Presented by:

Julie E. Lewis, Klein, Thorpe, Jenkins, Ltd.
Dr. Roberta Morris, School Psychologist, Rtl Consultant




2000 National Reading Panel Report

"For the first time, we now have
guidance-based on evidence from
sound scientific researchon how best
to teach children to read," said Duane
Alexander, M.D., Director of the
National Institute of Child Health and
Human Development (NICHD), which
supports research in reading and

learning. "The panel's rigorous
scientific review identifies the most
effective strategies for teaching
reading."

No Child Left Behind

Emphasizes early intervening services
through programs such as Reading
First and Early Reading First,
accountability, data analysis, and an
assurance that students have access to
scientifically based materials and
strategies
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Excellence in Special Education
(2002)

Endorsed Rtl as an alternative to the
discrepancy model

IDEA 2004

Aligned the accountability

requirements in NCLB with special
education law and adopted the _
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Demonstrated a shift away from the use

of the discrepancy model to a more
data-driven approach by mandating

that states allow school districts to

adopt a method for identifying

children with SLDs using a process
AAOAA ODBPIT 1T OEA AEEH
scientific, research based interventions
and prohibiting states from requiring
the use of the discrepancy model. é;




R W e A o ;-W S rd A el LD e
R T Ao i S e Ll
s R S '?!‘.‘\m&—%ﬁaq s A
>

In 2004, 48 of 50 states used some variation of the abiligachievement discrepancy in
their SLD identification criteria (Reschly & Hosp, 2004)

One year later, it was no longer required in IDEA2004

Research failed to validate it as a distinguishing feature: Discrepant and noliscrepant

low achieving students did not differ on measures of reading achievement, response to =
intervention, cognitive abilities, phoneme awareness, shortterm memory, visual L5
processing, or word retrieval (Gresham, Reschly, & Shinn, 2009) :

Schooltidentification research indicated that schools did not consistently use the ability-
achievement discrepancy in their decisionrmaking (Gresham et al., 1998; Peterson &
Shinn, 2002)

Approach failed to predict which students would benefit from intervention: Multiple
studies found that discrepant and non-discrepant low achievers did not differ in their
response to instruction and the discrepancy approach failed to inform instructional
decisions (Vaughn & Fuchs, 2003; Fletcher, Lyon, Fuchs, & Barnes, 2007)
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Although processing deficits have been linked to some SLD ( e.g. phonological

processing and reading) direct links with other processes have never been established

and currently available methods for measuring processing difficulties are inadequate
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Keep In Mind:

2 Until recently, severe discrepancy has been the primary 3

. decisional factor in case law surrounding SLD eligibility: School &

districts have won approximately 80% of cases where parents 3

b sought and were denied SLD eligibility for the child and severe =
discrepancy has been the primary decisional factor in two thirds =
of the cases
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In a Rtl model, the Case Study for special education entitlement ?;'
begins as you implement Tiers 1, 2, and 3 and complete Standard
N problem Solving Tasks

Challenges to eligibility decisions are possible at any point in the

process
School districts that carefully and explicitly craft policies and L
procedures for implementation of Rtl will be less vulnerable &
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High quality classroom instruction
Researchbased instruction
Classroom performance
Universal screening

Continuous progress monitoring
Researchbased intervention

Progress monitoring during interventions
~idelity measures

(Mellard, 2003)




Scientific, researchbased curriculum
Consistent implementation

Core instructional block for reading instruction
should be 90 minutes per day; 60 minutes per day for

mathematics instruction

Universal screening of all students at least three times
per school year

Core instruction should bring at least 80% of students
In general education to proficiency
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Core curriculum was not scientifically-based and
Implemented with fidelity

Screening tool was not technically sound and administered
with integrity

Research based proficiency cut points were not utilized to
identify students at risk

General education teachers were not provided with
conceptual understanding of general outcome measures,
curriculum based measurement, and how to use the data to
guide daily instructional practice

Parents were not educated about Ritl, its role in general
education, and its place in special education decisions
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Core curriculum PLUS targeted intervention
3-4 intervention sessions per week (30 to 60 minutes per session)

Most districts utilize standard protocol approach to intervention
selection (i.e. commercially available, tightly structured, intensive 3
Instructional packages) g

Trained and supervised personnel &2
Explicit teacher-led instruction :
Scaffolded instruction

Progress monitoring 2 times per month utilizing Curriculum Based
Measurement (CBM)

Datazbased decision making to determine the effectiveness of the
intervention

9-12 weeks in duration (repeated, as needed)

Goal is for 70% of students receiving Tier 2 intervention to reach
benchmark proficiency




Typically reserved for students who have a gap of two or more years and
have demonstrated a growth rate that is too slow to close the gap

Students may or not have IEPs

Specialized, most powerful interventions typically delivered in small
group settings or 1:1

4-5 intervention sessions per week (60 to 90 minutes per session) in
addition to core instruction
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Conducted by trained, specialized personnel

Problem-solving approach to develop instructional priorities customize
Interventions

Individual diagnostic procedures

Weekly progress monitoring using Curriculum Based Measurement
(CBM)

Pre-requisite for special education consideration
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