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Creating a
System of
Interventions

Up to this point, we have focused our attention on the conditions necessary to ensure
that most students succeed in initial Tier 1 core instruction. When a school creates a
school culture focused on collective responsibility for student learning, ensures that
every educator is part of a high-performing team, identifies the essential standards
that all students must master, and frequently measures student learning and teaching
effectiveness, a vast majority of the school’s students are going to succeed. But our goal
is not to have most students learn. If we want to achieve our mission of high levels of
learning for every child, then we must be prepared with additional time and support
for every student that demonstrates the need. Invariably, some students will need
some extra help from time to time, while a few students will require a lot of extra help
nearly every day. In other words, we must be prepared with a system of interventions
designed to meet the unique needs of each child.

There are three critical considerations a school must address when creating an effec-
tive system of interventions. First, a school must build a toolbox of effective interven-
tions. Students struggle at school for a multitude of reasons, so a school must be pre-
pared with a variety of proven responses. Second, there must be time available during
the school day to provide additional support without having students miss essential
core instruction. Finally, there must be a systematic, timely, and reliable process to
identify students in need of additional support. Without a foolproof identification
process, some students will slip through the cracks. Failure to address these three
critical components will place a school’s RT1 efforts on shaky ground and ultimately
undermine the entire process. In this chapter, we'll examine how to create the toolbox

and how to create flexible time during the school day for interventions.

What Is an Intervention?

Many schools and districts argue endlessly about the language used to define the
words intervention, strategy, and core instruction. To bring clarity to the topic, an
intervention is anything a school does, above and beyond what all students receive,
that helps a child succeed in school. This additional support can be a practice, method,
strategy, and/or program. The important consideration is this: if all kids at a school
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receive it, then it is part of Tier 1 core instruction and would not be considered an
intervention. If a specific practice, method, strategy, or program in addition to core
instruction is used on the child’s behalf, it is considered an intervention. Interventions
are not only actions directly in support of instruction. If a child demonstrates behav-
iors that interfere with the child’s ability to learn and the school provides additional
behavioral support, that is an intervention. Attendance support for a child with
chronic absenteeism is an intervention. Medical support for a student with severe
diabetes is an intervention.

A system of interventions can only be as effective as the individual interventions
of which it is comprised. If a site builds a system of interventions with ineffective
instructional programs and practices, all students will have certain access to what is
not working.

Based on our work with hundreds of schools across North America, we see two
primary reasons why many schools struggle with identifying effective interventions:

1. The “more of the same” syndrome. When we work with schools, we often

have them list their current site interventions so we can assist with evalu- ~

ating their effectiveness. A standard set of traditional “interventions” that
have been used for years is listed first at practically every school: remedial
support classes of varying types, study hall opportunities, summer school,
retention, and special education. We then ask each school for evidence that
these interventions are working-—and are usually met with upturned palms
and blank stares.

We are not suggesting that highly effective summer school, special edu-
cation, or study hall programs do not exist. A few do exist, but they are the
exceptions. Research shows that the way most schools traditionally imple-
ment these programs is ineffective at best and detrimental to kids at the worst
(Hattie, 2009). Our experiences as educators confirm this research. How many
times have we seen a student below grade level in essential skills attend sum-
mer school, then return in the fall having significantly improved? Almost
never. Instead, we often hear about how students in summer school “made up’
a semester of English by attending three hours a day for six weeks. Did they
master the essential learnings for the class, or simply jump through enough
hoops to earn the credits? Nevertheless, most schools continue to utilize these
ineffective responses.

When it comes to interventions, giving at-risk kids more of what is not
working is rarely the answer. Common sense would tell us this, yet many
schools continue to build their system of interventions with practices that

]

don’t work, have never worked, and have no promise of getting better results

next year.

2. 'The “what program do we buy?” syndrome. Many schools fall into the trap
of searching for the Holy Grail of interventions—the perfect product to buy
that will help all their struggling readers, writers, or math students. Wouldn't
it be great if there were a single program a school could buy and every stu-
dent would learn how to read? Every school would buy this program, and
we would all be enjoying record student achievement!
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Unfortunately, this product does not exist. At-risk readers don’t all struggle
for the same reason, so there is no one program that will address every
child’s unique needs. Some educational supply companies market their prod-
ucts as a cure-all; like most major corporations, their ultimate goal is to
make a profit. If a company’s claim sounds too good to be true, it probably
is. There are some very good, scientifically research-based products available
that can become powerful, targeted tools in a school’s intervention reper-
toire—but there is no silver bullet. Ultimately, there is no “intervention-in-a-
box” that can beat a highly effective teacher working with a targeted group of
students. A school will get much better results if it spends less time searching
for the Holy Grail and more time working in collaborative teacher teams to
find the most effective teaching practices for its students.

Understanding the Characteristics ©
Effective Interventions ‘

How, then, does a school build a toolbox of effective interventions? The key to suc-
cess is in aligning interventions to the essential characteristics of effective interven-
tions, which are:

e Research-based
e Directive
¢ Administered by trained professionals
e Targeted
e Timely
Let's examine what these characteristics mean in practice in real schools.

Research-Based
NCLB and IDEIA advocate the use of interventions based on “defensible research.”
The law sets the gold standard as “research that involves the application of rigorous,
systematic, and objective procedures to obtain reliable and valid knowledge relevant
to educational activities and programs” (IDEIA, 2004).

This scientific model of testing the reliability of specific interventions has proven
to be problematic. Creating blind studies with carefully controlled conditions is
extremely difficult in a school setting, as so many factors contribute to a child’s success
in school. By strictly applying the criteria of scientifically research-based, some districts
have created lists of “approved” interventions that constitute the only programs that
can be used by their schools, subsequently restricting a school’s ability to creatively
meet the individual needs of each child. We also know that, outside of primary read-
ing, there are a limited number of scientifically research-based interventions for each
subject and grade Ievel. On the other hand, failure to measure the validity of a schools
chosen intervention practices has created a situation wherein “too many schools have
adopted programs based on hunches and anecdotes,” according to Russ Whitehurst

(Dahlkemper, 2003).
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To help address this problem, we suggest a reasonable definition of research-based
interventions: research-based interventions are instructional practices and programs
for which there is credible evidence that the intervention can work and/or is work-
ing. In other words, a school should utilize interventions for which they can point to
research that demonstrates a practice has a high likelihood of working or can provide
student data that demonstrates the practice is working for a majority of students who
have received the intervention.

For example, a significant body of research confirms that small-group tutoring
tends to be a highly effective intervention (Denton, Anthony, Parker, & Hasbrouck,
2004; Gersten et al., 2007; Gunn, Smolkowski, Biglan, & Black, 2002 Vaughn, Wanzek,
Linan-Thompson, & Murray, 2007). Based on this research, a secondary language
arts team reviewing student assessment data on figurative language might decide to
provide small-group tutoring to the students still struggling with the concept. While
itis unlikely that a scientifically research-based study validates the use of small- group
tutoring to specifically teach figurative language, there is a solid base of research to
support trying the practice based on the success with the strategy in general.

As another example, suppose a team of tourth-grade teachers taught two-digit multi-
plication, each teacher using various instructional practices, then compared common
assessment results after initial teaching (see table 6.1).

Table 6.1: Percentage of Fourth~Grade Students Demonstrating Proficiency in
Two-Digit Multiplication

78% 67% 83%

Based on these results, the team decided to try using Teacher 4’s instructional strat-
egy to reteach the standard to the students in need of additional help. Should this team
be required to first find scientifically rescarch-based evidence supporting Teacher 4’s
instructional method before using it with their students? That level of research is not
necessary. The team already has evidence to support their decision, as their common
assessment data serve as action research that demonstrates Teacher 4’s method has a
high Iikelihood of success. The team’s assessment data prove the practice is working
on their campus.

The problem is that many schools implement interventions that lack any evidence
that they can work and/or are working. Take the traditional practice of retention.
There is no research to suggest that retention is effective. John Hattie completed a
meta-study on retention and found that ifa child is retained once, the chance he or
she will drop out of school doubles—retained twice, dropping out is virtually assured
(Hattie, 2009). If a school decides to disregard this evidence, then the school can
look to evidence in its district regarding students who have been retained. Are these
students doing markedly better after being retained? Are a farge majority of these stu-
dents graduating from high school and continuing on to higher levels of learning? We
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suspect that few, if any, schools or districts in North America can produce evidence
that retention is working for more thap a rare handful of students.

If there is no research to suggest that an intervention can work, and no data to prove
that it is working, how can any professional justify continuing the practice? As IDEIA
rightly demands, our actions must be defensible.

Directive

Interventions must be mandatory. It is disingenuous for a school to claim that its
mission is (o ensure that all students learn at high levels, yet allow its students to
choose failure. When help is optional, the students who are most likely to take advan-
tage of this offer are the ones already succeeding at school, while the students least
likely are those most at risk.

Making help invitational is rarely a problem at the elementary level. It is doubt-
ful a second-grade teacher would say to the class, “If you need exira help in add-
ing two-digit numbers, [ am available at recess—come sec me for help, if you want.”
Unfortunately, at the secondary level, it is all too common for students to be “offered
the opportunity” for help. This practice of intervention by invitation is justified by a
litany of misguided and illogical reasons, such as the following:

» We are teaching the students responsibility. Without question, student
responsibility is a critical life skill. But if a school gives students the option
to fail, is the school teaching responsibility, or merely punishing students
for not already possessing the skill? By “offering” help, the school expects
students to either have an intrinsic love of learning or to fully grasp the
lifelong benefits or life-damaging consequences of not succeeding at school.
‘This foresight would motivate students to forgo the short-term pleasures
that youth enjoy, and instead delay their gratification and commit to the
rigors of learning. How likely is it that the average high school student would
go home after school and think: “I have a major test tomorrow in English,
and the teacher has offered after-school help. But my friends have invited
me to come over to play Guitar Hero. Let me make a T-chart and consider
the short- and long-term consequences before 1 make my decision. Tf I fail
the test, T will risk failing English, which is required to graduate. If I don’t
graduate, this will increase the chances that I will someday live on welfare,
be incarcerated, and die young. Hmmm-—I guess I better skip Guitar Hero
today” Ts this a fair and reasonable expectation? Research tells us that the
average adolescent does not consistently make decisions based on long-
term consequences and that adolescents often allow their emotions rather
than decision-making processes to dictate their choices (Fischhoff, 1992;
Fischhoff, Crowell, & Kipke, 1999; Ganzel, 1999}

Most educators were very responsible students, so we should ask our-
selves, “Were our efforts in high school motivated by an intrinsic love of
Jearning or the long-term vision of how our studies would help us achieve
our lifelong goals?” It is much more likely that we were motivated by posi-
tive recognitions at school and/or our parents giving immediate, short-term
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consequences at home. Schools that make interventions invitational are ask-
ing their students to possess a level of responsibility that many students

are incapable of demonstrating consistently, all the while knowing that the

students who choose poorly will most assuredly pay the price of lifelong

failure for their decisions.

@ That’s the real world. Some schools claim that adults are not required to
seek help, so requiring students to get help is enabling behavior that will
not prepare children for the “real” world. This same logic results in class-
room practices such as, “This assignment is due on Thursday. If you miss
the deadline, you will receive a zero, and you cannot turn it in late or make
it up. In the real world, you must meet deadlines” What if the assignment
relates to an essential standard—a skill that has been deemed critical to a stu-
dent’s success in the course not just this year, but for years to come? Because
the student will not be required to complete the assignment, or be given
the opportunity to do the work for partial credit, the cost of this mistake
becomes far reaching.

As educators, we live and work in the real world. Honestly, how many
adult rules are there in which there are no second chances? The list is pretty
short. It is not unusual for a teacher to tell students that late work will not
be accepted because that is the real world, yet that same teacher will miss a
deadline to turn in required paperwork to the administration. If the teacher
were given an equivalent lifelong consequence for missing a school paper-

‘work deadline, the teacher would be fired for the error. If that happened in
the real world, the teacher would say the consequence was unfair, unreason-
able, and unjust—and the teacher would be right!

This is not to say that adults do not pay a price for missing deadlines, or
that students should not face consequences for poor choices. But the con-
sequence should be fair, should allow students to make amends, and should
not deny students the opportunity to learn. In the real world, adults expect
nothing less. '

e It is the parents’ job. When kids do not show proper effort, many schools
believe it is the parents’ job to fix the problem. To some extent, this is true—
parental responsibilities can have a significant impact on a child’s success at
school. Unfortunately, kids are not in the position to sefect their parents, nor
do schools have much leverage on requiring parents to meet their parental
responsibilities. In reality, when students are at school, the law considers the
educators in loco parentis—in place of a parent. We have the responsibilities
of a parent. If a child is in our care for thousands of hours over her K-12
education and does not develop the skills of responsibility, we need to take
a hard look in the mirror.

¢ You can’t make a student do something. Some schools feel that requiring
students to do their schoolwork and attend interventions is futile, as educa-
tors do not have the ability to “make” kids do things. This perception is per-
plexing, as schools make students do things every day that they do not want
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to do. Does the average teenager want to get up early and be at school on
time every morning? ‘These same kids often sleep until noon when allowed
on the weekends. Nevertheless, at virtually every school the vast majority of
students arrive on time to class every day. Why? Because student expecta-
tions are clear, staff members consistently enforce these expectations, the
administration supports the staff, and consequences happen quickly and
consistently when students do not meet the expectation.

When schools ask, “How do we get students to attend interventions?” our
response is, “How do you get them to first period? How do you get them
back from recess or lunch? How do you get them to detention for violating
a behavior rule at school?” It is no different. If a school decides that stu-
dents will attend interventions and complete their work, and fakes actions to
teach, require, and monitor this outcome, students ultimately become more
responsible. Educator Jamie Virga, considering the work of Albert Bandura
(1993, 1997) puts it this way: “Individuals build their scif-efficacy beliefs by
successfully carrying out a challenging task at a high level. After you have an
experience of mastery, when you are faced with a similar experience in the
future, you will be able to draw on the past experience and have a powerful
expectation that you will be successful” (Virga, 2010}.

Ultimately, the question is, What is the best way to teach kids responsibility and
ensure high levels of learning? For schools that believe teaching responsibility is best
achieved by giving students the option to fail, we challenge them to show evidence
that this practice is working at their school. Do the students who decide against get-
ting help benefit from their error in judgment and make better choices due to their
failure? Are the students who choose to disregard their homework and miss deadlines
becoming more responsible? More likely, these students are missing assignment after
assignment and failing class after class, semester after semester, year after year—all
the while showing no newly gained initiative to seek out extra help.

'There is no evidence to suggest that higher incidence of failure produces higher
levels of responsibility and academic success. If there is no research showing that giv-
ing students the option to fail works, then how can a school continue this misguided
approach? Interventions must be directive.

Administered by Trained Professionals
In the medical field, patients are assigned the help of medical professionals based
on the severity of their illnesses and the expertise needed to address the problem. For
example, someone suffering from the flu usually sees a nurse practitioner or family
physician, while a cancer patient visits an oncologist. Effective learning interventions
need to apply this same guiding principle. Douglas Reeves research (2009) shows that
one of a school’s most effective learning strategies is to have highly trained teachers

work with the students most at risk.
Unfortunately, the vast majority of schools do the exact opposite. According to

the National Partnership for Teaching in At-Risk Schools, “Not only do the teach-

ers of low-income students tend to be more poorly trained in the subject they teach,
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they also are far more likely to have significantly less teaching experience” (National
Partnership for Teaching in At-Risk Schools, 2005). This is equivalent to sending
patients with cold symptoms to the brain surgeon while assigning those with brain

tumors to an intern.

This approach is justified at most schools by a cultural seniority system in which
more tenured teachers “earn the right” to work with students who are high achiev-
ing, while new teachers must “pay their dues” with children who tend to be more low
achieving. Often these practices are protected by teacher contract language that limits
the ability of site administration to reassign teacher positions or revise a teacher’s
course or grade-level teaching assignment. School administrators sometimes support
this seniority system because parents of the most successtul students often complain if
their child is assigned to an inexperienced teacher’s class, while parents of at-risk stu-
dents rarely voice this concern. Additionally, many schools have faced legal restraints
to teacher assignments, as students must qualify to work with some school personnel.
For example, traditional special education services were only available to students
who qualified. This has forced schools to ask, What help does this student qualify for?

Because RTT allows schools to use site resources in more flexible, preventive ways,
schools can now ask the more appropriate questions: What does this child need, and
who on our staff is best trained to meet that need? Unless our most at-risk students
have access to our most effective teachers, it is unlikely that any particular interven-
tion strategy, practice, or program will prove effective.

Targeted
The more targeted the intervention, the more likely it will work. Most schools’ inter-
ventions are ineffective because they are too broad in focus and rarely address a childs

individual learning needs. For example:

o 'We consistently see schools offer interventions like study hall for all students
with an F on their current report card. These students have earned Fs for
a variety of reasons, yet one teacher is expected to address the numerous
learning needs of the students in study hall.

e Schools often use universal screening data to place students in reading inter-
ventions, and then put all the kids who need intensive support in the same
reading intervention. Will every student in the “red” group have the same
difficulties in reading? There will surely be students who are weak in letter
recognition, others who lack phonemic awareness and the ability to blend
sounds into words, some who cannot recognize high-frequency sight words
that have no phonemic pattern, and still others who may decode proficiently
but cannot read fluently and comprehend what they are reading. All these
students may score in the intensive range on a universal screening assess-
ment, but they certainly do not have the same reading needs. It would be
impossible for one teacher to meet all their needs in the same intervention

period.
¢ Some schools place students in interventions based on prior-year state
assessment results. For example, students who score below proficient on
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together into the same intervention because they lack the same specific skill. That
would be an excellent start. But if the school stopped there and did not dig deeper into
why each student did not master the skill, what is likely to happen is this:

Student 1 has solid prior knowledge and skills and has performed well in
algebra all year—she just does not “get” the way her teacher taught multi-
plying exponents. She does not understand why she is being asked to add
the exponents when the skill is called multiplying exponents. To address
the cause of her problem, she needs to be taught the concept a different way.

Student 2 is struggling with multiplying exponents because he still does not
know how to multiply. He should have mastered the concept in third grade,
but he didn’t. To address the cause of his problem, he needs help in a prior,
foundational skill.

Student 3 has chronic absenteeism. She has no problem with learning when
she is present for the Jesson. Unfortunately, she sometimes misses multiple
days a week. To address the cause of her problem, she needs help with atten-
dance issues. '

Student 4 is an English learner. The cause of his problem is that he does
not understand what the teacher is saying. Until he gets help in academic
vocabulary needed to learn the concept, he will have difficulty learning how
to multiply exponents.

Student 5 is an unmotivated learner. She understood the concept in class,
but she did not go home and practice the skill for homework. We know that
homework is not designed to teach kids a concept, but instead to help make
what they have learned permanent. Because she did not practice the skill,
she forgot how to solve the problems on the test. To address the cause of her
problem, she needs to be held accountable for doing her homework.
Student 6 has significant behavior problems. He is constantly off task, in
trouble, in time out, in the office, or suspended from school. He has the skills
and knowledge to learn the new concept, if he could behave long enough
to stay in class. To address the cause of his problem, he needs behavioral
support. :

Student 7 suffers from ADD. When being taught how to multiply exponents,
she was fine on the first two steps of the process, but then a bird flew by the
window, which reminded her of the project she was painting in art class,
and by the time she tuned back into the math lesson, the teacher was on the
fourth step, and the student was lost. To address the cause of her problem,
she needs classroom strategies that help her stay focused.

These seven students are not rare examples. Teachers know their faces in every
school and most likely every classroom in North America right now. If these seven
students are all placed in the same intervention session to reteach them how to mul-
tiply exponents, what is the likelihood that one teacher can effectively teach the skill
a different way for Student 1, while she teaches the foundational skill of multiplica-
tion to Student 2, while she fixes an attendance problem with Student 3, while she
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teaches English to Student 4, while she gets Student 5 to get her work done, while she
addresses the severe behavior issues of Student 6, all the while keeping the classroom
environment disruption-free for Student 72 Even a masterful math teacher is probably
not trained to deal with some of the causes affecting each child. No wonder teachers
feel overwhelmed.

Instead of leaving each teacher to address all these issues in isolation, what if teams
of teachers and schoo] professionals discussed why each child was struggling and then
grouped kids together by the skill and by the cause? Better yet, what if these groups
were then taught by the staff member(s) best trained in each cause? A highly trained
math teacher would be an excellent choice to help Student 1 or Student 2, whilea
school counselor may work with Student 3's absenteeism and take the lead with the
school psychologist for creating a behavior plan for Student 6.

When a school can target interventions to this degree of specificity, that school can
finally begin to achieve the mission of high levels of learning for every child.

Timely

An effective intervention program must respond promptly when students do not learn.
At traditional schools, the monitoring of student progress usually takes place at the
midpoint and end of each grading period. Educators provide quarterly and end-of-term
report cards to students and theil' parents to mark a child’s academic standing in each
course of study.

This practice has two inherent problems. First, schools that merely notify parents ofa
student’s failing progress are not providing an intervention; instead, they must delineate
specific actions the school will undertake to provide the student additional support.
Second, most grading period intervals represent 25-50 percent of the grading term. In
that time, most struggling students can dig themselves into such a hole that it ends up
being their grave.

To respond in a timely way, we recommend that a school identify students for extra
help and/or have the ability to modify a student’s interventions at least every three weeks.
Recommendations to accomplish this goal will be described in the next chapter.

Aligning Interventions to All
Characteristics of Effectiveness

'To create a toolbox of essential interventions, a school must align each intervention it
offers to all the essential characteristics of effective interventions: research-based, direc-
tive, administered by trained professionals, targeted, and timely. If even one essential
characteristic is missing from a particular intervention, the likelihood of the interven-
tion working is compromised. For example, a school could offer a math intervention that
is research-based, administered by highly trained professionals, targeted to a specific
learning target and cause, and is timely in response—but if the intervention is not direc-
tive, some students who need this help will choose not to attend. Or what if a specific
reading intervention is research-based, directive, administered by trained professionals,
and targeted? If the intervention is not timely, some students won't receive help until
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they have dropped significantly below grade level. All the effective traits of the inter-
vention are useless to a student whose illness has become terminal by the time the
treatment is prescribed.

We find that many schools are not getting the results they desire from their current
interventions because their responses are misaligned to at least one of these essential
characteristics. On the other hand, when schools evaluate each of their site interven-
tions and align them to these essential characteristics, they can take interventions
that are ineffective and make them highly successful. For example, we have visited
districts that offer highly successful summer school programs that featured varied
targeted offerings, use research-based instructional practices, are directed to specific
students, and are taught by highly trained educators. Best of all, realigning the current
intervention program to include all these traits usually does not require more money
and more resources. Instead, it mostly takes a new way of thinking about interven-
tions and a restructuring of current resources. A powerful activity, the Intervention
Evaluation and Alignment Chart (page 153 or go.solution-tree.com/rti), can assist
with this process.

Planning for Tiered Support

When creating a toolbox of intervention, besides aligning each intervention to the
characteristics of effective interventions, a school must also consider how it can pro-
vide interventions that vary in intensity. Visually, this concept is captured in the tiers
that comprise the RTI pyramid.

‘Tier 2 interventions are considered supplemental or “some” help. To use a medical
analogy, sometimes a child gets an earache. If left unattended, this condition could
become much more serious. But with some help from the right antibiotic, the child
can be good as new in no time. In the medical field, this is a Tier 2 intervention.
Likewise, at every school there are kids who need a little extra support to succeed in
school. The “antibiotic” for one student may be a small-group tutoring opportunity
with the teacher; for another, it could be a mandatory study hall to make up an assign-
ment that was not completed; for another, it could be a targeted reward for demon-
strating positive behavior in class. The key criterion is that it is “some” help beyond
what is provided for all students in Tier 1 core instruction.

Whereas Tier 2 is “some” help, Tier 3 is “a lot” of help. To refer back to our medical
analogy, students in need of Tier 3 help do not have an earache—they are hemor-
thaging. Subsequently, providing an antibiotic will not be nearly enough to cure their
condition; they need intensive care. Similarly, some students will need a lot of help
to succeed at school. For some students, intensive help can be an intensive reading
support class. For another student, it can be a daily study-skills class that helps the
student organize and complete his homework, or a two-period math class that pro-
vides the student both access to grade-level curriculum and targeted remediation in
prerequisite skills.

There are five characteristics that can define an intervention as more intensive:

1. Frequency. The more often a child receives a particular support, the more
intensive the intervention.
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2. Duration. The more time a student spends receiving a particular support,
the more intensive the intervention.

3. Ratio. The smaller the teacher-to-student ratio, the more intensive the
intervention.

4. Targeting. The more aligned a particular support is with the individual
needs of a specific student, the more intensive the intervention,

5. Training. The more highly trained the staff member is in the student’s area
of need, the more intensive the intervention.

People often ask, “How long does a student remain in Tier 22” The answer we offer
is, again, that Tier 2 is “some” help. Tier 2 can be a single tutoring session, just as one
doctor’s visit can address some illnesses. In other cases, Tier 2 could take weeks, just
as a person may wear a cast for weeks to heal a broken bone. Likewise, Tier 3 is “a
lot” of help. A patient suffering from a ruptured appendix may be rushed into surgery,
receiving extremely intensive medical care. If the surgery is successful, the patient is
usually discharged from the hospital within days, and fully healed within a few weeks.
Conversely, a patient requiring extensive knee surgery may need months of intensive
physical rehabilitation to fully heal. Both conditions require intensive medical treat-
ment, yet the length of time at this level of treatment will vary by the illness and by
the patient’s response to the treatment. Learning interventions are no different. We
are concerned about schools or districts that set predetermined amounts of time to
any tier in the RTT process. This approach is usually instituted when RT1is viewed as
a way to qualify students for special education, with rigid protocols, paperwork, and
timelines dictating the process to justify special education identification.

Considering our more liberal definitions of each tier as being “some” or “a lot” of
help, one might wonder why we need tiers at all. Tiers in the RTT process are not
intended to be a destination, a label, or a hoop to jump through to qualify a child for
special education; they are to guide our thinking. A school’s efforts to ensure that all
students learn at high levels start with all students having access to grade-level cur-
riculum and quality initial instruction—this is Tier 1. No matter how well a school
differentiates core instruction, some students will need supplemental help after initial
teaching—this is Tier 2. Other students will enter grade-level instruction with signifi-
cant gaps in foundational skills and/or severe obstacles related to effort, attendance,
and/or behavior. These students will need a lot of help to succeed—this is Tier 3,

It takes all three levels—all three ways of thinking—to meet the needs of all children.
How this thinking is transformed into practice can and should look different from
school to school, as the needs of each school are unique, the resources are different,
and the strengths of each faculty vary. But the guiding principles are the same.

Making Time for Interventions

In addition to building a toolbox of effective, increasingly intensive interventions,
a school must also create time during the school day for students to receive this help.
Many schools try to find the time by extending the school day for interventions, offer-
ing extra help before school, at lunch, and after school. Unfortunately, this option has
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some inherent drawbacks. Most schools cannot require a student to come early or
stay late, especially if the child is dependent on school transportation, must work to
support the family, and/or is needed at home to help tend to younger siblings. Also,
before- and after-school interventions usually extend beyond teacher contract hours,
which in turn requires additional site funds to pay teachers a stipend for this work.
When these funds are not available, schools often use less expensive options such as
volunteers or classified staff to monitor the extended day programs. While volunteers
and support staff can be helpful for some types of interventions, they often do not
know the school’s core curriculum, do not have access to the assessment data for each
child, and do not possess the credentials or training to be highly eftective in the areas
they are tutoring.

This is not to suggest that all before- and after-school intervention programs are
ineffective, but whatever a school offers during these times must also be offered dur-
ing the school day for students who cannot come early or stay late. Ultimately, for
interventions to work best, they must be offered during a time when teachers are paid
to be there and students are required to be there.

Flexible Intervention Time at the Elementary Level
Creating flexible time at the elementary level is easier, as there is more flexibility

in the master schedule, and a grade-level team can often alter its teaching schedule

without affecting the other grades. Following are two suggestions for creating and

using flexible time during the school day.

1. Scheduled flex time. At the start of each year, most grade-level teams sketch
out a weekly plan for teaching the required subjects, “spe:cials” times, recess,
and lunch. The plan might look something like figure 6.1.

8:00—
8:15

Calendar
Time

| Calendar

Time

Calendar
Time

Calendar
Time

Calendar
Time

8:15—
10:00

Language
Arts

Language
Arts

Language
Arts

Language
Arts

Language
Arts

10:00—
10:20

Recess

Recess

Recess

Recess

Recess

10:20—
Nn:45

Mathematics

Mathematics

Mathematics

Mathematics

Mathematics

M:45—
12:30

Lunch/
Recess

Lunch/
Recess

Lunch/
Recess

Lunch/ '
Recess

Lunch/
Recess

12:30—
1:30

Science

Specials

Science

Specials

Health

1:30—
2:45

Writers
Waorkshop

Social
Studies

Writers
Woarkshop

Social
Studies

Writers
Workshop

2:45

Dismissal

Dismissal

Dismissal

Dismissal

Dismissal

Figure &.1: Sample elementary schedule.
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To create flexible time, the team can schedule intervention time into the

weekly plan, as shown in figure 6.2 (page 144). While the way they use the -

time each week may vary, they have set the time aside to ensure that inter-
ventions can be provided without students missing new core instruction.

Some schools bave taken this idea one step further and have scheduled
flexible time across grade levels. For example, the primary grades (K-2) may
schedule flexible time from 11:00 to 11:45. Instead of regrouping students
based on age, they can be grouped by need. For example, there could be
a second-grade student still struggling with subtracting single-digit num-
bers—a skill taught in first grade. This skill was recently taught as part of
core instruction in first grad@, and there are some first-grade students who
need extra help on the same skill. Finally, a handful of kindergartners may
have entered the school year already able to add single-digit numbers and
are ready to learn subtraction. The prior skill for the second-grader, the core
skill for the first-grader, and the enrichment skill for the kindergartner are
all the same skill. Why have three different flexible groups, one at each grade
level, all teaching the same skill?

2. Push-in time. Similar to the scheduled flex time, each grade level has been
assigned a daily intervention/enrichment block of time. During this time,
schoolwide resources “push into” this grade level, providing additional
resources to target student needs. The push-in team may include special
education staff, specialists, instructional aides, and administrators. These
additional resources make it possible to provide greater differentiation dur-
ing this flex time.

There is no one best way to create flexible time at the elementary level; we have seen
many successful hybrids of these two approaches. The key in every case is that the
school realized that all kids don’t learn at the same speed. Making time a variable in
the master schedule is required if a school wants all students to learn.

Flexible Intervention Time at the Secondary Level

At the secondary level, there are more obstacles to creating flexible time during the
school day. It is difficult for a department or a grade level to create flexible time with-
out affecting the entire school. Whereas a fourth-grade team can change the teaching
schedule on any giverl day with minimal impact on the other grades, a secondary
science department cannot decide to shorten classes on Fridays and create flexible
block of time to regroup and reteach kids who need extra help.

For this reason, secondary schools must create flexible time in the schoof’s mas-
ter schedule. 'This can usually be accomplished by shaving a couple of minutes off
each class period and capturing minutes from transition times. By pooling these
minutes together, the school can insert a flexible period of time in the master sched-
ule for interventions and enrichment (visit go.solution-tree.com/rti for examples of
schedules).

We want to caution secondary schools against one approach. We have seen many
secondary schools create a tutorial period in their master schedules, but reap limited

j
|
H
.
i
1
2
‘{




SIMPLIFYING RESPONSE TO INTERVENTION

W UOIIUSAISIU] Yilm S|npayss Alejuswale ajdwes 129 ainbl4

[essiuisig spie [ess|WsId Sk [essIwisiq 5} 414 [essIUIsIQ S¥Z iBssIWsIqQ 474

Stz ) sviT SPiT

S X9 —sl'g swll Xa|d —Sslig 2, X2(4 —SLZ
doysnJom S1T Shig doysxJom SLT Sy'Z doys®iom suz
SISIIAA —gli| | S2IPNIS |BID0S —05L SIBHAM —Slii | s8lpnis |Bloog —Qgi SAS1IM, —Slil

S ozl St ogil glil

yleoH | —osigt sjeoads | —ogzL BdUBIDS | —0%iZL sleoads | —oszL aouRINg | —0giEt

) 0g:zl 0g:zZL ebxral ceiZl og:cl
$5029y,/4ounT | —gpryy | sse0RY/youUNT | —gpilL | $5928Y/YSUNT | —SpiLl | SSB09Y/YOUNT | —gpil| | SS808M/Y2UNT | —giill
St Qv Still S¥iL Sl

soljeWwsUYIBN | —0zioL | SOneWsieW | —oziol | soljewsyieiN | —GZi0L | SONEBWSYIEW | —0Z:0L: SINRUBYIEW | —0T:0l
QZoL 0oL Q2oL jerAtell Qz0ot

552094 | —0Q0:0L §53208Y | —~000L s$s828y | —000L §8902H | —00101 §sadeyY | —~0D00L

SV leleXo]! S}V 000l SMY 000l SV 00:0L Sy ogioL
agenBuen —51'8 sbBenbuen —gl'8 aBenbueT —5:8 abenbuen -Gl:8 sBenfbueT] —51:8

) QWL G18 ELEIRE S1'8 sl L S8 SWwlil QL8 Sl sl8
—00:8 Jepus|ed lepusied Jepusied | —poig repusten | —oo8

lepusjen

—00:8

—008




Creating a System of Interventions

results because they did not align this intervention time with the essential character-
istics of an effective intervention. Like any intervention, tutorial periods can only be
effective when they are research-based, directive, administered by trained profession-
als, timely, and targeted. For example, some schools create a mentor or tutorial period
by either assigning students to a homeroom or extending a particular period (such as
fifth period). In this structure, the student is supposed to get help from the homeroom
or extended period teacher. But what if the student needs help in calculus AB, and the
mentor or tutor is an art teacher? This hardly meets the criteria of interventions being
taught by a highly trained professional in the child’s area of need. Creating intervention
time is challenging enough; be sure to use that time effectively.

Because creating flexible time at the secondary level requires revising the master
schedule, it often takes staff consensus to create this level of change. Al too many sec-
ondary schools, changing the master schedule is akin to reversing the rotation of the
earth. We are starting to believe that when Moses came down from Mount Sinai; he
brought more than the Ten Commandments—he also brought down the high school
master schedule. The way many secondary educators fight to keep the master schedule
unaltered, you would think God created it. We hear 2 multitude of excuses regarding
why creating an intervention period during the school day is impossible:

o It will take away from class time. Creating a tutorial period for interven-
tions is not losing instructional time—it is restructuring it. At most schools,
a thirty-minute tutorial period for interventions can be created by shorten-
ing each class period only a few minutes per period. What can a teacher do
with five minutes in class to reteach the students in need of additional heip?
Almost nothing. Conversely, what can a teacher do in thirty or forty minutes
to help a targeted group of students? A lot!

o Itis not fair to the “advanced” kids. Flexible time can be used for not only

remediation and reteaching, but also for enrichment and extended learning.
This flexible time can be used to help students in AP calculus as well as alge-
bra . At many high schools, when a student struggles in honors, advanced
placement, and/or international baccalaureate curriculum, the approach of
the school is not to provide extra help, but to assume that the child is niot
capable and remove her from the more rigorous coursework. We know that
all students do not learn the same way or at the same speed; this universal
truth applies to students in advanced physics just as it does a student in
grade-level curriculum. For this reason, flexible time should not come at the
cost of any student, as the very purpose of the time is to meet the individual
needs of each child.

o Itis extra work for the teachers. We cannot think of harder working profes-
sionals than teachers. At every campus, most faculty members work beyond
their contract day for their students. They come early; stay late, and give up
Junch to help kids. In reality, they have to do this, because there is rarely time
designated in a teacher contract day to work with individual students. When
a school creates flexible time during the teachers’ contract day, it makes it
possible for them to meet with individual kids without having to sacrifice
their personal time.
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As Rick and Becky DuFour state, “A school’s schedule should be a tool to further
priorities rather than an impediment to change. Your schedule is not a sacred docu-
ment” (DuFour & DuFour, 2010, p. 6). Our traditional master schedule was perfect—
to prepare kids for being adults in 1950 when the goal was teaching and not learning
for all. Our world has changed. The question for every secondary school should not
be, Should we build flexible time into our master schedule? Instead, the question must
be, How will we build flexible time into our master schedule?

It is critical that teacher teams have ownership of the time. They should be the pri-
mary voice in how the time is used each week, which students are targeted, and what
learning outcomes should be addressed.

interventions and Behavior Systems

As we wrote in the preface, RTTs underlining premise is that schools should not
delay providing help for struggling students until they fall far enough behind to
qualify for special education, but instead should provide timely, targeted, systematic
interventions to all students who demonstrate the need. This same thinking should
be applied to behavior. :

In chapter 4, we introduced the critical steps that the intervention team takes to
design a system of concentrated instruction for behavior. We described that the team
clearly identifies expectations and desired behaviors and the importance of explicitly
teaching the desired behaviors. Chapter 5 identified how the team creates an efficient
system for monitoring behavior; interventions that address both positive and negative
reinforcement and remediation are addressed in this chapter.

We have introduced the critical steps that the school leadership team will oversee
when organizing a system of behavioral supports. First, behavior is clearly defined as a
responsibility of the school leadership team. Next, the team clearly identifies expecta-
tions and desired behaviors. Students are explicitly taught the desired behaviors, and
the team creates an efficient system for monitoring behavior.

The most critical thing to understand about interventions for behavior is that in
this area, we must think of our response as support instead of intervention. When try-
ing to change behavior, the most effective approach is not intervening with negative
behavior, but rather reinforcing positive behavior. Positive reinforcement and correc-
tive, frequent, explicit feedback are how we change unwanted behaviors.

We have also argued earlier that misbehaviors have specific causes or anteced-
ents. Supports must be tied to these causes. Some behaviors spring from lack of self-
regulatory skills (in time management, organization, note taking, goal setting, and
self-motivation). Other inappropriate behaviors, however, may spring from socio-
emotional challenges the student is facing in and out of school. Punishing a student,
or even prescribing supports to ameliorate the frequency of a student’ misbehavior,
without also considering these socioemotional antecedents is unfair, unwise, and inef-
ficient. Don’t misunderstand—students must behave in a manner commensurate with
the school’s high expectations; however, when misbehavior stems from socioemotional
challenges, the school will best serve the student’s needs by leveraging all school-based
and community-based resources to assist in these critical areas. Counselors, social
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workers, and psychologists are members of the schoolwide intervention team and will
be invaluable in helping students in the socioemotional domains.

Finally, we must always remember that behavior and academic success are inextri-
cably intertwined. This is particularly true for students who exhibit challenging behav-
iors. Remember, an often-overlooked antecedent to poor behavior is academic fajlure.
It’s rare to find a student exhibiting behavioral changes who has not also experienced
academic failure at some point in the past. While supporting the student’s behavioral
issue, take the time to investigate if academic difficulties exist as well. Helping stu-
dents experience success, whether behavioral or academic, gives hope and can be the
antidote to frustration and poor choices.

Academic Misbehaviors

For academic misbehaviors resulting from lack of self-regulatory skills, reinforce-
ment of instruction on those skills is often necessary. The schoolwide team should
assume primary responsibility for ensuring that students who lack knowledge of the
rules of school receive the supports they need, whether these supports are provided
by classroom teachers or through supplemental supports. For example, students
for whom motivation is an area of need would benefit from learning techniques for
self-discipline, such as breaking larger assignments into smaller chunks or setting
short-term goals for larger tasks, and rewarding themselves with a small prize apon
completing a small chunk or meeting a short-term goal. The schoolwide team would
coordinate and support students’ teachers in providing these supports and would help
monitor students” progress.

When determining specific interventions for students with chronic absence prob-
lems, it is vital to remember that absence from school is only a symptom of a larger
problem. Students miss school for a wide variety of reasons, and the reason for each
student must be identified; just as in academic RT1, the intervention must be targeted
to a specific cause. The solutions for a student missing school due to medical issues
will Took different from those for a student who is afraid to go to school due to peer
bullying. Curing the root problem will eliminate the symptom of absenteeism.

When attendance issues arise, experience tells us that there are three steps that will

help. The schoolwide intervention team can determine who is the appropriate school
representative to meet with the family and do the following:

1. Communicate how valued the child is at school and how important daily
attendance is to success.

2. Ask, “How can we help?” (The answers are often informational, not practical,
in nature). '

3. Agree upon an attendance incentive plan. Too often the solution many
schools take toward absenteeism is to create “attendance contracts” that
outline the punitive steps that will be taken by the school if the problem
persists. For a student who already does not want to come to school, and
parents who do not feel welcome or connected to the school, it is unlikely
that a list of negative consequences will improve these conditions. Instead,
it is best if a designated member of the office staff (most commonly, the
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principal, assistant principal, and/or counselor), the parent(s), and the stu-
dent sit together and clearly state the positive consequences that come from
regular attendance, planning for short-term and long-terms “wins” for the
child as his or her attendance improves. Incentives are limited in their effec-
tiveness, however, if the correct cause of absenteeism has not been identified.

Be prepared to offer supports. Sometimes students do not attend school because
there is a challenge contributing to their poor attendance, and in many cases their
parents are sympathetic regarding the challenge. Whether acadeic frustration or
socioemotional crises, there may be antecedents to poor attendance to which the
school can and should respond. Be prepared to take action.

Social Misbehaviors

Perhaps no challenge within schools frustrates adults more than social misbehav-
jor such as acting out. The reactive, hesitant ways in which adults often respond are
deflating and disempowering. Administrators and teachers typically select interven-
tions that produce the most immediate relief, even if the relief is short term.

We have often convinced ourselves that some students are inherently bad and that
punishments and negative consequences will lead to more appropriate behaviors. This
has resulted in environments of control in which adversarial relationships between
adults and students have perversely increased antisocial behaviors while relegating
accountability for improved climates beyond the classroom: to the main office or to
the home. Our “get-tough” policies—such as suspension, expulsion, and increased

© security—seem to perpetuate the cycle of acting out, punishment, acting out, while

further compromising the relationships between students and adults at schools. As
a result, adult-student relationships deteriorate, the connections between academic
and behavioral success disintegrate, and the motivation and joy of both adults and
students at schools decline.

There is another, better way. A first step is recognizing that student misbehavior
stems from two primary impulses: to avoid a task or situation, or o gain attention
from adults or peers (Kohn, 1996). The science of behavior has taught us that stu-
dents are not born “bad” They require regular and frequent feedback on their actions
from adults, because without it, they will receive feedback from others that can shape
undesired behaviors. Students do not learn best when corrected with negative con-
sequences and reinforcement, but when corrected through positive feedback. They
learn behavior best, as they do many other skills, when taught explicitly and directly
(Van Veer, 2005).

In chapter 5 we introduced the Behavioral Analysis Protocol (page 121), which can
help teachers and teams make more informed decisions in their efforts to improve
student behavior. One of the positive outcomes of these analyses is that teachers and
other staff can learn to recognize when students are about to have an episode of mis-
behavior. Instead of missing these signs, or unintentionally aggravating the situation,
staff can make precorrections. One effective and respectful way of accomplishing this
is to design behavior precorrection cards that are discreetly placed on a student’s desk,
with messages such as “Ensure that you are on task” or “Take a second to breathe-—try
not to become frustrated” At times, schools may determine that they need to reteach
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important skills that stiudents have pot yet internalized. Counselors, administrators, or
teaching staff can provide structured intervention to students during recesses, lunch,
or during an elective period using curricula designed for this purpose. Schools can
also start by reteaching the lessons that were developed for the demonstration day at
the beginning of the year as mentioned earlier in this section.

An essential element of a system of behavioral interventions is the explicit acknowl-
edgment of positive behaviors. This reinforcement and support, particularly for stu-
dents who struggle with behavior, is more effective than punishment in “intervening”
to change behavior.

All staff must commit to acknowledging students when they meet the expectations
that have been set. The most powerful form of acknowledgment is sincere verbal
praise. However, schools will be most successful when tangible rewards are also iden-
tified. Our recommendation is to distribute simple paper slips or “incentive cards” to
students when they demonstrate positive behavior. Aside from the cost of the paper
and copying, we recommend that schools spend very little or no money on rewards.
Our experience is that creativity is more motivating than high-priced prizes. Here are
a few examples, most of which will work across all grade levels:

e Many organizations will donate used books to schools. Allow students to
select a book when they accumulate twenty-five incentive cards.
Ask students to turn in their incentive cards to the office, and conduct weekly
drawings with winners receiving “front-of-the-lunch-line” passes.
Allow students to “purchase” preferential parking spots every month at the
cost of twenty-five incentive cards.
Ask staff members to “sell” prizes, such as dance lessons, lunch with the
teacher, guitar lessons, or other fun and easy prizes, for a certain number of
incentive cards.

At the secondary level, staff sometimes have a more difficult time imagining rewards
that will motivate older students. One strategy may be to view as a privilege what in
the past may have been viewed as a right. For example, eating lunch anywhere around
campus may have been viewed as a right in the past. Now, it’s a privilege. Students may
eat anywhere they like if they accumulate ten incentive cards a week, but must otherwise
sit at the lunch tables in the cafeteria.

The distribution of rewards must be easy and routine. All staff members must par-
ticipate, and it must be easy for them to do so. Some educators worry that rewards are
dangerous. To be clear, we are not advocating either paying students or rewarding them
for achieving good grades. We are advocating that free or extremely low-cost rewards be
identified to tangibly acknowledge positive behaviors. A study of literature on rewards
and positive reinforcement reveals that rewards are not inherently negative and that
objections to rewards are unfounded. In fact, research has consistently determined that
rewards are a core feature of building a positive school culture (Cameron, Banko, &
Pierce, 2001; Cameron & Pierce, 1994, 2002). While rewards can be used badly—typi-
cally when the stadent and not the behavior is rewarded—research has not proven that

rewards in and of themselves inhibit intrinsic motivation.
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The burning question for most schools concerned about school climate and their
students’ behaviors is what to do when students misbehave. When completed systemi-
cally, collaboratively, and consistently, the systems of behavioral supports overseen by
the school leadership team will significantly reduce social misbehaviors. Nonetheless,
some students will need additional support beyond all that has been described.

Schools must develop a continuum of supports in order to successfully manage
the behavior of all students. When students have a difficult time behaving, despite a
well-defined and consistently applied behavioral support system, our next response
should be helping the student monitor his or her own behavior by providing clear
and frequent feedback. This can best be done through a Check-In/Check-Out (CICO)
system. ‘These systems serve many purposes. They are effective data-gathering tools
that reveal patterns of behavior. They are effective communication tools: from teacher
to teacher, from teacher to administrator, and from school to home. Perhaps most
importantly, they make transparent to students the success—or lack of success—they
are experiencing and help them self-regulate.

Suppose, for example, the identified goal is for a student to be on task without being
reminded more than twice in a class period. At the beginning of the class, the teacher
and student “check in.” and the teacher reminds the student of the goal. Both teacher
and student track, during the class, how many times the student has to be reminded.
At the end of the class, they “check out” and compare notes on how the student did.
AIMSweb has a whole section devoted to this topic, and SWIS has a tab for it as well,
but simplet, less expensive systems will work, too.

The goal should never be to invent new ways of punishing students. Yet if you deter-
mine that you have run out of ideas at your site, talk to colleagues at other schools
and at the central office, and take advantage of school psychologists. They often have
specialized training in the area of behavior and can be invaluable in support of stu-

dents at risk.

Behavior interventions start with a well-designed, well-executed Tier 1, just as aca-
demic interventions do. When schools make improving behaviors a priority and fol-
low steps such as those provided here, students will respond. Concentrating, Screening,
and Planning for Behavioral Supports (page 155 and go.solution-tree.com/rti) will
help a school leadership team and/or school behavior team plan an effective system
for Tier 1, 2, and 3 behavior supports.

Start with building the climate through making commitments to collective respon-
sibility. The behavior of adults is a critical factor in improving the behavior of stu-
dents. Students can tell when adults at school care for their welfare. Ensure that the
adults on your campuses are communicating with a caring attitude. Strive to establish
connections with all students, particularly students who are experiencing difficulty
with their behavior, Be proactive. We usually know from past years which students
may have a difficult time with behavior. Take steps to ensure that the school year
begins successfully for these students. Student behavior improves when the adults act
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Creating a System of Interventions

consistently and systematically toward all stadents. Then concentrate instruction by
helping students self-monitor and self-regulate their behaviors. Ensure that informa-
tion is available through convergent assessments to continuously inform and improve
the process. Then make certain that all students have access to the levels of support
they need to be highly successful.

District Responsibilities for
Interventions

Rather than dictate which interventions a school may or may not purchase or use,
the central office should focus on building the capacity of school personnel to make
increasingly informed decisions about what will best serve the needs of its students.

District leadership often creates a specialized new role such as “RTI Coordinator” or
“Intervention Specialist” to support the implementation of RTI in schools. In all too
many cases, the district’s effort usually stops there; typically, little attention is paid to
the learning demands on individuals assuming these new roles, or their need for sup-
port and conferred authority from district administrators. Instead, these individuals
are expected to transmit particular kinds of knowledge and skills about intervention
to school personnel without truly having the knowledge base to help schools make
these kinds of important decisions.

Instead, district leaders should create a series of resources and trainings to empower
both school site personnel and those holding these new kinds of positions to make bet-
ter informed decisions about intervention programs, intervention strategies, universal
screening, and progress monitoring tools. This type of systemwide capacity is typically
built through partnering with alocal intermediary organization or university that hasa
track record for high-quality training and development. A local “learning system” brings
together both school- and research-based knowledge of effective practice and provides
teachers and school leaders with access to skilled professionals within and outside the
system, epabling them to build their own toolbox of resources.

Earlier in this chapter, we identified creating flexible time in the school day for inter-
vention and enrichment as a critical consideration of RTI. District leadership can do a
great deal to either support schools in their quest to find and then provide this time to
students, or undermine and even sabotage their efforts. District leadership can inadver-
tently work against school efforts to find time when they place too great an emphasis
on strict adherence to the district-developed pacing guide. This allows skeptics to claim
that it is impossible to create flexible time for interventions and enrichment because “I
can’t possibly cover all the material required by the district”

Another way in which we have seen district leadership undermine school efforts to
provide this kind of flexible time is by failing to realize that these minutes are instruc-
tional minutes. In fact, we would argue that these minutes, if used according to the
characteristics identified earlier in this chapter, may be the very best instructional min-
utes a school might provide. Many states have regulations requiring a certain number
of instructional minutes for each student, each year. Why would district leadership
take the position that highly targeted, timely, research-based interventions administered
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by highly trained individuals do not represent instruction? Does instruction only
occur when a teacher is standing in the front of the room engaging in whole-group
instruction?

Finally, district leadership provides a powerful model when its general and special
education administrators provide a common, united voice to schools, reinforcing the
blended model of “just ed” that we promote in our work.

H
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Armed with effective interventions and time designated during the school day to
provide this additional support to students in need, a school has the building blocks
of an effective system of interventions. What is still lacking is the ability to guarantee
that every student who needs help will receive it. Without this level of certainty, a
school cannot achieve its mission of high levels of learning for every child. This is the
goal of certain access, which is the focus of our final chapter.
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Effective intervention Evaluation and Alignment
Chart Protocol

This activity can be used by a leadership team and/or intervention team to
evaluate schoolwide interventions, or by a teacher team to evaluate teacher-
led interventions. It is recommended that this activity is completed twice
a year—prior to the start of the school year, and at the midpoint of each
school year.

Guiding Questions

1.

10.

Research-Based: Do we have evidence that the intervention can
work? Do we have evidence that the intervention is working for
students currently in the intervention? Score with a +, v, or X,

Directive: Do we require targeted students to attend? Do we holid
students accountable when they don’'t? Score with a +, v, or X.

Timely: How long does it take us to identify and place a student
in or out of this intervention? (Goal: At least every three weeks
during the school year.) Score witha +, v, or X,

Highly Trained: How well trained and qualified are the individuals
implementing this intervention? Score with a +, v, or X.

Systematic: Can we guarantee that every student who needs this
intervention, gets this intervention? Score with a +, v, or X.

Targeted—Unmotivated Learner/Failed Learner: Is the interven-
tion for intentional nonlearners (won't do) or failed learners (can’t
do)? Have we mistakenly placed nonlearners and failed learners
in the same intervention? Score with a U for unmotivated learner
(won't do) or an F for failed learner {(can’t do).

Targeted—Tier 2 or Tier 3: Is the intervention supplemental sup-
port (Tier 2) or intensive support (Tier 3)? Score with a “2” for Tier
2 or a “3” for Tier 3.

Targeted—Desired Student Learning Outcome:
+ Are our interventions targeted to specific standards/outcomes?

+ Are students grouped by the cause of their struggles, or the
symptoms?
Alignment Steps: What actions can be taken to address any col-
umn with an “X” on the chart?

The Big Picture: Look at the list of interventions as a whole. Are
there a variety and balance of offerings? For example, are there
interventions targeted to both unmotivated and failed learners? Is
support offered to both of these groups at Tier 2 and Tier 37
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