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It is rare for the advocates of discrepancy based definitions to articulate the theory of social justice that  dictates that society has a special obligation to bring up the achievement of individuals whose achievement falls short of their IQ’s, rather than simply bring up the skills of those with low skills period
(Stanovich, 1999).

Eliminating IQ tests from the identification process would help shift the emphasis in special education away from the current focus, which is on determining whether students are eligible for services, towards providing students the interventions they need to successfully learn. There is little justification for the ubiquitous use of IQ tests for children with high- incidence disabilities, except when mild mental retardation is a consideration, especially given their cost and the lack of evidence indicating that IQ test results are related meaningfully to intervention outcomes

 (President’s Council on Excellence in Special Education, 2002).
Implement models during the identification and assessment process that are based on response to intervention and progress monitoring.  Use data from these processes to assess progress in children who receive special education services 

(President’s Council on Excellence in Special Education, 2002).
We propose that eligibility ensue when a student exhibits large differences from typical levels of performance in one or more domain(s) and with evidence of insufficient response to high-quality interventions in the relevant domain(s) of functioning in school settings

 (National Research Council, 2002).

There is no compelling reason to continue to use IQ tests in the identification of learning disabilities. And that if we eliminated IQ tests from the identification of individuals with learning disabilities we could shift our focus on to making sure that individuals are getting the services that they need and away from the energy that’s going into eligibility determination. (Sharon Vaughn, Ph.D.).

INTRODUCTION

At long last, federal laws regarding the assessment of students with mild disabilities is catching up to the science in this field!  For years, research in the area of mild disabilities has denounced the practice of using severe discrepancy models for determining whether students meet the criteria for a Specific Learning Disability (SLD). With the recent reauthorization of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act (IDEIA) (2005), states can no longer mandate that local school districts use a severe discrepancy formula between intellectual ability and achievement in determining whether a student meets the criteria for SLD.  Instead, local districts may use a Problem Solving process that incorporates a Response to Intervention (RTI) component.  This section of the Problem-Solving manual provides guidance to problem Solving teams in determining whether students meet the criteria for SLD using the new criteria.  An accompaniment to this section is the Problem Solving Section of the Professional Practice Manual.

Key Definitions

Response to Intervention (RTI): Evaluating whether a student is benefiting from a scientifically-based instructional program through frequent and continuous measurement of performance and data-based decision making. Special education services are provided to those students who fail to respond to well-designed interventions, experience low achievement, and do not demonstrate evidence for exclusionary criteria.
Problem Solving Model (PSM): Solutions to instructional and behavioral problems are generated through a 5-step process: (1) Problem Identification, (2) Problem Analysis, (3) Plan Development, (4) Plan Implementation, and (5) Plan Evaluation.

Standard Treatment Protocol: Requires the use of the same empirically validated treatment for all children with similar problems.

Level: Current rate of performance on General Outcome Measures.  Consider a student who was administered three reading probes and had scores of 100/5, 91/3, and 102/6.  The median score of 100/5 would be the student’s level of current performance. 

Slope: Rate of growth or improvement over time.  In the area of reading, growth rates typically are referred to as the number of words gained per week. A weekly growth rate is calculated based on frequent progress monitoring data using at least 8 data points. 


Dually Discrepant: In order for students to be eligible for special education under the category of LD, they must be dually discrepant from local norms on level of performance and slope (rate of growth).
Target Scores: Performance on benchmark assessments using General Outcome Measures have been linked to performance on the state-mandated Minnesota Comprehensive Assessments (MCA). This linking project has created a series of target scores at each grade and assessment period for a General Outcome Measure, such that students who are at or above the target score have around an 80 to 85 percent probability of reaching grade-level proficiency on the upcoming MCA. For example, the target score for the Grade 3 winter Oral Reading Fluency measure is 91. Students who reach this target are considered “on-track”, and likely to reach grade-level proficiency on the grade 3 reading MCA. Target scores have been set for Fall, Winter, and Spring Benchmark periods.
Normative Scores: Normative scores are scores that provide information about how a student performed relative to some comparison group. For example, a student who scores in the 50th percentile performed as well or better than 50% of the students in the comparison group. This score would likely be considered in the “average” range for that group. Comparison groups can range from the student’s classmates to a sample of students nationwide, depending on the purpose of the assessment.

Scientifically Based Instruction/Intervention: This term is often used interchangeable with terms like evidence based or research-based intervention.  Instructional techniques, interventions, or curriculum that are based on studies that (a) use empirical methods, (b) include rigorous and adequate data analyses, (c) use measurements or observational methods that provide reliable and valid data, (d) employ experimental or quasi-experimental designs, (e) are replicable, and (f) undergo a formal peer review process.
Exclusionary Criteria:  Students can not be labeled LD if their learning problems are primarily the result of a visual, hearing, or motor impairment, mental retardation, emotional disturbance, cultural difference, limited English proficiency, environmental or economic disadvantage, or lack of scientifically-based instruction in basic skill areas.
General Education Intervention:  An intervention that is delivered using regular education resources.  Note, if the SCRED In-Class Instruction Guideline is followed, regular education students may receive instruction from a special education teacher.  This change of instruction may constitute an intervention.

RIOT:  An acronym for Review, Interview, Observe, Test.  These are the four sources from which data regarding an identified concern may be collected.  Problem Solving teams must consider each source in collecting information to define a problem or to complete an analysis of why the problem is occurring.

ICEL:  An acronym for Instruction, Curriculum, Environment, Learner.  These are the four domains from which data regarding an identified concern may be collected.  Problem Solving teams must consider each domain when collecting information to define a problem or to complete an analysis of why the problem is occurring.

ROI:  An acronym for Rate of Improvement.  This term refers to the slope of student growth as measured through frequent assessment of skills.
The Problem Solving Process



























Problem Solving Team Process

The RTI process is grounded in the problem solving team process currently in place in each building.  Students who are experiencing academic difficulty are discussed at grade-level team (GLT) meetings.  The GLT may decide to refer the case to the building problem solving team by completing the Teacher Request for Assistance Form.  Upon each new referral, the PST will complete the five-step problem solving process for each student or design a standard treatment protocol intervention for groups of students..  Please refer to the problem solving section of the manual for expanded coverage of the five-step process.  Special education decision-making will ensue when:

1. A student has failed to respond to at least two, scientifically-based, documented interventions

2. A student is significantly discrepant on level and slope of performance on multiple measures including GOM’s.

3. A student has clearly identified instructional needs, 

4. A student has an information processing condition exhibited in a variety of settings, and

5. Exclusionary criteria have been addressed.

When a student is referred to the building’s Problem Solving Team (PST), a Problem Solving Manager is assigned to be responsible for the facilitation and documentation of the processes involved in the various steps-Problem Identification, Problem Analysis, Plan Development, Plan Implementation, and Plan Evaluation.  All problem solving forms are now on an electronic database and be accessed by  (insert after August 6th training).

Problem Solving Managers may be any member of Problem Solving Team.  Consideration should be given to individual team members’ workloads when assigning the manager.  Other team members may be assigned specific record keeping, form completion, or other documentation; however, the Problem Solving Manager will be responsible for the overall coordination of the team.

Decision-Making Questions

I.
Is the Child’s Performance Below Target? (Problem Identification)

The first task for the PST is to identify the problem.  Problems are defined as a discrepancy between what is expected and what is occurring in a particular environment.  Teams should Review information, Interview relevant sources of information, Observe students in a variety of settings, and Test the student when appropriate (RIOT). In addition, teams should consider RIOT data in the context of Instructional, Curricular, Environmental, and Learner domains (ICEL) when collecting data to determine this discrepancy.  For example, consider a second grade student reading 30 words read correct (WRC) per minute in the Spring.  The team will compare the student’s current level of performance (30 WRC) to the expected level of performance (90 WRC).  Because the student’s actual performance is below target and discrepant from local expectations, the process continues.  Additional data are collected to confirm this initial discrepancy.  Teams remember that sounds decisions cannot be made based on any single piece of data, so convergence is sought across multiple data points.  Additional data that may be collected in this example might include an interview of the teacher regarding in-class performance of the student or a review of past assessment data in reading.  Other observations or at “informal” testing with the student may also occur at this stage.

Required Documentation:
1.
Problem Solving Team Identification Screening Summary Form 

2.
Problem Solving Team Instructional Planning Form 

3.
Parent Contact Log

II.
What is the performance range of peers in general education?

Teams need to examine the performance range of peers in general education to determine the percentage of students who are performing in a similar range to the student of concern.  Teams may use Aimsweb or other valid & reliable data to determine if there is more than one student performing at similar levels.  If so, group interventions should be conducted.  If large numbers of students are performing at similar performance levels, teams should develop small group interventions and examine curriculum, instruction, and environment for needed adaptations.

III.
Why is the problem occurring? (Problem Analysis)
The next step for the PST is to analyze the problem.  Once a discrepancy between expectations and performance has been identified, an analysis will be made to determine why the problem is occurring. The analysis will involve information collected during problem identification, and may include collecting additional data. This information will be collected through a review of student records, interviews with key stakeholders, observations of student and environment, and tests as designated by the Problem solving team.  Following the analysis, a hypothesis will be generated about why the problem is occurring.  The hypothesis will be used to develop interventions for students.

The Analysis

The analysis will examine the Instruction the student is receiving in the area(s) of concern, the Curriculum, the Environment, and the Learner (ICEL). The information gathered through RIOT about the domains of ICEL will be reviewed and a hypothesis will be made regarding why the problem is occurring (See list of possible hypotheses in Appendix).  
Developing a Hypothesis

For an intervention to be effective and robust it must focus on the specific needs of the student and address the most likely reason for the problem as indicated by the data. The hypothesis and intervention will focus on those variables that are alterable within the school setting. These alterable variables include: learning goals and objectives (what is to be learned), materials, time, student to teacher ratio, activities, and motivational strategies. The intervention will be one based on peer-reviewed empirical research.  The 5 most common hypotheses for why a student may be experiencing problems are:

The student does not want to perform the task: The data must confirm whether the problem is one of a skill deficit or a motivation deficit. Skill deficits must be addressed by instructional interventions (See requirements of hypothesis 3). Motivation deficits must be addressed by an intervention that includes goal setting, method for recording progress, reinforcement, and a rationale for gaining proficiency in this skill.

The student has not had enough time practicing the skill: The data must show that the student can accurately perform the skill but is not fluent in completing skill (accuracy vs. rate). Interventions designed to address this hypothesis must include: practice sessions where a goal is set, rationale for increasing rate of skill is given, a method for monitoring progress in practice sessions, and positive reinforcement.

The student has not had enough help with the skill: The data should show that the student cannot perform skill accurately. The student continues to need instruction to learn skill. An intervention based on this hypothesis must include: modeling, guided practice, error correction with specific feedback, and a criterion level that student is expected to achieve.

The student has not had to perform the skill in this particular way before: This

hypothesis is based on the idea that the student can accurately and fluently perform the skill, but has not generalized the skill to be used in other settings, with different materials, formats, teachers, in more ‘real life applications. Interventions to address this hypothesis must include: more natural prompts and consequences for performing the skill, using the skill in different settings, with different materials, teachers. The intervention needs to include some form of delayed and intermittent reinforcement for accurate and fluent performance of the skill.

The skill is too hard:  This hypothesis is based on the idea that the student does not demonstrate needed prerequisite skills. The intervention must focus on instruction in the prerequisite skills and placing the student appropriately in the curriculum. (See requirements of hypothesis 3.)

Required Documentation:

1. Problem Analysis Form

IV.
What is the Intervention Plan? (Plan Development)

After the PST has identified and analyzed the problem, the next step is to develop an intervention plan.  An intervention may be defined as “a set of procedures and strategies designed to improve student performance with the intent of reducing the student’s problem.” (Upah & Tilly, 2002).  Teams should remember that interventions are not activities intended to put students into settings or placements where appropriate interventions can occur; rather, they are activities requiring a range of resources designed to improve student performance.

Interventions that are selected for students should be validated by empirical research. Three questions must be addressed at this step:

1. What is the Goal?

a.
Include Baseline Data

2. What is the intervention plan?

a.
Describe intervention plan

b.
Describe necessary materials

c.
Identify who will implement the intervention along with when, where, and how often

3. How will progress be monitored?

a.
Describe data collection system

b.
Identify who will collect data

c.
Identify what will be recorded

d.
Identify the frequency of data collection and when data will be collected.

Standard Treatment Protocol

In selecting initial interventions for newly identified students of concern, it is often efficient to select a Standard Treatment Protocol.  A Standard Treatment Protocol refers to an intervention that may be put in place for group of students who have similar identified problems.  For example, implementing a specific fluency building intervention for all 2nd grade students below the ORF target is a Standard Treatment Protocol. As another example, a team might decide to provide additional practice to all fifth graders scoring within an agreed upon range on the Math Facts assessment by having these students fill out blank multiplication tables with products to 25 time per day.  The main benefits of standard treatment protocols include ease of scheduling and increased implementation integrity.  It is often simpler in schools to arrange for a common intervention for a group of students than to arrange for individual intervention programs for each student.  In addition, implementers are able to learn one intervention and repeat this many times rather than keeping track of multiple plans.  The main disadvantage of a standard treatment protocol is the lack of specific connection between the needs of an individual student and the plan that is provided.  To the extent that these factors are mismatched, the intervention may be expected to be ineffective.  Teams may choose to implement a standard treatment protocol with groups of students as a means of efficient intervention delivery, but must pursue more individually tailored interventions based on specific analysis of concerns for any students who do not make sufficient progress within a standard treatment protocol.  Alternately, teams may opt to move directly to individual interventions based on specific problem analysis.

Standard Treatment Protocol Approaches within SCRED

In some of our districts, Direct Instruction curricular materials are used as a standard treatment protocol for students who are not making adequate progress in the core reading curriculum.  In these instances, if students are provided with DI as a standard intervention and continue to demonstrate a lack of progress, individual problem analysis data should be collected for the purpose of developing supplemental interventions.

Required Documentation:

1. Problem Solving Team Intervention Plan (CMF-003), or

2. Standard Treatment Protocol Documentation Form, and

3. A graph which displays baseline data, goal, and ongoing progress monitoring data.

V.
Is the Intervention being Implemented with Integrity? (Plan Implementation)

After the intervention plan is developed, the next task for the PST is to implement the plan.  Appropriate determination of entitlement for special education services under the educational disability category of Learning Disabilities using a Response to Intervention (RTI) model is wholly dependent upon the quality implementation of the problem solving process within general education.  Of particular importance related to possible sped entitlement decisions are two considerations: (1) Interventions must be implemented with integrity, and (2) Interventions must be delivered for enough time to collect sufficient data by which to determine effectiveness.

Interventions must be implemented with integrity

In a system in which student SPED entitlement decisions are made based on outcomes data from interventions, every effort must be made to ensure that these interventions are implemented with great integrity. If the intervention was not implemented as designed, student progress (or lack thereof) cannot be attributed to the specific intervention plan.  As a result, the student response to the intervention cannot be determined.  In other words, the intervention needs to be implemented exactly as planned in order to determine if the intervention is effective.  

Four broad strategies will assist teams in ensuring treatment integrity: 

1. Teams must design specific written intervention plans: The clarity of the intervention plan will increase the integrity of implementation (Fuchs & Fuchs, 1999).  Intervention plans describe who will do what, when they will do it, where the plan will be implemented, how the steps will be completed, and with whom the plan will be implemented (Macmann et al., 1996, Tilly & Flugum, 1995; Howell & Nolet, 2000).  Generic descriptions or short hand notations such as those recorded on intervention lines on graphs (i.e., “repeated reading” or “mystery motivator”) are not sufficient by themselves.(Add in a picture of the intervention plan)
2. Teams must provide written intervention plans to students and implementers of interventions: Both students and adults participating in interventions will need direct and specific training regarding new intervention procedures.  This training should include at least one opportunity for the implementer to lead the intervention session while being observed in order to receive immediate feedback regarding implementation.  

3. Teams must build an observation component into all intervention plans: Without treatment integrity checks, teams cannot ensure that progress (or lack thereof) is attributable to the current intervention plan.  Interventions should be observed by an adult not involved with implementation in order to determine the extent to which the specific procedures outlined in the intervention plan are completed.  

4. Teams must avoid complex and ecologically intrusive interventions: treatment integrity is negatively associated with the complexity and time required to implement interventions (Gresham, 1989; Yeaton & Sechrest, 1981).  Therefore, in an effort to increase treatment integrity, efforts to develop simple straightforward intervention plans will positively benefit students.

Interventions must be delivered for enough time to collect sufficient data by which to determine effectiveness.

Invariably, teams will wonder how much time a student should spend in an intervention phase before determining that the intervention is either successful or unsuccessful.  In order to make sound decisions regarding the effectiveness of specific interventions, time must be given to allow the intervention to take effect, and enough data must be collected to determine current student level and slope of growth in the area of concern.  For most general outcome measure data (Oral Reading Fluency, Math Facts, Written Expression, and Letter Sound Fluency), 8-10 data points are needed for a reliable estimate of slope. The exception is Math Applications, where 3-5 data points are required.

Required Documentation:

1) Problem Solving Team Plan Implementation Form

VI.
Is the Intervention Successful? (Plan Evaluation)

The last step of the process is for the team to evaluate the plan.  Data gathered during the problem solving process are used to make decisions regarding the best education strategy for a student.  These decisions are based on a trend of student performance over time, during the application of the intervention, rather than on any one measure of student performance.  Teams may use two types of decision-making rules:

1. Trendline analysis.  The AIMSWEB progress monitoring program used at SCRED districts will calculate a trend-line.  It is imperative that at least 8 data points are collected before making decisions using a trend line.  AIMSWEB will generate a trend line based on two data points, however these trend lines are not reliable enough to use for educational decision-making.

2. Consecutive Data Point Rule: Teams may use a rule that relies on examining the number of consecutive data points falling below the aimline.  For example, teams using a 3-point rule would consider making an instructional change if 3 consecutive data points fall below the aimline.  Teams may also use a four or five point rule.

The major question addressed at this step is to determine whether the identified problem continues to exist.  Teams will examine the data to determine if a performance discrepancy exists between what is expected and what is occurring.

Required Documentation

1. Problem Solving Team Plan Evaluation Form

2. A graph which displays baseline data, goal, and ongoing progress monitoring data.

Initial Entitlement for Special Education Services

There are times when the data collected through Problem Solving indicates the possible need for more resources and special education entitlement is considered.  Entitlement decisions are based on the accumulation of all the activities in the Problem-Solving approach.  These decisions are made by IEP teams based on the data collected and using the standards and criteria determined by SCRED.  If student progress continues to be insufficient and the team has implemented two interventions following the above process, the team may consider whether the student is eligible for special education services. Students are eligible for special education under the category of Specific Learning Disability (SLD) when the additional criteria listed below are met.  Note that criteria related to level and slope of student performance data are provided as guidelines.  Teams must also use professional judgment to make eligibility decisions.

1. The team has submitted documentation of the Problem Solving process to the building school psychologist and SCRED and has received approval to consider special education entitlement.  A SCRED staff member will use the Eligibility Review Checklist (ERC) to determine that the problem solving team has followed the process.
2. The Student’s level of achievement is significantly discrepant from local expectations.  In determining whether level of achievement is significantly discrepant from local expectations, teams should determine whether the student’s level of performance is at or below the 7th percentile based on district norms.  SCRED will provide GOM percentile charts for each benchmark period.  The discrepancy identified through GOM data should be corroborated by other RIOT and ICEL data collected by the team. 

3. The student’s rate of progress (slope) is significantly discrepant from target expectations.  In determining whether level of achievement is significantly discrepant from target expectations, teams should determine whether the student’s slope is below a 95% confidence interval around the target slope. Target slope is determined by the rate of growth of the benchmark target scores. SCRED will provide charts for target slope and confidence intervals at each grade level. 
4. The team has identified instructional needs that can only be met using special education resources.

5. The team verifies that the severe low achievement is not primarily the result of any of the following:

· Visual, hearing, or motor impairment;

· Mental retardation;

· Emotional disturbance; 

· Cultural difference; 

· Limited English proficiency,

· Environmental or economic disadvantage.

· Lack of scientifically-based instruction in basic skill areas.

The SCRED SLD Eligibility worksheet is included in the appendices and on the SCRED Website. Teams should use this worksheet for each new evaluation.

Revaluation Criteria
Teams will use the RTI process to determine if students remain eligible for and in need of special education services under the category of SLD.  Teams should use the following process in making an eligibility determination.

1. When a student is identified as needing a reevaluation, the student should be brought up for discussion at SST.

2. In most cases, the case manager will serve as the Evaluation Manager.  The Evaluation Manager will gather all existing data on the student.   The IEP team has an obligation to review existing evaluation data and to identify what additional data are needed.  Sources for existing data may include:

a. Current IEP

b. Previous Evaluation Summary Reports (ESR)

c. School Records

d. Permanent Products (work samples)

e. Interviews and input from parents, teachers, students, and community providers

f. Outside agency reports

g. Formal observations conducted by school psychologists or teachers

h. Tests (District-wide assessments, individual assessments, general outcome measures)

i. Classroom-based Assessments

3. In unusual circumstances, as the team gathers data, it may become evident that additional assessments will be needed.  In this case, a contact is made with the parent.  The need for additional data is discussed, input is gathered from the parent, and the parent is asked to give consent for the additional assessments to be conducted prior to the case review.  The Evaluation Plan is used to plan the evaluation and document parental consent.  

4. If no additional data are needed, the meeting notice is sent by the evaluation manager to notify the parent of an IEP meeting.  Parents should always be informed of the purpose of any IEP meeting. If there will be a review of existing data at the meeting and a decision as to whether or not existing data are needed, a statement of such should be indicated in the meeting notice. 

5. An IEP meeting is held to review existing data.  The team will use data to make decisions ins the following 4 areas:

a. Intervention Outcome/Rate of Progress:  Examine the individual graph for each student.  Is the student’s progress toward the goal what the IEP team expected?  What is the student’s rate of improvement (ROI)?  What is the ROI for typical peers of the same grade?  Teams should determine if the ROI has increased, decreased, or stayed the same. 

b. Peer Comparison on Level of Performance/Discrepancy: How does the student’s performance compare with general education classmates and the SCRED target scores?  The discrepancy conclusion is a comparison of the student with his/her peers and with the SCRED target scores at two points in time, at the beginning of the current IEP period and at the point of review.  Teams should determine if the discrepancy has increased, decreased, or stayed the same.

c. Independence:  Is the student becoming more independent as a result of progress in this goal area?  The conclusion about improved independence is based upon the observations and experiences outside of special education, for example, of the parents, the general classroom teacher, or others who have an opportunity to see the student’s performance using the skills involved in the goal area.

d. Instructional Needs:  What does the student need instructionally, including accommodations and modifications, in order to participate and progress in the general curriculum?  Can accommodations be made that are reasonable, sustainable, and capable of being faded?

6. By making each of these decision, teams should have the data to address the four areas that IDEIA requires of each reevaluation:

a. Whether the child continues to have a disability

b. Present Levels of Educational Performance

c. Whether the child continues to require special education or related services

d. Necessary accommodations and modifications. 

7. Consider exiting the student from special education or conducting a reintegration trial if the following four criteria are met.

a. The student has met their goal or their ROI is at or above the (25th %ile)

b. The student has reduced their initial discrepancy and level of performance is at or above the (16th %ile).

c. The student has improved their independence.

d. The student can have their instructional needs met within general education

8. If existing data is not sufficient to address each of these areas, the team must develop a plan to gather the necessary data.  Parental consent is required and documented on the Evaluation Plan form.

9. If an evaluation was conducted, the Evaluation Manager should summarize the results of the evaluation through an Evaluation Summary Report (ESR) and complete the Reevaluation Case Review form.

Reintegration and Exit Process for LD Students

One of the fundamental goals of special education services should be to reduce the gap between students with disabilities and their peers so that students are no longer in need of special education services.  IEP teams should review student data on an annual basis to determine if a reintegration trial is warranted.  What follows is a summary of this process.

1. The Student is Considered for Reintegration or Exit


There are two ways students may come to the attention of the IEP team for consideration of reintegration or exit.

a) A school team has access to information on all students in special education.  Some of the data utilized may include district-wide assessment data, IEP results conclusions regarding students who are both making progress and reducing the discrepancy, input from surveys of general education teachers and students, and other assessment data regarding student performance.  Those most likely to successfully reintegrate or exit are identified.  The question answered by using these data sources is: “Are the student’s skills within an acceptable range? (Acceptable for instruction in general education.)  

b) An individual student may come to the attention of an IEP team as part of regular ongoing planning or at the request of any IEP team member.  The data sources above would be consulted to gather information about this individual student.  Again, the question to be answered is “Are the student’s skills within an acceptable range?”  (Or other circumstances are considered.)


If the answer to the question is “No, the student’s skills are not within an acceptable range”, the team would then consider accommodations.  If accommodations can be made that are reasonable, sustainable, and capable of eventually being faded, reintegration or exit from special education may still be an option.  (Students in this situation would most likely need to be considered for a 504 plan later in the process.)  If the accommodations needed are not reasonable, sustainable and able to be faded, then the student should continue receiving special education services and be considered for reintegration or exit at another time.  If the answer to the question is yes, then the team would go to Step Two.  (Additionally, if there are other circumstances indicating exit, go to Step Two.)

2. Develop a Plan for Trial Reintegration

When a student has been identified to be considered for reintegration or exit, the team will plan for a trial reintegration.  A trial reintegration is a period of time where the student receives no special education services, but is monitored in order to intervene if needed or to provide the data necessary to make a judgment regarding termination of some or all special education services.  A trial reintegration could be implemented for consideration of exit in a goal area, a service area, or all services.  (In some circumstances a trial reintegration is not appropriate.  If this were the case, the team would go directly to Step Five.)  The plan for the trial reintegration is documented in a new IEP developed at an IEP meeting.  (See next page for directions on documenting a 45-day trial out.)  This plan will address the following questions:

a) When will the trial reintegration begin?

b) Who will be involved?

c) What supports are needed?

d) How will supports be faded?

e) What will be monitored?

f) Who will monitor?

g) How often will monitoring occur?

h) What is the length of time for the trial reintegration (Not to exceed 45 days).

3.  Implement Trial Reintegration Plan and Monitor Success

During the trial reintegration, data are collected on a regular basis to provide the team the necessary information to make a decision about reintegration or exit.  This information will include ongoing data on student performance, perceptions from general education teachers, special education teachers, parents, and students regarding the effects of the trial reintegration, and evidence about the manner in which the plan is being implemented (integrity data).  Information is collected and reviewed at least weekly during the trial reintegration.  If the data indicate that the student is not being successful or that the plan is not being implemented as designed, the team should reconvene immediately to review the plan implementation and make adjustments before continuing the trial reintegration or to resume provision of special education services.

4. Decide on Reintegration/Exit

At the end of the trial reintegration the IEP team will reconvene to review the monitoring data and perceptions to determine the overall effectiveness of the trial period.  With this information the team should be able to answer the question, “Is the student ready for reintegration or exit?”  If the answer to this question is “yes”, the team will proceed to step five.  If the answer to the question is “no”, the team will need to consider what ongoing support the student will need.  The trial reintegration could be reinstated, but should not exceed 45 days.  (Only in rare and unusual circumstances should a student participate in a trial out period for longer than 45 days.  If this rare circumstance occurs, there should be adequate justification in the IEP as to why the trial period is extended.  For example, if a student has an extended illness during the trial reintegration the length of time may need to be extended.)

5. Document Reintegration/Exit and Plan Next Steps

If it is determined by the IEP team that the student is ready to reintegrate into more participation in general education or exit special education the team documents this judgment on a Parent Notice Form.  The decision could involve deletion of a goal area, a service, or all services.  (For deletion of a service or complete exit, a reevaluation is also required.  See directions for documenting reintegration or exits.  It is recommended that the team develop a written plan if the student exits all special education services and no longer has an IEP.  If it is determined that the student needs a 504 plan, this written plan will be contained in the 504 paperwork.  If the student is not in need of a 504 plan, the team may document the support needs of the student on intervention forms used at the building problem-solving team.  The key is to indicate the supports needed those responsible, and the methods that will be used to monitor the student’s ongoing success.

Rationale for use of target slope for initial entitlement decisions and exiting from special education

Slope is a necessary part of the process for making decisions about initial entitlement and exit from special education services. The document “Response to Intervention: Eligibility determination in the category of learning disability”, provides some initial guidelines on the use of slope in this decision-making process. Here are the excerpts from that document.

For initial entitlement:

The student’s rate of progress (slope) is significantly discrepant from target expectations.  In determining whether level of achievement is significantly discrepant from target expectations, teams should determine whether the student’s slope is below a confidence interval around the target slope. Target slope is determined by the rate of growth of the benchmark target scores. SCRED will provide charts for target slope and confidence intervals at each grade level.

For consideration of exit:

The student has met their goal or their slope of growth is above a confidence interval around the target slope. Target slope is determined by the rate of growth of the benchmark target scores. SCRED will provide charts for target slope and confidence intervals at each grade level.

In both cases, a confidence interval around the target is the basis for decisions. The target is defined as the slope of the growth of benchmark target scores. There is a distinct advantage to linking CBM cut scores at each grade and benchmark period to a single outcome, as opposed to linking the CBM cut score at each benchmark to the cut score of the ensuing benchmark. In the case of reading, for example, the state test (MCA) is used as the outcome. Because there is a consistent process to establish cut scores, the cut scores will provide consistent predictive information toward this outcome. This provides powerful information for data based decision-making using formative assessment.

The use of consistent targets allows educators to formatively evaluate student progress at each benchmark period to determine whether an individual student is “on track” to pass the upcoming MCA. Targets at each benchmark period provide a benchmark of expected growth. For example, students below the fall cut score at fall testing but now above the winter cut score at winter testing have grown faster than the cut scores, and “caught up” with the level of progress necessary to succeed on the outcome measure, in this case the state test. Conversely, scores for a student who was above the cut score during previous benchmark periods but fall below the most recent cut score are an indication that this student has begun to fall behind.

The use of consistent target scores has significant implications for the use of CBM-R within a response to intervention (RTI) framework. Fuchs and Fuchs (1998) identify RTI as a process involving three phases for establishing a student’s disability. Phase I involves the tracking of progress for all students within the mainstream classroom setting, to determine first whether that instruction is “generally effective”. Fuchs and Fuchs (1998) suggest the use of local or perhaps national normative data to make decisions about the effectiveness of group progress. However, using established cut scores based on the probability of success on an upcoming state-mandated assessment, as described above, is a useful alternative to normative data for making these decisions. If greater than 25% of students in the general education environment are not growing at the pace of the target scores, then a strong argument can be made that this environment is not generally effective. More than one quarter of the students in this environment are not keeping pace with the rate of growth necessary to maintain grade-level standards.

If the classroom instruction is generally effective, Phase II involves a “child-find” process, in which both the level of performance and rate of improvement for an individual student are compared to some established criterion, a criterion that has typically been based on normative data (Fuchs & Fuchs, 1998). Again, cut scores based on probability of success on state tests are an alternative to normative data in this phase. For students who are identified by level of performance, rate of improvement can be compared to that rate of improvement of the target scores. A rate below that of the increasing targets would indicate that the child is not growing adequately as a result of their current educational environment.

Phase III, which involves tracking student progress during intervention, will use these same established criteria for rate of improvement, either within a problem-solving or standard treatment protocol approach. However, Phase II bases decisions on the students’ being below the bottom of a 95% confidence interval, to ensure that the student is truly discrepant from the criterion. Making decisions about exiting special education are based on students’ being above the top of the 95% confidence interval, to ensure that the student is truly exceeding the rate of progress of the criterion, and therefore catching up to grade-level standards.

Speech and Language Services

In previous years, students who qualified for speech and language services (SLI) had academic goals added to their IEP if their performance was at or below the 10th percentile.  Beginning the 2007-08 school year, student’s should go through the problem solving process to determine if an academic goal should be added. Teams should verify that initial SLD criteria is met before adding academic goals.  

For students who are currently receiving SLI services and have academic goals on their IEP,  team should begin documentation of the problem-solving process the year before the three-year reevaluation is due to assist in establishing SLD eligibility upon reevaluation.  Students who do not meet the criteria for level and slope, but are receiving intensive special education services may still qualify, however, the evaluation summary report (ESR) will have to make a case that progress was due to intensive services being provided.  Please contact the school psychologist in your building for assistance.  
Request to Use State Criteria and Overrides

PARENT REQUEST TO USE STATE CRITERIA

· Parents should be informed that federal law prohibits states from requiring local districts to use a severe discrepancy formula to determine eligibility for LD.  Parents should be provided with the SCRED Parent Brochure (develop a name) and directed to contact the Director of Special Education or Unique Learner’s Manager with any concerns.

TEAM OVERRIDE DECISIONS

· The intent of an override in a traditional model is to compensate for invalid, discriminatory, or inappropriate procedures for a given student, not to put students into service who are not disabled.

· There is no override of PSM criteria.  The team must use multiple sources of data.  To qualify for services using an RTI approach, the team must address the five criteria stated above.  Teams should consult with the SCRED Academic Collaborative Planner if a student does not meet the specified criteria.

Frequently Asked Questions

May teams determine when to use the state criteria vs. RTI??

No. For referral concerns related to academic functioning, RTI is the only option for school staff since RTI is a SCRED-Wide procedure.  

What should teams do in response to a written request of special education evaluation from parents?

Follow the due process procedures and respond to the written request by inviting parents to a conference.  At the meeting, listen and respond to parents’ concerns and inform parents about RTI and the reasons why it is adopted by SCRED.  Invite the parents to participate in the problem solving process.  Provide the parents with the (Name of Parent Brochure). 

Will identifying students as LD under RTI prevent or hinder students from receiving special education services when he or she moves to another Minnesota school district? 

No, receiving Minnesota districts must provide special education services to the students with an active IEP.  The district can accept the IEP and continue to serve the student until the triennial reevaluation.  Only if there is doubt as to the student’s eligibility or the suitability of that IEP, then the district can initiate a reevaluation immediately.  However, in these cases, the student continues to receive special education services until the evaluation process is completed. 

What forms are necessary to document the RTI process?
All SCRED problem solving forms. 

When are due process requirements started?

When the Student Support Team (SST) makes the decision to conduct an initial special education evaluation for a specific learning disability (SLD), due process requirements begin.  (See also Special Education Guideline #5 regarding Three Year Reevaluations.)

The decision to refer for an initial special education evaluation occurs when the problem solving team has determined that interventions have not been successful in resolving the concerns with the student’s academic performance.  This referral is brought to the building’s regularly scheduled SST meeting.

Most school districts within SCRED have special education due process paraprofessionals who have the responsibility of documenting time lines and other due process requirements associated with evaluations.  Separate due process activity lists; Starting a New Special File (Initial Evaluation) and Conducting a Special Education Reevaluation or Transition Evaluation, have been developed and are used to document required activities. 
If the SST decision is to propose to conduct a special education evaluation, parents are sent the Notice of Team Meeting: Evaluation and check (to discuss development of an evaluation/reevaluation plan). All notices are found on the SCRED Districts’ web-based I-Plan. 

Note: There is no “legal” requirement to conduct evaluation planning meetings. 

The decision to formally hold such meetings should be made at the building level.  It is recommended that such a meeting be held for all initial evaluations.  This is to acquaint parents and students with the process and staff involved.  It may also be beneficial to hold evaluation planning meetings when the case is complex or when parents request.

The student must also be invited to any team meeting where transition will be discussed. If the student does not attend the IEP meeting, the IEP team must take other steps to ensure that the

student’s preferences and interests are considered.

The IEP team, to the extent appropriate, with the consent of the parents or eligible student(has

reached age 18), must invite a representative of any participating agency that is likely to be

responsible for providing or paying for transition services.

The evaluation team must consider if there is a need to evaluate the following areas:

1. Intellectual functioning

2. Academic performance

3. Communicative status

4. Motor ability

5. Sensory (vision & hearing)

6. Health

7. Emotional, social development, and behavior

8. Functional skills

9. Vocational potential

We like a form we have been using with our team for recording referral information, goals and plans.  May we use this instead of the SCRED recommended forms?

Schools must address the components of the SCRED forms, but they may substitute some other form if the form they use addresses the required elements of the SCRED forms.  Submit any alternative forms to the SCRED Director of Special Education for approval prior to their substitution.  As a general rule, it is fine to make additions to but not deletions from the SCRED forms. 

What if a student comes from out of district?
If a student comes from another Minnesota district, the team can determine to implement the open IEP as written or make any necessary significant changes to reflect the service provided in the new setting.  When the 3-year reevaluation is due for the student, RTI should be applied.  The classification as “LD” should be based on determination that the student continues to have a disability and to need special education services, but entry criteria are not necessary criteria for continuing the student in special education (see reevaluation section).  If the student comes from a district outside of Minnesota without any history of special education services in MN, the team must conduct an initial evaluation. 

May teams use the team override option of eligibility for PSM criteria?
No, there is no override of RTI criteria.  The RTI criteria are broad and multi-faceted.  Teams must use multiple sources of data. To qualify for services using an RTI approach, the team must address the five criteria stated above.  Teams should consult with the SCRED Academic Collaborative Planner if a student does not meet the specified criteria.

What if the students is not significantly discrepant on level and slope of achievement? The team must use multiple sources of data to determine severe underachievement.  It should take note that a small change in the percentile scores towards the end of the distribution represents a larger change in the corresponding standard scores.  For instance, the 1st percentile has a corresponding standard score of 65 and the 5th percentile has a corresponding standard score of 75 (a 10-point difference in standard score between 1st and 5th percentile).  However, towards the middle of the distribution the 30th percentile has a standard score of 92 whereas the 34th percentile has a corresponding standard score of 94 (a 2-point difference in standard score between 30th and 34th percentile).  This standard score difference, relative to the percentile score have become wider as the scores approaching the ends of the distribution.  Therefore when a student scored even slightly higher than the 7th percentile on the norm-referenced measure, this student would have earned a much higher standard score.  Consequently, the team must provide additional data to substantiate the claim that the student is severely underachieved if his/her percentile score on the norm-referenced measure is higher than the 7th percentile and only under this unusual and rare circumstance (e.g., a very young student) then the student would be qualified for special education services under the Problem-Solving Model.  For more information on this topic, please consult with the SCRED Academic Collaborative Planner.

Can we use RTI procedures with students where there are concerns other than academics, e.g., E/BD?

You may use RTI for any area of concern.  Thorough, well-documented pre-referral procedures are good practices and the worksheets are designed to assist teams in doing that.   However, other disability categories, e.g., E/BD and OHD, must follow state criteria.

What if a student is also an English Language Learner (ELL)?

In addition to RTI procedures, all modifications appropriate for ELL students should be followed.  Again, an override is not appropriate for RTI eligibility decisions, and similarly is rarely appropriate or necessary for ELL students if state procedures for ELL are followed.  (The process used is not the standard process; therefore there rarely would be conditions where an override is needed.)

What should we do with the worksheets and other forms?

All worksheets and due process forms should be filed in the due process file; if a student does not move into special education assessment, the team should maintain a file of referrals for at least three years. These students might be referred again.   If the student moves to another school that you know, you may make a copy of the worksheets and send the copies to the new school.

When should it be determined to exit a student from special education services?

The team should consider exiting students from special education or conducting a reintegration trial when data supports that the level of discrepancy is reduced, the student’s rate of improvement has increased, the student has increased independence, and the student’s instructional needs can be met within regular education.

Questions from SCRED User Forums

Questions from August, 2005

1. Who is responsible for implementing the intervention and for data collection?  What is the role of the special education teacher and regular education teacher?  In the SCRED problem-solving model, the responsibility for developing interventions is assigned at the SAT/Problem Solving Team.  Typically, this is the level 2, specialist consultation option.  Regular education implements the intervention, special education helps design the intervention and can assist in data collection. Americorps volunteers may be a resource for intervention implementation for regular education students in grades K-3 in reading.

2. Will there be additional training for regular education teachers?  Building level training?  What support is available for regular education teachers? Regular education teachers in grades K-3 were trained in certain aspects of organization and identification of students at the Reading First training. Coaching can support this.  Training and coaching of 4-6 should be funded next year.  High School training should focus on SAT’s and the specialist consultation. Exclusionary criteria should be ruthlessly applied and then you will have as few referrals as you do today at the High School Level.  In addition, school psychologists will provide training to regular education teachers on RTI at the building level.
3. Is it OK to conduct more than 2 interventions?  Yes, unless after two interventions the student shows high need with no benefit, then it makes sense to consider SE eligibility. Teams should not continue doing ineffective intervention after ineffective intervention without considering entitlement.
4. For grades 9-12, do we use 8th grade probes?  Yes.

5. For those students who are being monitored in materials below their grade level, what grade level slope data do we use?  All students in the problem solving process should be monitored out of grade level material, to the extent possible. Teams may use a 2 word per week rule in setting the goal rather than using the spring target if the target goal represents a ridiculously aggressive goal.
6. What is the role of the LD teacher on the problem solving team?  The LD teacher is the academic specialist that may be involved in Level 2 (Specialist Consultation) or Level 3 (Team Consultation) consultation.  The role of the specialist is to assist in developing interventions and in data collection activities.  Typically, these specialists conduct observations, interviews, etc. with classroom teachers. 
7. For ECSE students classified as Developmentally Delayed (DD) and are transitioning into the K-12 system & are looking at conducting an LD evaluation (reevaluation for sp. ed. services) what scores/measures should be used (i.e. Letter sound frequency not given until November)?  To the extent possible, teams should conduct categorical assessments during the first grade year and apply the reevaluation criteria for SLD. Teams should use data collected over the kindergarten year (letter sounds and nonsense words) to assist in making the decision about whether the student remains discrepant on both level of performance and rate of improvement and has instructional needs that are above and beyond general education resources.    If teams suspect that a child will meet the criteria for DCD or speech, evaluations can occur during kindergarten.  For students who are turning seven in Kindergarten (hopefully isolated cases), teams should delay the assessment until they have enough progress monitoring data to make decisions.

8. How do teams apply interventions in the secondary setting and who is responsible?  The academic specialist on the SAT assists with this and works to identify intervention resources (peer tutoring, general education classes with extra support, help during study hall, etc.).  The question is what is the nature of the intervention and at what potency is it designed.  State academic standards, teacher expectations, basic skill acquisition, sixth grade level, organizational and/or study skills.  We do not expect an abundance of new referrals at the high school level.  If this pattern emerges, contact the academic collaborative planner, unique learners manager, and/or Director of Special Education.

9. Reminder that when considering reevaluations for secondary students to remember that in addition to reviewing existing data to consider transition needs/evaluations. Yes, but this is across all sped not related to initial identification of LD students.

10. For students suspected of having autism, DCD, etc., do we need to go through the RTI process first?  We are doing three types of evaluation for all areas of special education: 1) a problem solving assessment to answer the questions and problems posed by the referrer; 2) a state categorical assessment-even in LD there is more than problem solving (RTI), and 3) the state whole child review of the nine areas.  Teams need to conduct prereferral interventions before conducting a SE evaluation regardless of category. Teams need to evaluate in all areas of suspected disability. However, the team should consider whether further assessment is needed (when we get to SE eligibility point).  We shouldn’t qualify students for services under the category of SLD when other eligibility categories may be more appropriate. 
11. What is the number of data points that need to fall below the goal line before an intervention change is made?  Our recommendation is to use 8-10 data points for reading measures and 3-4 data points for math measures.  Teams need to use their professional judgment about when to make an intervention change.  There may be instances where a student will show lack of progress, but the team will agree to continue progress monitoring for a while longer.  On the other hand, there may be instances where a team will decide to change an intervention when three consecutive data points fall below the goal line.  For special education eligibility decisions, we need 8-10 data points to obtain a reliable slope.  If a decision was made to change an intervention before 8-10 data points were obtained, the team can combine the data points across the two interventions to obtain a slope.

12. How does RTI apply to EBD criteria?  Currently, it doesn’t.  Of course, RTI is useful for any type of problem solving.  But, if students are going to be evaluated for EBD, we need to follow the EBD criteria.  Kids who already are labeled EBD can have an academic goal if performance is at or below the 10th percentile.

13. Aimsweb growth rate numbers only are expressed to tenths of a point (i.e. 2.1) while SCRED data is expressed to hundredths of a point (i.e. 2.15).  Can Aimsweb express their data also to hundredths of a point? Yes, Aimsweb is changing their program to express data to the hundredths of a point.  We expect this change to be reflected on  Aimsweb with the next two months.

14. In determining levels of performance, do we use the most recent data point or most recent benchmark?  Teams should consider the most recent data points along with other information on the student’s level of performance (MAP, MCA’s, etc).  When making eligibility decision about a student who in “in between” benchmarks, team should use the most recent benchmark (i.e., Fall, Winter, or Spring) assessment to determine the student’s percentile rank.

15. When calculating slope, do we use all data for the year or just after the implementation of the intervention?  See response to Question 11.  Teams are encouraged to obtain 8-10 data points per intervention.  However, if a decision is made to change interventions before 8-10 data points are obtained, the team can combine data across intervention periods.  Teams should not use data collected prior to an intervention to calculate slope.  For example, consider the student who had benchmark data collected in September and progress monitoring data collected in October and November.  The student was brought to the attention of the problem solving team in mid-November and in intervention was developed and implemented on November 30th.  The team should only use data collected after November 30th to calculate slope.  
16. Can you number the interventions/planning forms as intervention 1 & 2.  RTI aimsweb will alleviate this problem.  
17. Use last data point, median of last three data points, three probes in one measurement session or most recent benchmark.  Use data collected at the last benchmark period (Fall, Winter, or Spring) and use recent data to corroborate the decision.

18. Kerry: C1, C2, C3 on case review protocols.  Modified forms are complete.

19. Pine City level chart is missing 8th grade. Charts are now updated.

20. What are the due process requirements surrounding exiting and reintegration plans? At the time that the IEP team determines that the student should be considered for reintegration, an IEP meeting may be scheduled to discuss a significant change to the IEP. IEP teams may decide to exercise one of two options.  First, the team can decide that they have enough data to determine that the student is no longer in need of special education services.  Second, the team can determine that the data indicate the student is a likely candidate for exiting, but they may want to develop a 45-day reintegration plan to assist in making the decision. 

If Option one (immediate exit) is selected, the case manager will do the following:
a. Schedule an IEP meeting and send the parents the Notice of Educational Evaluation/Reevaluation Meeting and check the box that says “based upon a review of existing data regarding your child, additional testing is not needed to confirm that your child continues to have a disability and continues to be in need of special education services.”
b.  Complete the Evaluation Summary Report (ESR).  
c. Send parents the Notice of Team Meeting: Evaluation (to discuss evaluation results and determine if your child is eligible for special education services).  
d.  If the decision is to discontinue all special education services, send/provide parents  Notice of Proposed Action or Denial and check (The school district recommended that all current special education and related services be discontinued.  The school district will proceed with this change unless you object in writing within 14 calendar days of receiving this notice

                 If Option two is selected (reintegration plan), teams should do the following:

a.  Schedule an IEP meeting to develop a 45 day  reintegration plan

b. Develop a reintegration plan following the SLD guideline. During the 45-day trial reintegration, the student’s IEP shall remain “active”.  In other words, special education services are not yet discontinued.  The trial reintegration is to determine if the student can continue to demonstrate academic skill performance at desired levels. The reintegration plan will specify the goal (i.e., maintain current skills) and the measurement plan. The goal is for the student to maintain skills without any direct special education services.

c. Following the 45-day period, schedule another IEP meeting.  Teams should decide whether to exit or to modify the IEP.  If the team decides to exit, follow steps a-d under option 1.  If the IEP will be modified, make modifications and send to parents with the Notice of Proposed Action or Denial form.

21. For students who transfer in from another district & were eligible for LD services under a traditional evaluation-how do we address eligibility for services?  Students who transfer in with an active IEP do not need to go through the eligibility determination process if state criteria are followed.  The team can adopt the IEP and monitor progress.  Teams should review data on level and slope compared to new district expectations.  If the student does not have significant instructional needs, the team can decide to exit the student or develop a reintegration plan and monitor progress for 45 days without any special education services.  See question 20 for due process procedures.
22. Our lowest grade 2 reading group in this building (seven students) needs to repeat 50 lessons.  They are going to receive the first time through a lesson from the teacher.  Later in the day they are going to go through the same lesson again with a para.  The classroom teachers in going to try to cover two lessons per day until they get back into material they have not yet had.  Four of these seven students are apparently on the fast track for SST assistance for interventions.  Does the repeating of 50 lessons and going over them twice constitute an intervention for these four lowest students? We are unclear on this question.  If they repeat each lesson two times, how are they going to do two lessons a day?  Will they be doing lesson 1, lesson 1 repeat, lesson 2, lesson 2 repeat every day?  Let’s assume that they aren’t going to repeat the lessons, but they are going to spend twice the time per day on reading as the general group does, and move as fast as they can while maintaining mastery… Providing this significant additional time for participation in a scientifically based reading intervention would constitute an intervention we think, assuming that the team has good reason (data) to suspect that this intervention is well matched with the students needs, and that this intervention is implemented with documented integrity.

23. If the student on whom I’m doing the math intervention is not responsive to interventions, then he could be labeled SLD.  However, his programming as a special education student would be exactly what it is now.  This is also the case with a reading student we're doing an intervention on.  Eventually being found SLD could not provide any additional services to some students.  Reaction? Okay. The student will receive due process protections, have an IEP developed, progress monitored regularly, and be entitled to more instructional time if needed in the future.

24. One of the students we tried an intervention on last winter and spring also attended academic summer school here.  His attendance was good.  Is attending an academic summer program an intervention? No.  The problem solving process using the new criteria begins this school year.  In the future, if  a district has a summer program that is open to general education students then attendance by itself is still not an intervention, but the intervention may have taken place in this setting.  The team would have to describe very clearly what the child was doing (and it would have to meet the definition of a scientifically based intervention, and be tied to the problem analysis data they collected).  Next, there would need to be an observation completed to confirm that the intervention that was planned was the same as the one that was executed.
25. Is it fair to identify students as LD based on local norms (i.e., calling someone LD in one district and not another). Yes. The current system has the same flaw, it’s just hidden within the referral process.  A student from a low performing, high-poverty school moves to Wayzata, and suddenly they are SLD.  LD diagnosis should be viewed more as an allocation of resources.  Schools use special education services to serve students with the most needs instead of a process to discover who SLD. is truly  In addition, even the current State SLD criterion has an instructional need component.  Thus, there may be students in one district who have a discrepancy in one district but no instructional needs yet exhibit instructional needs in another .
26.  Is there any chance in the future that we might be going to noncategorical placement for LD???  We can only hope!
Questions from September 28, 2005 

1. Can Americorps staff work with Title 1 students? Yes, although AmeriCorps members should work with students who are below grade level and who are not receiving any other type of supplementary service first.  If they have additional time in their schedules, they can take kids who are receiving other services already, but the Americorps members time cannot supplant anything else the child is already getting – must be in addition to. 

2. How do we decide which level to monitor students at-for example if we have a third grade student in a 1st grade curriculum? Students should be monitored out of out of grade level material in almost all instances.   In instances in which the student reads less than 10 WRC/min on grade level probes, you may use SLA procedures to work backwards to find the highest grade-level of probe at which the student reads at least 10 WRC/min. and use that level of probe for progress monitoring.  For goal setting in instances when the amount of growth to reach the spring target score from the student’s current baseline score would represent an unrealistically aggressive goal, teams should use a two word per week growth rate to set goals. Special Education entitlement decisions must be made on the basis of student performance (level and slope) on grade level materials.  Therefore, in instances when a team has selected out of grade-level probes for progress monitoring a student, two concurrent graphs will be kept for the length of time necessary to gather sufficient level and slope data at grade level.

3. Who verifies the integrity of interventions? Someone from the problem solving team – should be decided through the team process.  Someone outside of the problem solving team could observe if they are very familiar with the intervention.  Teams should plan for the observation in advance. 

4. Is it OK for special education teachers to conduct interventions? A special education teacher’s schedule and teaching assignment should not change to implement an intervention for a regular education student.  

5. How to determine slope for a kindergarten student-is it available on Aimsweb?  Any student who is monitored with a graph in AIMSweb progress monitor should have their slope calculated for them. If you  graph letter sound fluency and nonsense word fluency on Aimsweb, you will get the growth rate just like they do with oral reading fluency.  

6. How do we address evaluation plans for ECSE students who only have speech goals or motor goals-do we also address RTI?  Teams should begin thinking about categorical assessment the year before the child turns seven.  If there is any reason to believe the student may have significant academic needs, begin the RTI/Problem Solving process during the Kind. Year. 

7. Does an ECSE student need to meet initial criteria for categorical (K-12) evaluations or do we apply reevaluation standards?  There are no separate criteria for initial evaluation and reevaluations.  Thus, students with the ECSE or DD label need to meet initial criteria.  Teams should be collecting data during the Kind. Or ECSE experience for students with significant academic needs. 

8. How much of an increase do we anticipate with referrals in the middle school and high school settings?  When a new eligibility criterion is used, it is not uncommon to identify a new group of students.  Although SCRED schools in general are ready to implement RTI, each building is unique in where they are at with implementing all necessary RTI components (Measurement, Instruction, and Problem Solving Teams/Organization).  Large numbers of referrals at any grade level may imply a systems level issue that requires attention.  SCRED will work with buildings to address any issues of concern.

9. For students already in special education, can we add an academic goal without going through Problem Solving or RTI eligibility?  Yes, document that performance is at or below the 10th percentile.  How do we handle this situation when it comes time for a reevaluation? Upon reevaluation, the teams must evaluate in all areas of suspected disability.  So, if a student receiving services under the speech label had reading performance at or below 10th percentile, then a reading goal could be added.  At re-eval, teams should apply the LD criteria.  Teams should prepare in advance for reevaluations so that the appropriate number of data points and interventions are documented.

10. Do we have the option of using paper graphs vs. Aimsweb?  No, Teams should use the Aimsweb program for graphing student progress. 

11. Who do I contact if I need more training re: Aimsweb?  Kerry Bollman

12. How often do we collect data?  Over what period of time?  Weekly, until enough data points are gathered to obtain a reliable slope.

13. How do we know what interventions are scientifically-based researched interventions?  Assume that interventions SCRED has trained on are scientifically-based, all others, ask your school psychologist and/or collaborative planner.  In addition, SCRED will use our website to house a comprehensive list (for both Tier 2 and Tier 3 interventions), and provide all staff easy access via Web Portal.

14. Is it OK to run 2 graphs-for example- a 4th grade student whose goal is at a 2nd grade reading level?   See response to question #2.  It is necessary to collect data on level and slope of growth on grade level materials in order to make special education entitlement decisions.  Therefore, if a student is progress monitored in a different grade level of materials, then two concurrent graphs will need to be kept for the duration of time necessary to collect adequate grade level and slope data.  This situation will arise for sped students with out of grade level goals who are due for a re-evaluation, or for general education students who are monitored out of grade level because they read grade level probes at a rate less than 10 WRC/min.  See question 18 for further clarification regarding re-evaluations. Teams are welcomed but not required to collect data at multiple grade levels for students  in instances other than those described here if they have the time to do this, and find the information instructionally relevant.  

15. Do we have early literacy charts for kindergarten?  Yes.
16. For reevaluations & determination of continuing need, does the student need to be below both level & slope? Yes. How do we determine continuing need for reevaluations? Consult the SLD  eligibility guideline. 
17.  I have a 4th grader who is currently on an IEP under EBD. Behaviors seem to have resolved for the most part. Her academics, particularly math is low.  She is making slow gains even with 1:1 support.  How are we to move categories/continue services? Also how do you do this within the 30 school days?  Teams should begin planning for reevaluations well enough in advance to have the adequate number of data points. 
18. Reevaluations:  For special education students who are monitored on below grade-level passages, what standards for slope and level should be used?  Do teams need to administer grade level passages during the year  of the reevaluation  to evaluate level and slope in comparison to grade level expectations? Upon reevaluation, if the student’s level of performance is below the 16th percentile on grade level passages, there is no need to monitor progress on grade level passages as it is unlikely the student will be exited from special education. If the student’s level of performance is at or above the 16th percentile, then the student’s progress should be monitored out of grade-level passages (along with the lower level passages identified in the IEP goal.)
Questions from December 2nd, 2005

1. Is it necessary to conduct integrity checks?  Teachers are struggling to find time to do these checks, and some teachers feel they are being evaluated rather than the plan evaluated.   Interventions need to be implemented as planned in order to determine if the intervention is effective.  If the intervention was not implemented as designed, progress (or lack thereof) cannot be attributed to the specific  intervention plan.  As a result, response to intervention cannot be  determined.  The purpose of the implementation integrity check is to  confirm that the written intervention plan and actual intervention  practice match so that an evaluation of student response to the intervention is possible.  That is, whether the written intervention plan  is logistically feasible, whether needed materials are available, and  whether the implementer is finding the written procedures usable in  current condition.  In situations when the written plan and the performed  intervention do not match, teams must choose to alter one or the other to  make them match. This integrity check is not evaluative of the  intervention implementer personally; rather it is an important service to  the child to certify that meaningful data-based decision making for  him/her may continue.  Integrity checks also provide a protection to the  implementer and team.  If an intervention is not successful, and integrity is questioned, the implementer has more than his/her "word" that the  intervention was fully implemented as planned. The implementation integrity check should take place within a few days of  the implementation start date to ensure that valuable time is not lost  implementing an intervention that is different from the plan, or  implementing the intervention as written when it is found to be  practically ineffectual.  Any member of the problem solving team may  complete observations, and teams are encouraged to make full use of all  resources on the team rather than assigning all observations to a single  team member.  This valuable step in the problem solving process is an  important use of problem solving team members' time. Within a system in which we will potentially label a child as being disabled based on the child's response to our intervention efforts, it is critical that we make strong efforts to ensure that no part of the child's lack of response may be attributed to poor intervention design or  implementation. We serve our children best by being circumspect with regard to the significance of this eligibility decision, and by not allowing our confidence in our teaching skills translate into a sense of  infallibility.

2. Who is ultimately responsible for determining when an intervention is rigorous enough? What constitutes a rigorous intervention? What are some guidelines specifically for writing and math?  Determining whether an intervention is rigorous enough is a decision made by the team.  When determining whether an intervention is rigorous, there are two factors to consider.  First, the team must ask whether enough time is allocated to deliver the intervention.  Most powerful interventions are delivered at least 4-5 days per week for a sufficient amount of time (enough time to complete the intervention program).  Second, the team must consider whether the intervention is scientifically based. Each building will be provided with a checklist for determining whether an intervention is scientifically-based. When in doubt, teams can check with SCRED.   If the amount of time allocated to the intervention is insufficient and the intervention is not supported through empirical research, then the team needs to discuss why they think the intervention is “rigorous.”

3. Can Aimsweb go faster? There are several factors that impact the speed of AIMSweb, including both local and regional networking and connection speed issues, as well as issues with AIMSweb. Steps are being taken to improve local and regional connection speeds. We will monitor the effects of those steps on the speed of AIMSweb, and work with AIMSweb and your network administrators to address any continuing speed issues. Please report serious problems with the speed of AIMSweb by e-mail to Ben Silberglitt - be sure to include: (1) the date and time of the problem, (2) where you were when you encountered the problem (i.e., "my classroom computer at Chisago Lakes middle school"), (3) what you were trying to do that was slow (please be fairly descriptive, so we can recreate the issue if necessary), and (4) how severe the slowdown was (i.e., "it took around one minute to refresh the screen"). This will help us to establish the source of the issues with speed, so we can hopefully arrive at a long-term solution. Thanks for your help and patience with this!

4. For students in grades 9-12, we are comparing their level and slope to an 8th grade standard.  Does this make it more difficult to identify students in Grades 9-12?  Should the criterion be raised? Comparing level and slope for students in grade 9-12 to an 8th grade standard will make it slightly more difficult to identify students in grades 9-12. However, please remember that the criteria for level and slope are guidelines. Since most general outcome measurement is not done district-wide in grades 9-12, the 8th grade norms are the closest available criteria by which to judge student performance. However, if a student is slightly above these 8th grade criteria, and in your professional judgment you believe the student should qualify, please discuss this case with Kerry Bollman or Kim Gibbons.

5. We are recommending collecting math application data monthly.  Are we concerned that it will take 8 months to get 8 data points? It is absolutely a concern. According to the RTI Eligibility Handbook, decisions about student progress in Math Applications should be made after 3-4 data points. Please be advised that the sensitivity of math applications to student growth may be somewhat limited. SCRED is working to develop measures of student progress that will be better suited to RTI. In the meantime, be sure to consider multiple sources of information when making an eligibility decision.
6. When should a student be referred to the problem solving team? If a regular education student is already in a mixed group (both special ed and regular ed students) because they are below grade level, can we try some interventions without referring them to the problem-solving team? Most teachers naturally engage in informal problem solving activities alone, with parents, or with grade level teammates to meet the needs of students within their classrooms.  In general, teachers should refer a child to the building level problem solving team when they feel they are “out of ideas" and need additional support to meet the needs of a student.
7. How do we find the 16th percentile?  A process has been put in place to deliver district-wide percentile scores for each measure, at each grade level. As soon as possible after each session of testing data has been entered, these data will be delivered to your building representative on the SCRED measurement committee who will disseminate the charts within each building.  If you do not receive your charts, or do not receive charts for all the measure that you need, you can contact your local measurement committee representative. Please note that percentile charts cannot be created until all data from a district has been sent in and entered into AIMSweb. There may be some delay between the end of the testing window and the time you receive your charts.
8. If an evaluation is due in September, what data do we use to determine eligibility – date from the spring or new data in the fall?  In general, we would encourage you not to have IEPs or evaluations that are due in September. If a re-evaluation is due in the Fall than it's fine to use data from the past spring. You would have been collecting this data all along because the student would have an IEP goal in the area being looked at for re-evaluation. It's unlikely that the level of services would change from spring to fall; thus, spring data are fine to use.
9. Math Facts probes are given to all students in grades 1-5, but in grades 6-8 students who have already reached 30 are no longer scored. What should be do about level and slope for students in grades 6-12?  7th percentile scores on math facts in grades 6 and up will not be accurate, because teachers stop scoring students who have already reached 30. For decisions about level, use the most recent MAP math test, to see if they are below the 7th percentile. Also, we do not have slope estimates for math facts in grades 6 and up, because our targets remain at 30 after grade 5 spring. The solution is to determine whether the student's slope on math facts such that they are on track to reach 30 by spring of their current grade. If not, they have met the slope criterion.
Questions from February 10, 2006

1. When monitoring below grade level & wish to put in an intervention line monitoring across different grade levels-can Aimsweb draw in the intervention line for all graphs?  A request for this functionality was made to the folks at Edformation.  They agreed that it made sense, and envisioned that possibly if a student had multiple graphs for the same measure (i.e., different grade levels), and a new intervention line was added, that a pop-up box could appear asking if the user wanted the intervention line applied to the other graphs of the same measure as well.  Programmers at Edformation agreed to investigate the feasibility from a coding standpoint, and said it was possible that this could be included in the release now scheduled for late summer.

2. Who has the responsibility for determining whether an intervention is rigorous?  For example: if a para is working with a student-not knowing exactly what the para is doing.  Resources to determine rigorous interventions-how to access those resources?  The team is responsible for ensuring that the intervention is clearly defined, that interventionist is appropriately trained to deliver the intervention, and that intervention integrity observations occur.  If it is determined that the intervention is not being delivered as designed, more support should be provided to the interventionist. SCRED will continue to provide training on basic skill interventions & information.  Teachers/teams are also encouraged to identify interventions through professional readings.  Research on these interventions will include methodological data regarding implementation rigor for the specific intervention.   Though no empirical research exists to provide a single standard for rigor across all interventions, suggestions of 30 minutes additional time in small groups (i.e., 4-6) for 3-5 days per week using empirically supported materials have been made by researchers and consultants to the field.

3. The dates and data on Aimsweb do not always match up.  The intervention date is not always displayed on the correct date.  Scores do not match up.  An intervention line is drawn on a date where there is a data point.  AIMSweb is not currently able to draw intervention lines on dates when there is no data collected. By in large, the difference between the actual start date and the date the intervention line appears on the graph will be quite small. In any case, be sure to give the actual date the intervention began in your description of the intervention, which appears below the graph. In addition, this difference in intervention start date will not have an effect on slope, as long as all data generated during an intervention period appears on the graph either on the same date as the intervention or after the intervention (but before the next intervention). Slope is based on the best fit line through the data points that occur within a given intervention period. As long as all data points are graphed within an intervention period, the actual placement of the intervention line will not have an effect on slope, since the data points (not the intervention lines) are used to calculate slope.

4. Regarding question #8 from December 2, 2005: How to set the goal for a child who is eligible for sp. ed. services in the middle of 1st grade?  For a student identified mid-year, the annual goal should be set for the next grade level (if appropriate).  Teachers are required to collect PLEP data on both first and second grade probes and record this on the IEP.  Example: Jonny, is a first grader, and an IEP goal is written in January.  His PLEP information is 6 WRC out of Grade 1 material and 4 WRC out of Grade 2 Material.  The goal would be written that by January 2007, when given a randomly selected Grade 2 reading probe, Jonny will read 72 words correct per minute with 4 or fewer errors.  Benchmarks:  By March 2006, when given a randomly selected Grade 1 reading probe, Jonny will read 22 words correct per minute.  By May 2006, when given a randomly selected Grade 1 reading probe Jonny will read 49 words correct per minute.  By November 2006, when given a randomly selected Grade 2 reading probe, Jonny will read 57 WRC.   A grade 1 graph would be used from January –May with the goal of 49.  The grade 2 graph would be started in the fall of grade 2 with new grade 2 baseline data, and a January goal of 72.
5. Regarding question #6 from December 2, 2005: At what point does RTI documentation start?  Documentation starts when the student is referred for problem solving (i.e., filling out the problem solving forms).  Quality of the problem solving process and documentation must be high in order to be able to use the data for future special education entitlement decisions if the need arises.  The timeline for a special education evaluation starts when the parent gives consent for an evaluation.  We are recommending that the evaluation not start until the team has confirmed that all necessary documentation will be fully complete prior to the end of the evaluation timeline.  

6. Regarding question #5 from December 2, 2005: Need help with understanding what to do next in terms of interventions. For math application probes, we recommend using 3-4 data points for making decisions.  If 3-4 data points are at or above the goal line, continue with the intervention.  If 3-4 data points are below the goal line, the team may want to consider an intervention adjustment or change, or address the problem that is occurring, e.g., the student is not motivated to do well on the math application probes.  Teams should draw an intervention line to indicate the team met, did some problem-solving regarding the student’s lack of progress, and describe the agreed upon academic or behavioral change to instruction or the instructional environment.
Questions from April 28, 2006

1. With regard to question 1 from February 10, 2006, would it also be possible to put text notes on aimsweb graphs without inserting an intervention change?  Such changes as when a student medication changes or there have been attendance issues?  It is not possible to put text notes on graphs at this time.  An alternate suggestion is to open the most recent intervention description, and add a note to that description with the applicable start date for the new information listed.  This way the information will be listed on the printed graph at the bottom.
2. With regard to question 1 from February 10, 2006, can a single intervention line be applied to a large group of students-for example if the same intervention is occurring with several students at the same time without inserting for each individual student?  

3. With regard to question 1 from February 10, 2006, can a student be entered on 2 different graphs such as if 2 reading graphs are being maintained on a single student?  Yes, you can have as many graphs on each student as you want.  It is important NOT to change the student’s name when making a new graph.  The name must remain the same, and users can differentiate between multiple graphs by looking at grade levels or goals.
4. Is the option available for printing student graphs by the teacher’s caseload rather than each student individually?  Yes.  Go to the main progress monitor page.  Click on the boxes to the right of the graphs that you want to print out.  Then click on the icon that looks like a piece of paper at the top of the progress report column.  A new window will open with one continuous document including graphs for all students you selected.  Be sure to convert this into PDF format by clicking on the red “PDF” button prior to printing to ensure that page breaks occur in appropriate spots.
5. Can the graph and data table be printed on the same page?  Not that we are aware of.  In any case, this would make the information very small and potentially difficult to read.
6. How do we get rid of old files on aimsweb?  Do not delete files from Aimsweb.  Instead, you will want to file them away.  Go to the main progress monitor page.  Click on the box to the left of the graphs that you do not want on your active list anymore.  Then, click the “file” button that is at the top left of the page.  This action will file the selected graphs away into folders organized by year.  To view or retrieve filed graphs, click on the drop down menu at the top of the progress monitor page that says “showing active files”.  Change the word “active” to the year of graphs that you want to see.  This action will take you to a page of all filed graphs that include data for the year you selected.  At the start of each school year, all completed progress monitor graphs from the previous year should be filed in this manner.
7. With regard to question 2 from February 10, 2006, a clarification was requested that in the example the amount of time is 30 minutes per session.  Yes, this is correct.

8. Are the math application probes we use rigorous enough for our RtI process?  We are aware that the math application probes have some weaknesses. They are an efficient screening tool, and they do correlate strongly with the old MCA tests. However, they were not specifically created with the intent to align to the MN standards, and we might be better served by a measure that is more representative of these standards. In addition, their sensitivity to growth is fairly weak. This is not surprising, since the measure is designed to measure broadly across the content area. If a student experiences tremendous growth in the area of spatial sense, for example, there may be only one or two items on the math application probe that address this skill. So, their growth on this probe would appear quite small, despite their substantial improvement. Unfortunately, no useful, research-based alternatives seem to be out there, despite a thorough review of the academic literature. We are currently working with Dr. Ted Christ, from the University of Minnesota, to develop our own useful measures. These would include a more effective set of measures for both screening and progress monitoring of student growth, specific to the MN academic standards in math. This project will be a long-range project, with some piloting of measures in various SCRED schools, as well as schools in other districts (including Mounds View), over the next 2-3 years.
9. Would it be helpful to administer three math app. probes over 3 days one time per month instead of just one probe per month?  There are two main concerns with this measurement strategy. The first is that there aren’t enough probes to do this in grades 6-8, since each of these grades only has 7 probes available for progress monitoring. The second is that there will likely not be any added value (of information) from these additional assessments. The alternate forms of these probes are all remarkably similar, so giving 3 assessments instead of one will mean more time spent testing without gaining a significant amount of information. We are looking at other ways to improve the quality of math screening and progress monitoring, as mentioned above.
Questions from August 24, 2006

1. What is the best way to handle a case at the end of the school year when problem solving will be continued in the next fall?  It is the best to have summer break come in between interventions, such that there are enough data points in the spring to evaluate the effectiveness of the intervention in that setting alone.  The team in the fall can decide if and how the intervention should be altered based on the needs of the student and the logistics of the current building schedule/resources.  Extending an intervention across school years may be problematic as teams do not have a way to interpret progress in the fall given unpredictable summer regression.  Anytime a significant issue arises mid-intervention (i.e., summer, extended illness, significant medication or home situation change), teams should plan to collect additional data to be sure that these events are not skewing the presentation of student growth.  However, problem solving and interventions should never be stopped or delayed because there aren’t enough weeks left in session to gather sufficient data prior to summer break.  
2. Can we make definitions for the ICEL domains available on the Problem Analysis form?  Yes!  Likely a separate form including definitions and other assistance for completing the Problem Analysis form will be developed and made available on the SCRED website.
3. How often can Written Expression probes be given to students?  We suggest that 2x per month is the appropriate frequency for written expression probes.
4. How much baseline data do we need to graph?  When collecting baseline data for academic assessments,, always collect at least 3 samples, and take the median score.  The single median score is the only score that needs to be graphed as baseline data.
5. Is it possible to use a MAZE assessment for SPED entitlement decisions based on RtI data?  At this time, we do not have sufficient data to establish “expected” levels of performance or rates of progress. 
6. What is the best way to respond to post-secondary programs that ask for IQ & Achievement test scores for LD students?  If you are talking with parents, particularly at IEP meetings, and parents are concerned that the post-secondary institution will not provide needed accommodations because IQ or Achievement test scores are not available, one option to consider is writing a 504 Accommodation Plan.  The 504 Plan would state the specific accommodations the IEP team feels would continue to be necessary for a student once they are attending a post-secondary institution.  In addition to or if the team feels a 504 Plan is not a necessary option, we can assist and support families and students in how to best communicate with post-secondary institutions on what needed accommodations will be in the next educational setting. 

If you are talking directly with someone from the post-secondary training program, you can explain the RtI process that we use prior to considering LD entitlement at SCRED, which does not include IQ or Achievement testing.  You could offer to send or fax a copy of the informational brochure we provide to parents.  

7. What are the appropriate ways to use goal vs. intervention trend lines for decision-making?  When teams are at the problem evaluation stage and are considering a special education evaluation, the use of both goal and intervention trends may be helpful for decision making  The use of either a goal or intervention trend line will vary depending on the academic area being considered.  Oral reading fluency: Teams should use a trend line starting at the onset of the second intervention.  Teams should make sure there are at least 8 data points from the start of intervention #2 in order to obtain a reliable slope for decision-making. In Aimsweb that means checking the box underneath the graph that says “Intervention Trends.”  This is the best option because very frequent data collection is possible with reading measures so that intervention specific trends are possible to identify in a relatively short period of time.

Math Applications and Written Expression:  These measures are not as sensitive to change as oral reading fluency probes; thus, data points are graphed less frequently (once a month for math applications and no more than 2 times per month for written expression).  As a result, in order to obtain a reliable slope in a timely manner for decision-making, teams should look at the trend line that starts at the onset of data collection and transcends both intervention 1 and intervention 2.  In Aimsweb, that means checking the box underneath the graph that says, “Goal Trends.” 

We acknowledge that these are two different rules for decision-making: 1 for reading and 1 for math and writing. We feel that this is necessary in order for teams to make the most valid decisions based on the best data possible when considering special education entitlement for students.  In addition, we acknowledge that the goal line trend will include the baseline data point.  This is a small problem, but we are unable to resolve it through Aimsweb at this time. 

8. Do we wait until the decision has been made that both interventions did not improve the level or slope before beginning due process for evaluation?  Teams should adhere to the following procedure when all the problem-solving steps have been completed, all data have been collected, and they feel the next step is a special education evaluation:

1. Submit the entire case study to SCRED for review.  Please include all completed problem-solving forms, Aimsweb graphs, and any additional documentation that is required (e.g., web portal report, completed intervention integrity scripts, observation, etc.)

2. Wait for feedback.

3. After feedback is received, the team can:

a) Continue with problem-solving

b) Proceed with a special education evaluation. This would be time to contact the family to set up an initial special education evaluation planning meeting to write an evaluation plan.  
Questions from November 29, 2006:

1. Are there specific interviews that are required for Problem Solving?  There are a series of recommended interviews that have been provided to teams through training (i.e., Instructional Planning Form, Bergen & Kratochwill Problem Identification Interview).  While no one specific interview form is required, teams do need to document the student’s current program prior to intervention and to attach the interviews that are used to the problem solving paperwork.
2. What guidelines should be used in the case of a re-evaluation of a student for SPED services under the SLD label?  (Initial or some other?) If teams are considering eligibility under the LD category for the first time, the initial criteria must be used.  However, for students who have previously qualified under a different eligibility category (i.e., speech) and have had an academic goal on their IEP, teams should consider student progress given the previous special education intervention.  Teams should follow the LD re-evaluation process for the evaluation, but apply the initial LD criteria for eligibility decision-making.  For students who continue to demonstrate significantly low level of skill, but who have made some progress, teams may determine that the slope of growth has resulted from special education services, and that these services continue to be needed to maintain growth.
3. Is it ok to graph single datum points from CBM data collection weekly, or should we be graphing the median of 3 scores each week?  For progress monitor data that are collected weekly or more often, one datum point is sufficient.  When data are collected less often than 1 time per week, 3 data points should be collected and the median datum point is graphed.
4. It appears that many times student programs do not change as a result of a SPED entitlement decision.  Is this a problem? Not really since students qualifying for special education are getting due process protections.  As long as students are making good progress it isn’t a problem.  If students are not making progress, the IEP team should convene to discuss making changes by adding additional time or intensity to the current program.
5. Some regular education students receiving interventions are actually getting more total instruction time than some special education students in the same area.  Is this a problem? This would be a problem if students were not making adequate progress through the special education programming.  Although one would expect that students identified as eligible for special education services would require more time to make good growth, the question of time should always be linked to student data. You could have a student receiving 60 minutes of instruction and making good progress while another student is receiving 100 minutes of instruction and not making good progress.  The amount of time or nature of instruction provided to students should be related to their progress not whether they are in general or special education, or their special education label.
6. Are there additional research-based interventions in the areas of math and writing that we can learn about?  See attached supplemental interventions list.
7. We are concerned that our sped students are receiving instruction from non-certified staff.  What can be done? Schools need to utilize all their resources to the greatest extent possible. This means that non-certified staff may be asked to work directly with students under the supervision of a certified staff person.  With appropriate levels of supervision, mentoring, and feedback, from certified staff, non-certified staff are well-equipped and skilled to provide high-quality instruction to all students.  Supervising teachers need to ensure that instruction is being provided with integrity when a non-certified staff is the service provider in the same way that they self-monitor and self-assess to ensure they are implementing instruction with integrity.  
8. Is it possible to count digits correct rather than answers correct for math applications probes?  At this point, we need to continue to use problems correct for Math Applications probes to be consistent with our norms.  We are exploring the possibility of using math computation probes starting next year to provide a math measure with increased sensitivity.
9. What options for interventions are available though general education resources for general education students in problem solving other than placing them into a comp-ed group (especially at the secondary level)?  What are districts currently doing? Some things currently being done in our districts are: Title 1 service/groups, computer assisted instruction (Odyssey, Headsprout, Read Naturally, etc), AmeriCorps (Grades K-3), Resource Room (EC), RtI class (CLHS), double dosing by regular education teachers (RC).  Teachers are assigned tutoring duty in lieu of supervision duties to provide interventions (CLHS), ALEKS program for math (CLHS), two levels of Check & Connect (CLHS).

10. Can some more improvements be made to our new Problem Solving Forms to make them even more user friendly?  Newly updated forms based on November Forum feedback will be available on the SCRED website shortly.

11. What to do if after the integrity check, the plan is not being implemented properly?  Change the intervention line? A team would not want to evaluate progress based on data collected when the intervention was not implemented as planned.  Therefore, teams would draw a new intervention line to indicate updated intervention, and evaluate data after this line.  Good reason to check integrity early!
12. Can we get a collection of various interventions that have been implemented by the various districts?  See supplemental interventions list.
13. How much flexibility do problem-solving teams have with regard to making special education entitlement decisions?  Level and Slope guidelines provided are for teams’ strong consideration but are not absolute rules.  Cases do need to be sent to SCRED for a check on the process. 
14. For those students who demonstrate continued need for supportive interventions, but make progress given these supports such that they don’t qualify to receive special education services, do we continue general education interventions forever?  Yes, we would expect that up to 20% of students in our buildings will need additional support on an ongoing basis to make adequate progress.  The majority of these students are not labeled SPED.
15. How best to handle parent requests for LD evaluations? What are the due process procedures when parents request evaluations? Write a letter? Hold and evaluation-planning meeting?  Discuss RtI process?  If the student has been in problem solving and there is enough data for an entitlement decision, then follow usual due process procedures.  If not enough data, then explain that we need to collect data on how student responds to intervention to assist in decision-making.  We would recommend first talking with parents about RtI and the problem-solving process. You may choose to do this by phone or informally, or through a more formal meeting.  Emphasize that through problem-solving, their child would be getting some kind of additional or alternative instruction to meet their identified academic needs.  In other words, we will not be prolonging interventions or delaying services through this process.  We also recommend sending them a copy of the parent brochure explaining RtI. Our experience has been that this addresses parent concerns and questions 99% of the time, and parents respond positively to the notion that interventions will happen sooner rather then later
After we document that 2 empirically-supported interventions have not been effective in increasing student progress, the problem-solving team would want to proceed with a referral to the SST.  We would suggest that teams consider doing this when the decision-making time is close for a student, e.g., when teams have 6 or so reading or math fact data points for a second intervention or have 2 data points for a second math or writing intervention.  The SST would want to begin the due process requirements for the LD evaluation and the 30 day timeline would start once a parent signature is received for the evaluation plan..  Our experience has been that once the evaluation plan is signed, LD evaluations can be completed well before 30 school days has elapsed.
In situations where parents make a request for an LD evaluation in writing, and the above explanations are not effective, explain that the problem-solving process is, ostensibly, part of the LD evaluation process.  Under the new special education law (IDEIA 2004), we are not required to do standardized testing to determine if a child has a learning disability.   Instead, we first attempt remediation through general education through researched-based, individualized interventions that are derived from good problem identification and analysis.  
16. For a student involved in interventions that last more than one year, do we need to redo paperwork every year? Teams should review the paperwork and update it as opposed to completely re-doing it.
17. How to transition students off of interventions for those students who have made successful progress?  Teams could consider fading interventions when students have 3-5 consecutive data points at or above the goal line.  

18. How many students qualified as LD under RtI from the start to the present time? This is an excellent question!  We need accurate data from the districts.  Last year, we did not receive data from two districts.

19. How many students have been served through problem solving?  How many problems have actually been solved? This is an excellent question!  We need accurate data from the districts.  Last year, we did not receive data from two districts.
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Address Exclusionary Factors





NO





YES





Has the team documented that the student has an information processing condition that is exhibited in a variety of settings?





Document Information Processing concerns in a variety of settings.





NO





YES





Has the team documented that the instructional needs of the student can only be met with special education resources?





NO





Document Instructional Needs





YES





Is the student’s level and slope of performance significantly discrepant from peers after at least two scientifically based interventions??








Continue using the problem-solving model to revise the general education plan,





NO





NO





Is the general Education intervention successful? 





Continue General Education Intervention and monitor progress.





YES





YES





Has the problem solving team gone through the problem identification, problem analysis, & plan development steps?








Has the team ruled out exclusionary factors?





Team should collect RIOT and problem analysis data in order to develop a hypothesis about why the problem is occurring and use this information to generate a plan.





NO





YES





NO





Examine benchmark data to determine if a number of students are performing within a similar range of performance and a group intervention is warranted.





Has the problem-solving team determined whether an individual intervention or group intervention is warranted?








YES





Is the child’s performance below target? 





Continue General Education instruction and benchmark (Fall, Winter, Spring) assessments. 





NO





YES








Student is Eligible for Special Education under the Category of LD
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