified	  for	  Section	  504/Dyslexia	  

services,	  provide	  services,	  as	  required.	  
5. Student’s	  academic,	  behavioral,	  and/or	  language	  

progress	  is	  closely	  monitored	  and	  documented	  by	  both	  
the	  teacher	  and	  interventionist	  for	  4-‐6	  weeks.	  	  

6. Screening	  continues	  to	  include	  progress	  monitoring	  
tools,	  unit	  assessments,	  daily	  assignments,	  and	  teacher-‐
made	  assessments,	  district	  benchmark	  assessments.	  	  

7. Grade	  levels/departments	  review	  students’	  work	  and	  
identify	  options	  for	  further	  interventions,	  including	  
master/mentor	  teacher	  recommendations.	  	  

8. If	  student	  is	  making	  progress,	  continue	  with	  Tier	  III	  
intensified	  instruction.	  	  

	   Lesson	  Plans	  	  
	  
	  
RtI	  Progress	  
Monitoring	  
System	  	  
	  
	  
Parent	  Contact	  
Logs	  
	  
	  

Classroom	  
Teacher	  and/or	  
Interventionist	  	  
	  
Classroom	  
Teacher	  and	  
Interventionist	  	  
	  
	  
Classroom	  
Teacher	  	  
	  
	  

Student	  fails	  to	  respond	  for	  4-‐6	  weeks	  to	  documented	  Tier	  III	  intensified	  instruction	  noted	  in	  the	  lesson	  plans	  and	  
RtI	  Progress	  Monitoring	  System.	  	  

1. Classroom	  teacher	  schedules	  a	  meeting	  with	  the	  Response	  to	  Intervention	  Team.	  
2. Documentation	  is	  gathered	  from	  Tiers	  I,	  II	  and	  III,	  and	  members	  are	  notified.	  	  
3. RtI	  Team	  convenes	  to	  review	  data	  and	  documentation,	  and	  a	  recommendation	  is	  made	  regarding	  

consideration	  for	  special	  education	  program	  services.	  Clarify	  to	  include	  the	  area(s)	  of	  need.	  	  
4. Special	  education	  referral	  is	  considered.  
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Forms, Logs, Letters and Meeting Protocols 

• Referral	  form	  

o Teacher	  information	  

o Parent	  information	  

• Parent	  letter	  to	  inform	  of	  referral	  

• Meeting	  minutes	  

• Data	  collection/intervention	  logs	  

• Parent	  communication	  logs	  

• Requirements	  for	  RtI	  folder	  (checklist)	  

Types of Documentation Needed for Decision-Making 

• Universal screening and progress monitoring results  
• Classroom	  observations,	  student	  work	  samples,	  progress	  reports/report	  cards,	  

classroom	  assessment	  scores,	  campus	  benchmark	  scores,	  standardized	  assessment	  
scores,	  attendance	  and	  discipline	  data	  

• Parent	  notification	  of	  concerns	  and	  meetings	  

• RtI	  meeting	  minutes/notes	  

• Intervention	  plan,	  intervention	  logs,	  fidelity	  documentation	  

• Parent	  communication	  logs	  

• Vision/hearing	  screening	  

• Teacher	  anecdotal	  notes	  

• Any	  other	  pertinent	  data	  

RtI Folders 

• The	  RtI	  folders,	  which	  will	  be	  designated	  as	  gray	  folders,	  are	  treated	  as	  confidential	  
records	  of	  that	  RtI	  student	  and	  are	  kept	  in	  a	  secure	  place	  by	  the	  RtI	  designee	  during	  the	  
school	  year.	  All	  forms,	  letters,	  referral	  packets,	  parent	  packets,	  meeting	  minutes/notes,	  
intervention	  logs,	  screener	  scores,	  or	  other	  pertinent	  information	  gathered	  on	  that	  
student	  while	  in	  RtI	  during	  that	  school	  year	  are	  placed	  in	  the	  RtI	  folder.	  	  

• At	  the	  end	  of	  the	  school	  year	  everything	  is	  bundled	  together	  with	  a	  cover	  for	  that	  year	  
and	  grade	  level.	  They	  are	  kept	  under	  lock	  and	  key	  in	  the	  permanent	  records	  room	  (or	  
secure	  place)	  during	  the	  summer.	  They	  will	  be	  turned	  in	  to	  the	  Principal	  before	  Grade	  
Level	  Chairpersons/	  Department	  Chairs/Mentor/Masters	  leave	  for	  the	  summer.	  Files	  will	  
be	  delivered	  to	  the	  next	  grade	  level’s	  RtI	  designee	  at	  the	  beginning	  of	  the	  following	  
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year.	  Files	  will	  be	  accompanied	  by	  a	  list	  of	  all	  RtI	  students	  –	  current,	  exited,	  withdrew,	  
changed	  tiers	  –	  with	  notes	  on	  each	  student.	  This	  information	  will	  assist	  the	  receiving	  
teacher	  to	  provide	  support	  needed	  to	  ensure	  student	  success.	  

Requirements	  for	  Campus	  Implementation	  

• Determine	  RtI	  Campus	  Coordinator	  
• Determine	  Campus	  Response	  to	  Intervention	  Teams	  	  
• Communicate	  RtI	  Program	  to	  Staff	  and	  Parents	  (newsletter,	  website,	  meeting)	  
• Determine	  meeting	  schedule	  and	  place	  on	  all	  campus	  calendars	  
• Begin	  collecting	  data	  (4-‐6	  weeks)	  
• Actively	  engage	  in	  RtI	  process	  

RtI	  Coordinator	  (Interventionist/AP)	  Expectations:	  

• Coordinate	  RtI	  Meetings	  
o Place	  on	  calendar	  
o Review	  paperwork	  to	  be	  sure	  all	  is	  complete	  and	  ready	  for	  RtI	  Team	  to	  review	  at	  

meeting	  
o Send	  meeting	  invitation	  to	  all	  staff	  required	  to	  attend	  	  
o Facilitate	  meetings	  

§ Discussion	  of	  concern	  
§ Review	  of	  data	  collected	  
§ Facilitate	  brainstorming	  recommendations	  
§ Facilitate	  coming	  to	  consensus	  on	  an	  intervention	  plan	  to	  implement	  
§ Capture	  minutes	  of	  meeting	  and	  secure	  signatures	  
§ Set	  date	  to	  review	  plan	  
§ Provide	  referring	  teacher/staff	  member	  with	  notification	  letter	  to	  

parents	  regarding	  intervention	  plan	  
§ Collect	  information	  for	  RtI	  file	  
§ Adjourn	  meeting	  

Referring	  Teacher	  Expectations:	  

• Fill	  out	  Referral	  form	  completely	  
• Meet	  with	  parent	  to	  notify	  of	  concerns	  
• Collect	  parent	  information	  required	  for	  referral	  
• Share	  file	  with	  RtI	  Coordinator	  prior	  to	  scheduled	  meeting	  to	  make	  sure	  file	  is	  complete	  	  
• Notify	  parent	  of	  meeting	  –	  in	  addition	  to	  invitation	  from	  Coordinator	  
• Come	  to	  meeting	  prepared	  to	  discuss	  the	  student	  (concerns,	  data	  showing	  lack	  of	  

progress)	  in	  a	  focused,	  concise	  manner	  
• Collaborate	  with	  RtI	  Team	  to	  develop	  intervention	  plan	  
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• Implement	  intervention	  plan	  with	  fidelity	  
• Collect	  data	  and	  prepare	  for	  follow	  up	  meeting	  to	  review/discuss	  progress	  

Response	  to	  Intervention	  (RtI)	  Web-‐based	  Resources	  	  

	  

Meadows	  Center	  for	  Preventing	  Educational	  Risk/Building	  RTI	  Capacity	  
http://BuildingRTI.utexas.org	  

National	  Association	  of	  State	  Directors	  of	  Special	  Education,	  Inc.http://nasdse.org	  

National	  Center	  on	  Progress	  Monitoringhttp://www.studentprogress.org/	  

National	  Center	  on	  Response	  to	  Intervention	  http://www.rti4success.org/	  

National	  High	  School	  Center	  http://www.betterhighschools.org	  

National	  Institute	  for	  Literacy	  http://www.nifl.gov/	  

	  National	  Research	  Center	  on	  Learning	  Disabilities	  http://www.nrcld.org	  

	  Positive	  Behavioral	  Interventions	  and	  Supports	  http://www.pbis.org	  

Research	  Institute	  on	  Progress	  Monitoring	  (RIPM)	  http://www.progressmonitoring.net/	  

Scientific	  Research-‐Based	  Instruction	  (SERC)	  http://www.ctserc.org/	  

The	  Access	  Center-‐Improving	  Outcomes	  for	  All	  Students	  http://www.k8accesscenter.org	  

What	  Works	  Clearinghouse	  http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/	  

Intervention	  tools:	  

http://www.rti4success.org/instructionTools	  

Screening	  tools:	  

http://www.rti4success.org/screeningTools	  

Progress	  Monitoring	  Mastery	  Measures:	  

http://www.rti4success.org/progressMonitoringMasteryTools	  

Progress	  Mastery	  Tools:	  

http://www.rti4success.org/progressMonitoringTools	  
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