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Abstract
The Individuals with Disabilities Act of 2004 all@d schools to use a Response to
Intervention (Rtl) model as opposed to the disaneganodel to qualify students as
learning disabled. The incorporation of the Rtideloprovided earlier interventions for
students and reduced avoidance of special seraim$alse diagnosis. With the success
of the Rtl model at the elementary level, middleass attempt to implement the
program with varying success. In this study, midaikool principals were surveyed to
determine their respective building’s current leseimplementation in regard to Rtl.
The building’s implementation scores were compaoeatcademic achievement to
determine if there was a relationship using a RPegpsoduct moment correlation
coefficient (PPMC). Academic achievement was deiteed by students’ MAP index
scores relating to thé"&rade Communication Arts test, as well as thegreege of
students who scored below basic. The PPMC detedhtittie to no relationship existed
between implementation levels and MAP index scassyell as the percentage of
students scoring proficient. Quartile tables werealioped to determine which surveyed
buildings had the highest academic achievementstliheey responses were analyzed to
determine what essential components of Rtl theywaplementing. The essential
components being implemented were determined tonhersal screening, professional

development, establishing clear goals and expeastand administrator participation.
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Chapter One: Introduction

Response to Intervention (Rtl) allows schools to/mte assistance to students
who are experiencing academic deficits throughsaarech-based instructional framework
(Hughes & Dexter, 2011). The underlying premiseRd is that students should be
provided intervention when deficits are detectadtgad of waiting until they incur a
discrepancy that would qualify them for special@tion services (Buffum, Mattos, &
Weber, 2010). Rtl delivers a multi-tiered methddervice delivery which affords
students an appropriate level of evidence-basdrugi®n individualized to their specific
needs (Barnes & Harlacher, 2008).

According to Sanger (2012), Rtl has the capabiitgddress struggling learners’
needs, avoid special education labeling, and pteaademic failure. Early-literacy
research provides the context supporting Rtl's eicadifoundation, resulting in practical
challenges when applied to a middle school dedtggélla-Luby & Wardell, 2011).
With the success of Rtl at the elementary levalpsdary schools that previously had no
structured literacy programs are attempting tatunst Rtl (Brozo, 2009). Through this
study it was determined which essential elemenitbare being implemented within
high achieving middle schools.

The background relating to Rtl and its relatiopstoi the federal and state
educational laws was discussed in this chapterre@uliterature and previous research
related to the lack of scientific evidence that iRtffective at the middle school level
was analyzed within the conceptual framework. Erawhalso in this chapter were the
problems associated with the student achievemgnagd how Rtl has the potential to

narrow this gap. Further, the purpose of this sty accompanying research questions



were presented to determine what Rtl elements mm@ited in middle schools are
deemed to have high rates of student achievemanitations and assumptions
considered in the study were posed. Finally,¢hepter concluded with an examination
of the limitations and assumptions related to shisly.
Background of the Study

Momentum increased for Rtl after the Individualshabisabilities Act (IDEA) of
2004 defined it as an alternative option for labglstudents as learning disabled (LD)
(United States Department of Education, 2006). MDA of 2004 brought considerable
attention to Rtl, including RtlI's process of iddyithg students who are found to have a
learning disability (Marston, 2005). Whereas, sthpyactitioners previously were
encouraged to utilize an 1Q-achievement discrepamayentify learning disabilities in
students, they could now use the Rtl method (F&chRachs, 2006).

The population of students served under the IDE&A\drawn at nearly twice the
rate of the general population over the past thiegrs (New America Foundation, 2013).
According to the National Center on Response teriaintion (2010), districts use Rtl to
assist in maximizing student achievement, whileai¥ely identifying students with
learning disabilities by monitoring student progrgsroviding evidence-based
intervention, and adjusting intensity of intervemnis related to students level of
responsiveness. Rtl has the potential to provilaraework for educational decision
making that aims to improve all students’ learnwwbjle generating a dataset designed
for making special education decisions (Vanderhey@611).

Johnson and Smith (2008), believed that “Rtl igops®d as a valuable model for

educators because of its potential utility in theviision of appropriate learning



experience for all students as well as in the a@ddtification of students as being at risk
for academic failure” (p. 46). Rtl has become vesliablished in many elementary
school settings as a system-wide interventionfarohcademic interventions (Prewett et
al., 2012). Prewett et al. (2012) further desdtities fact that many elementary schools
have implemented Rtl with a high rate of successtdithis early identification aspect.

Realizing the impact Rtl has at the elementaryl|ew&ldle schools have
attempted to replicate the model based on elemeptactices (Prewett et al., 2012).
Johnson and Smith (2008) noted that “although stgémcies and practitioners
conceptually embrace the Rtl concept for olderestitis] scant research and few, if any,
Rtl models appropriate for secondary school settaagst” (p. 46). Johnson and Smith
(2008) further explained that Rtl must alter inigasvhen transitioning to the secondary
setting due to available research being gearedrtbtha early grades.

Rtl is designed as a multi-tiered approach to mtgtents’ needs at their diverse
levels (Hughes & Dexter, 2011). The three tierrapph predominately discussed in the
literature relates to a primary, secondary, antbigrprevention level (Barnes &
Harlacher, 2008; Fuchs & Fuchs, 2006). The prinpaeyention level, most commonly
referred to as tier 1, includes high-quality, reskdased instruction (National Center on
Response to Intervention, 2011). By increasingredically validated differentiated
instruction, students are provided a greater chéordeaving their goals met within the
tier 1 classroom setting (Fuchs & Deshler, 2007).

Students, who require remediation beyond tier lyemoto tier 2 and are
provided more intensive services with a heightdeedl of monitoring their skill growth

(Greenwood, et al., 2011). Further, students wandigue to struggle through secondary



prevention, transition into tier 3 where they angically referred for special education
services (Beecher, 2011). Students are providietbeee based instruction and early
intervention followed by support for those who ag# initially successful through this
tertiary design. The three tiered model diffemirprevious methods of suspecting a
student is academically behind their peers andrefethem to special education, than
waiting for them to qualify before providing int@mtions (Ehren, 2012).

The Missouri School Improvement Plafi &vision (MSIP 5) established a
scoring guide for student performance on the Missdssessment Program (MAP) test
which awards one point for students who sdm®w basicfollowed by a drastic
increase to three points for students who sbasec(Missouri Department of Elementary
and Secondary EducatiODESE], 2013). The goal of academic growth has led
districts and buildings to seek programs that asBist students scoritglow basido
increase proficiency in order to improve the dedtsi level of accreditation. This
increased pressure of accountability has led tolaré to implement Rtl as it was
intended (Buffum et al., 2010). The authors (Buffat al., 2010) further described the
lack of effective planning throughout interventiaswhat leads middle school
administrators to develop some of the right prastiior the wrong reasons.
Conceptual Framework

The conceptual framework for this study was basethe need for greater
information related the effective implementatiorRif in the middle school setting.
Special education reforms have a profound effedtodents who struggle with reading;
the largest diagnosis for special education stideritD, with the majority showing

serious problems in reading (Dimino & Gersten, 200&dditionally, determining a



student’s eligibility criteria for the diagnosis bD has been controversial since its
inception (Bradley, Danielson, & Doolittle, 2005)Inder this traditional method,
students were required to qualify for special etinoaservices through an 1Q-
achievement discrepancy (Fuchs & Fuchs, 2006). alitieors, Fuchs and Fuchs (2006)
explained that this resulted in students lackingises related to their disability, often
until the second or third grade.

Although many students do meet the eligibility neguonents for a disability, the
students require instructional modifications to mi@n the pace of their peers (Lose,
2008). In 2004, the IDEA was reauthorized to supan Rtl design which provided
students access to interventions for educatioreds&ithout being qualified as learning
disabled (Bradley et al., 2005). This transitiopealctices from waiting for a child to
gualify before services were provided to intervgnmmediately to prevent delays
(Greenwood et al., 2011).

RtI's foundation is designed for an elementary stisetting with few models
existing for the middle school setting (Johnsonr&ith, 2008). Brozo (2009) noted that
approximately 66% of'8grade students read below a proficient leveltiSies relating
to these have motivated middle school administsaimimitate the Rtl model with no
significant research proving its effectiveness agihrese age levels (Allington, 2011).
Educators can become informed through researchecoing middle school Rtl
implementation; however, the differences in sclstlcture and operations results in the
requirement of a different design compared to tementary level (Johnson & Smith,
2008). The National Center on Rtl (2011) stated thhany practical and logistical

guestions have emerged as state education agancidscal education agencies



investigate and implement an RTI model, based emehtary frameworks, at the
secondary level” (p.1).

There are many concerns discussed within curremature relating to the
implementation of Rtl in the middle school. Whiteddle school buildings may
implement an Rtl program, the design and processriplementation must take into
count many unique features and considerations \atienng the elementary based
design to fit the unique structure of a middle sdl{dlational Center on Response to
Intervention, 2010). The National Center on Respdno Intervention (2010) listed some
of these unique features of middle schools to beestt schedules, rigorous curriculum,
credits relating to specific courses needed fodgaéion, and increased grading
requirements among subjects.

Statement of the Problem

State and Federal mandates such as No Child LefhBef 2001 and the IDEA
2004 requirements for teachers to implement evieldrased practices have driven
schools to change their approach to closing theesement gap (Emmons et al., 2009).
This pressure of accountability for student groattthe state and national level
motivated districts to effectively plan for meassite increase student achievement. As a
result of the incorporation of special language iegislation, educators are increasingly
moving toward Rtl implementation to meet these aotability requirements (Hughes &
Dexter, 2011).

State and Federal education mandates have motigdtexhtors to find ways to
improve student performance and show progressata atcountability tests (Vaughn et

al., 2012). As discussed previously, a multitutientervention protocols that are geared



toward the elementary level exist. However, therelack of secondary interventions
with an equal level of scientific base that arellabde for use by educators (Johnson &
Smith, 2008). Johnson and Smith (2008) furtheeddhat there is little to no evidence
proving the scientific effectiveness of Rtl at theddle school level.

The success of Rtl at the elementary level indasing student performance has
led middle school educators to attempt implememnadiesiring similar results (Brozo,
2009). A multitude of factors must be consideretha middle school setting that result
in struggles relating to implementation compareth®oelementary level (Brozo, 2009).
Student class schedules, increased grading regeitsramong subjects, course credits,
and an increased rigor of individualized curriculara some of the predominant factors
that middle schools have to take into account whegslementing Rtl (National Center on
Response to Intervention, 2010).

In an interview conducted by the National CenteRtl (2010), administrators
indicated that accountability has led to a focusalidifying the general education
instruction with 80% proficiency. Canter, Klotznd Cowan (2008) noted that Rtl is an
effective method when implemented correctly to rettpggling learners with their
general education environment. Rtl practices eadeginstructors to assist students
before they fail and face special education placer(@anter et al., 2008).

Purpose of the Study

This study was conducted to determine what esgehtisents are implemented
in high achieving middle schools. Building leaderay feel a program is successful in
its implementation, but this may be determined ¢ougaate through authentic survey data.

Additionally, this study provided principals reasmuces and knowledge of what



essential elements to implement as they incorp&ttm their building. The
information gathered through this study will allewrent and future principals to gain
knowledge of essential Rtl elements before detangiii implementation of Rtl is the
right choice for their building.

There is a high level of professional significamtehis study for middle school
principals. Rtlis an ever-increasing process ithatilized more and more by school
districts. Because Rtl is transitioning into thiglde and high school programs, it was
important to determine its level of effectivenassniddle school student achievement.
The priority for Rtl is student achievement, ang iimperative that building principals
know the effects the program has in accomplishiigy Having this knowledge base of
effective implementation will assist in improvindent achievement.

The researcher determined through this study taéarship between levels of
implementation of Rtl in a middle school settinglaatademic achievement.
Additionally, Rtl characteristics commonly implented in high performing middle
schools were identified through this study. THenmation gathered through this study
provided middle school principals a resource tbzgtin making decisions regarding Rtl
implementation in their buildings.

In this study, student achievement was designatedeapercentage of students
who have tested in theelow basiccategory on the™8grade Communication Arts MAP
test. Lower percentages of students in this cayegignified a high level of student
achievement. Additionally, the overall MAP indecoges were analyzed to determine the
middle school buildings with the highest level chdemic achievement. The higher the

building’s MAP index scores the greater the buignacademic achievement.



The MAP test is one that all"&raders in the state of Missouri must take, and
therefore, allowed for equal comparison betweetdmgs. The 8 grade
Communication Arts test was chosen as a compat@san This assessment is a middle
school grade level test that has been geared towvanrdll student ability including
reading, writing, vocabulary, and comprehension.

Research Questions

The research questions that guided this study were:

RQ1. What is the relationship between the level oflangentation of Rtl in
middle school and student achievement as measyrétpercentage of students in the
below basicategory on the"8grade Communication Arts MAP Assessment?

RQ2. What is the relationship between the level of impdatation of Rtl in
middle school and student achievement as measyrébbindex scores on th& grade
Communication Arts MAP Assessment?

RQ3. Which Rtl characteristics are commonly implemdntehigh performing
middle schools?

Null Hypotheses

H1, There is no relationship between the level of immatation of Rtl in middle
school and student achievement as measured bgtbenpage of students in thelow
basiccategory on the"™8grade Communication Arts MAP Assessment.

H2, There is no relationship between the level of immatation of Rtl in middle
school and student achievement as measured bydbe scores on thé"grade

Communication Arts MAP Assessment.



10

Definitions of Key Terms

Below basic achievement level descriptors.The lowest achievement level
descriptor offered on the MAP assessment. In tegaGrade 8 Communication Arts, a
student who scordselow basiaowvill have an index score of 530-638 and will buited
by his or her ability to have mastered the follogvin

Reading: In fiction and nonfiction, students idgnauthor’s purpose, identify

figurative language, identify plot and setting dfisupporting details, and use

context clues to choose vocabulary.

Writing: Students create a graphic organizer, vaiteasic paragraph, and shows

some awareness of audience. (MODESE, 2013, para. 4)

Data-based decision making.An established procedure to make instructional
decisions that are immediately responsive to stisdereds based on screening and
progress monitoring data (National Center on Respon Intervention, 2010).

Differentiated instruction. Differentiation is an umbrella concept that
incorporates many effective traditional methods stnategies as well as merging many
aspects of critical thinking, brain research, idigeiplinary instruction, and
constructivism. Its roots are in gifted and speethucation, but it has been developed as
a means of accommodating the range of readinesks|/dgarning styles and interests of
heterogeneous schools and classrooms (Allan, 2013).

Missouri Assessment Program (MAP).Augmented norm-reference tests that
are delivered annually each spring in Communicatids and mathematics for grades 3-

8 and science for grades 5 and 8 (MODESE, 2013, par



11

Multi-level prevention system. Systems that include three levels of intensity or
prevention. The primary prevention (often callied 1) includes high-quality core
instruction. The secondary level (tier 2) incluéeglence-based interventions of a
moderate intensity, and the tertiary level (tier@judes individualized interventions
(National Center on Response to Intervention, 2010)

Primary intervention tier 1. The system of screening and progress monitoring,
contained within an interactive process of datéectibn, analysis, and decision-making
supporting a proactive approach to ensuring acadsutcess (Mellard & Johnson,
2008).

Progress monitoring. Assessing students’ performance over time to gfyant
student’s rates of improvement or responsivenessstaiction, to evaluate instructional
effectiveness, and for students who are least nssp® to effective instruction, to
formulate effective individualized programs (Na@biCenter on Response to
Intervention, 2010).

Response to Intervention (Rtl). Rtl integrates assessment and intervention
within a multi-level prevention system to maximsedent achievement and reduce
behavior problems. With Rtl, schools identify stats at risk for poor learning
outcomes, monitor student progress, provide evieidrased interventions and adjust the
intensity and nature of those interventions depsmdin a student’s responsiveness, and
identify students with learning disabilities (Natad Center on Response to Intervention,

2010).
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Secondary intervention tier 2. Utilization of strategies conceptualized throwagh
standard treatment protocol, a problem-solving madea combination of both
(Hernandez-Finch, 2012).

Tertiary intervention tier 3. In a traditional Rtl program, tier 3 consists of
special education instruction focusing on in-dgptbhgram analysis (Ysseldyke, Burns,
Scholin, & Parker, 2010).

Universal screening. Quick and efficient assessments administereddvibree
times per year to determine if students are meghieg learning goals and benchmarks
appropriate for their grade level (National CemterResponse to Intervention, 2010).
Limitations and Assumptions

One primary limitation to this study was the religy of accurate survey results
provided by practicing school administrators. Arestlimitation to the study was
determining how Rtl relates to student achieveméitthough there are a great number
of factors that result in student achievement, shusly concentrated on the level of Rtl's
relation to student achievement in regard"i@Bade MAP data. The researcher did not
examine the teachers implementing the programeonthterial being utilized for the
program.

The survey statements were another limitation. Staeements were designed to
determine if there were high or low fidelity of itementation as ranked by the principal.
By analyzing fidelity, limitations arise in the strgth of the tool. The principals’ fidelity
in the program being implemented coincides witls timitation.

The sample was also a limitation for this studyre Bample being used in this

case was middle school principals whose districtgart of the Southwest Center for
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Educational Excellence (SCEE). Teachers, studantsparents were not a part of the
study which would provide additional insight inteetresearch question. In relation to
the sample, the survey itself was a limitation sitias was the predominant source of
information; it was limited based on the validitifeach person’s answers. The study
was created based on current research, which pdgsa limitation.

Summary

Prior to the IDEA 2004, students were requiredualify as LD before services
were provided for them. Qualification was deteradiusing an 1Q-achievement
discrepancy model. The IDEA allowed districts t@lify students as LD using an Rtl
method. The Rtl method provided intervention ptequalification and resulted in a
number of students avoiding special education attuay.

Rtl provides students intervention at the momefitide are detected through a
multi-tiered system. Rtl is capable of addressituglents’ needs while limiting the
number of students mislabeled as LD. The foundaifdRtl comes from elementary
educators with the focus on reading interventi@mce the effectiveness of Rtl was
determined at the elementary level, middle schatiésmpted to mimic the design in
hopes of similar results. Unfortunately, scientévidence that supports Rtl's
effectiveness at the middle school level was egdnhon-existent.

The pressure of accountability has motivated middleool educators to ignore
the lack of research and proceed with the impleatamt of Rtl. The purpose of this
study was to provide administrators the opportutatgssess their building’s level of

implementation compared to the essential compord=@med necessary for effective
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Rtl. Additionally, the essential components of iRtplemented in high performing
middle schools were identified through this study.

In the next chapter the literature relating to \Rals examined. First the
discrepancy model and intervention methods useddist struggling students prior to the
IDEA 2004 were discussed. Within the IDEA 2004, ®Ras established and provided an
alternative method of assisting struggling studants more adequately labeling students
as LD. Next, the essential components implemeiatieRtl to be effective were analyzed
at the elementary level. A description was prodidéthe intended outcomes that are
desired when the essential components are impleaeftectively.

Traditional three-tiered Rtl design was discussél wfocus on differentiated
instructions role in tier 1. The intended outcomedated to all tiered instruction
followed. Next, the principals’ roles and teacheexception of the Rtl program was
discussed to determine how effectively these inldials can implement the design.
Finally, a comparison between the elementary amtiimischool versions of Rtl in

regard to implementation and effectiveness relatngtudent growth was completed.
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Chapter Two: Review of Literature

Among the research available relating to effectikectices designed to provide
interventions for young students, there are few@namethods that effectively remediate
struggling students at the middle school level (fauet al., 2012). While the theories
and ideas about middle school Rtl are readily abéel, studies explaining the positive
effects of Rtl in the middle school as it relatestudent achievement is scarce (Johnson
& Smith, 2008). The focus of this chapter was\aaew of available literature in regard
to Rtl as well as its implications at the elemeyt&and secondary levels.

This chapter reviewed Rtl from conception throughmpact in the school
setting. An analysis of the discrepancy model useglialify students for special
education was discussed. The gaps in federalatgun$ and the adoption of the Rtl
process recommended by the United States Departhé&mtucation were related
through this analysis. Continuing from the disemegy model, this chapter examined the
intervention methods used in schools prior to impdating the Rtl design. Following
this, a discussion of how the ability to qualifudénts for special education utilizing the
Rtl method was established through the IDEA, 2004.

Within the Rtl process, this chapter focused onetgential components of
intervention, as well as a discussion of how ddfgirated instruction is used in the
general classroom setting. A description of thended outcomes, as well as the
obstructions related to Rtl was analyzed. Nex t&acher’s perception of how
effectively Rtl can be implemented and the rol¢hef principal through the Rtl process

were discussed. Finally, the literature relatetheimplementation of Rtl at the middle
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school level and the intended implementation methad the elementary school level
were analyzed.
Discrepancy Model

Prior to the implementation of Rtl, students tyfiicavere provided two methods
of instruction: First, if they were on grade levibley were instructed in the regular
classroom; second, if they were unable to stayewel they were referred to special
education (Fuchs & Fuchs, 2006). Once the stugealified due to a discrepancy
between their IQ and ability level, they were pdltaut of the general classroom and
provided an education in the special educatiorsotesn for children with disabilities
(Hale, 2008). There was no examination of intéatr@enships between regular and
special education classrooms or incorporating amgeznporary innovation in the school
under this model (Nunn & Jantz, 2009). Fuchs amchE (2006) reported that this cost
up to three times more to educate a child with igp@eeds compared to a student in the
general education setting due to the costs assdarth individualizing the instruction.
These are some of the many concerns that led thake education field to desire a
program that provides intervention sooner and aeaitkssive expenses.

Prior to the IDEA 2004, a discrepancy model wakzetil to diagnose if a student
was learning disabled (Buffum et al., 2010). Aclog to Restori, Katz, and Lee (2009)
a discrepancy model can guide practitioners tordete if: (a) a discrepancy exists
between intellectual and cognitive ability, (b)efidit exists regarding cognitive
processing, and (c) educational needs cannot bevitietut special education. Early
elementary aged students often struggled in geedtadation classrooms for two to three

years before they qualified for special educatenvises under this model (Restori et al.,
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2009). Additionally, Lose (2008) believed there arany students who would not
gualify as learning disabled, but still requiretiastional modification to keep up with
the classroom.

Lyon, Fuchs, and Chabra (2006) noted that it iscafty not until third or fourth
grade when a large enough discrepancy exists tHajualify students for special
education. This identification process is chandztel by extensive time lapses and
waiting for the child to fail before services colid provided (Barnes & Harlacher,
2008). Hernandez-Finch (2012) additionally cautmpsychologists against relying on
individual screening measure results when qualifgtudents as learning disabled.
Intervention Methods Prior to Rtl

A traditional teaching model consists of whole graustruction where the
teacher focuses on one topic, regardless of tliests’ varied ability levels in the
classroom. Teachers in this setting limit actiaetigipation from the students throughout
the lesson in favor of whole group instruction itwiog predominantly the instructor
(Galton, Hargreaves, & Pell, 2009). With a whaleup instruction design, students
become accustomed to passive learning directebdebieticher, wanting the teacher to
provide the information as opposed to seekingtitomeself (Geok Chin Tan, Kim Eng
Lee, & Sharon, 2007). Although students are madgted in their learning abilities, they
are often presented with a single method of inftva@nd either understand it or fail.

Students incapable of maintaining the classroorateare often viewed as
ineffective learners and referred for special etdanaesting (Hale, 2008). Hale further
described the concept that for students to acbessdip they needed under this design,

they had to first be labeled with a disability. dén this method, districts would wait until
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the end of second or beginning of third grade termeine if a student had a learning
disability (Dimino & Gersten, 2006). By the timidents accomplished the exhaustive
task of qualifying for special education, they wangically one to two years behind their
classmates. Once students qualified for speciatatn, they would then have an
individual education plan developed in accordanitk federal regulations to meet their
specific educational needs (Capizzi, 2008). Taditional means of qualifying for

special education resulted in a system that fadeatiequately address the needs of many
children who really needed help (Hale, 2008).

Special education qualification often meant thatdtudent would be removed
from the classroom during the instructional time gent to an outside classroom for
special education instruction (Dimino & GerstenQ@D Since children who are
identified as having a learning disability alsode¢a engage in problematic or antisocial
behaviors, teachers show little resistance to lgathaese students removed from the
classroom (Ingalls, Hammond, & Trussel, 2011). aligget al. (2011) also found that
interventions presented in a resource room sefibicigs predominantly on academic
skills and lack the behavioral interventions thegtse children would equally benefit
from.

Instruction in a special education classroom comynoonsists of small group
instruction focusing on specific skills in whichetBtudents share a deficit in a resource
room setting (Dimino & Gersten, 2006). Studentthis setting struggle to keep up with
their general education classroom peers whichtsesuthe trend that far fewer students
receiving special education services obtain a bgfiool diploma than those in the

general education setting (Aron & Loprest, 2018ernandez-Finch (2012) added that
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students who are labeled as a special educatiderstwithin the school setting face
specific challenges in regard to achievement, bdtool graduation, and post-secondary
education.
IDEA 2004 and Rtl
Hale (2008) described there is no way to deternfiaehild has a learning
disability by using an achievement discrepancy rhodby using a non-Rtl model. This
concept led to a discussion concerning the proibabil accurately identifying a learning
disability as null. After years of unreliable draggis and practicing the “wait to fail”
method, the United States Department of Educafiony) issued the following
guidelines:
The provisions related to child find in section @i)23) of the Individuals with
Disabilities Act, require that a State have in effeolicies and procedures to
ensure that the State identifies, locates and atedwall children with disabilities
residing in the State, including children with disiéies who are homeless or are
wards of the State, and children with disabilisé®nding private schools,
regardless of the severity of their disability, aviub are in need of special
education and related services. (p. 1)
In order for these guidelines and mandates to bhetheeDepartment of Education set
forth the process for districts to implement Richools that were implementing Rtl
quickly found the traditional special educationecmtries to be less important than ever
(Galvin, 2007).
With the reauthorization of the IDEA Education A¢t2004, Rtl became a

prevalent issue for students who had the poteaotibaéing labeled LD. Prior to the
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IDEA, school practitioners significantly used tlig-chievement discrepancy to identify
and qualify students as LD in order to receive spaervices (Gersten et al., 2009).
With the revised law educators now could use RH asw alternative method for
gualifying students for special education (FuchBu&hs, 2006). With this
reauthorization, “countless secondary schools adtus United States that had no
structured literacy program prior, began adopthmegRtl model almost overnight”
(Brozo, 2009, p. 486).

The United States Department of Education (200B)@wledged that Rtl is
supported by federal and state accountability pdic Further, these guidelines require
annual reporting of individual student’s progresd aet an expectation of improving
student proficiency. Districts and buildings raedito meet the federally mandated
Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) implemented Rtl &moato increase student learning
and raise achievement scores for those below peofig. Rtl has the potential to
provide both early intervention for struggling leers and a valid means of disability
identification (Fuchs & Deshler, 2007). Althoudhtsstical evidence was only available
to support Rtl at the elementary level, middle high schools began implementation as
well (Johnson & Smith, 2008).

According to Rampey, Dion, and Donahue (2013)rayamately two-thirds of
students in eighth grade read at a lower grade ézpavalency than what the National
Assessment of Educational Progress test deemdieignolevel. One reason for this is
due to the long standing discrepancy formula usesthools for students to qualify for
special education at the elementary level. Thegtre has been deemed the “wait to

fail” method, stating that a child will continue $truggle until there is a large enough
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discrepancy between his/her intelligent quotiertt academic ability to qualify for
special education services (Beecher, 2011). Dueiddack of assistance towards
elementary age students, middle school educaterskaty to encounter students who
have fallen through the cracks and are now hawenigss learning struggles (Ehren,
2012).

The empirical foundations of Rtl have been devetbwithin the research of early
literacy, specifically in the elementary school xt (Fagella-Luby & Wardell, 2011).
Fagella-Luby and Wardell (2011) also reported thatuse of early literacy research
causes many problems when the model is directliiexpfo the middle school setting.
However, Ehren (2012) noted that elementary sclevel instruction that has been
validated is also effective at the middle schowkle The middle school setting increases
the challenge of implementation due in part todbmplexity of the organization
compared to the elementary school including the émse challenge of scheduling
(Ehren, 2012).

Burns (2008) described Rtl as a school wide itngathat aligns itself with both
school reform and school improvement efforts wité main objective being to help all
students achieve proficiency. This shift in desigoves away from the wait to fail
method to one that intervenes immediately to predetays and challenges that may lead
to the diagnosis of a learning disability (Greendi@b al., 2011). When Rtl is
implemented successfully, it can assist buildimgseeting their state requirements by

providing the greatest level of instruction to eatident (Ysseldyke et al., 2010).



22

Essential Components

The foundation of Rtl is an alternative and promgsthange initiative used to
comprehensively address the diverse academic méatlsstudents (United States
Department of Education, 2006). Evelyns and L20il(l) pointed out that Rtl's critical
features contain universal screening of acadenmdsahavior, high quality evidence-
based instruction, progress monitoring of studentgpmance, research-based
interventions, and data-based decision making.d B011) found that many schools use
the philosophy and processes of Rtl to direct @dwregarding curriculum, assessment,
and even decisions about special education services

Universal screening of students is a school wideirement to identify each
child’s specific academic needs (Johnson & SmiBI&}. Schools typically choose the
procedures for screening as their first steps wimgementing Rtl (National Center on
Response to Intervention, 2011). Universal scregallows the building to determine
which students have a specific need for intervenffeanter et al., 2008). Lose (2008)
stated that “if schools expect their learners tenaehievement standards, then learners
must be identified early using assessments thdabexthe full range of their multiple
knowledge sources, interests, and skills” (p.22).

Another core Rtl component is the use of evidenaesearch-based instruction
(Beecher, 2011). Scientifically-based classroostruttion should be provided by
teachers to all students in the classroom setfiagr(son & Smith, 2008). For quality
instruction to be effective, it must be designedteet the needs of students through

early-intervening services (Lose, 2008). Providiogentifically based instruction in the
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classroom reduces the chance of later intervetigomg required (Dimino & Gersten,
2006).

The next component of Rtl is progress monitorifipe task for progress
monitoring is to monitor student growth and use thata to make modifications to the
instruction as needed (Ysseldyke et al., 2010pgf&ss monitoring must be embedded so
that it is specific to the individualized learniisgues of the student. Progress monitoring
allows for instruction to be tailored to studentakeess, which when implemented
effectively will lead to the greatest level of gribm{Friedman, 2010). The instructional
protocol of progress monitoring requires the provioof ongoing support in instructional
delivery to ensure that the least amount of charogers between Rtl research and the
teacher’s instructional focus (Friedman, 2010)illipret al. (2002) believed that
progress monitoring must be frequent since somdreim may end the first grade on
level but be struggling readers during their sptade year.

Christ (2006) found that in order to gather relgabata that could be sufficiently
used for instructional decision, at least 8-10 vseafkbi-weekly assessments were
needed. Christ (2006) further explained thatféactve Rtl assessment model must
contain both periodic and continuous assessméiitese periodic assessments are
characterized by collecting general outcome datdwafent performance three to five
times per year.

To support the components of Rtl, data-based aecisiaking is used to assess
and plan for student academic improvement. Fa titms to be the most effective they
should be an eclectic combination of administratt@achers, counselors, special

education teachers, and specialist from multi-l@vetructional backgrounds (National
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Center on Response to Intervention, 2011). Theamy goal of the data team is
facilitating decision making to establish qualitgiructional practices and how to guide
children through these practices (Ysseldyke eallQ).

Differentiated Instruction

Today's learners constitute a wide range of divgrsculturally, linguistically,
cognitively, and among learning styles (Huebnef,(30 As schools attempt to
effectively educate these multi-level learnersfedéntiated instruction is a natural
selection to meet the needs of each child in tagscbom. Differentiated instruction’s
primary goal is a decline in the overrepresentabibdiverse students placed in special
education services (Walker-Dalhouse et al., 2009).

The long-term goal of differentiated instructiorfes teachers to avoid following
skilled sequence mastery that does not match disiddlity level and instead adjust
instruction based on students individualized né@dSonnor & Simic, 2002). A
subsequent goal of differentiated instruction esdlecrease in the number of students
struggling in the classroom as a result of inadexjiumestruction (Walker-Dalhouse et al.,
2009). Additionally, O’Connor and Simic (2002) aegl that data-based differentiated
instruction can mediate reading problems when implged appropriately.

A multitude of reasons exist that condemn an isiwnally uniform classroom.
Tomlinson (2005) argued that a uniform classroomts)ecause teachers lack high
guality professional development relating to défietiated instruction. Rock, Gregg,
Ellis, and Gable (2008) provided a review of vaabants of research proving positive
student growth outcomes related to the completéeimentation of differentiated

instruction within a mixed-ability classroom. Tee005) found that students who were
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instructed through differentiation and the utilinatof same level groups demonstrated
significantly higher achievement over students veltesacher utilized whole-class
instruction.

To support tiered intervention at the general ctam® level and beyond,
instructors must be effectively trained in diffetiated instruction (Jones, Yessel, &
Grant, 2012). Scientifically validated instructifotuses on a process in which tested
instructional procedures are implemented to accmmgtudent achievement (Fuchs &
Deshler, 2007). Classroom instruction must incaafgodifferentiation in order to meet
the diverse needs and learning styles of the staq&omlinson, 2005). For these
reasons, differentiated instruction is a substahrgguirement when effectively
implementing tier 1 Rtl within the classroom.

In order to incorporate differentiated instructiarthe classroom, teachers must
have effective professional development relatingstanplementation (Jones et al.,
2012). Teachers must be provided significant itnaesats in professional development to
provide the array of skills needed for effectivgpleamentation (Fuchs & Deshler, 2007).
Training for teachers regarding differentiation mfegus on the teacher becoming
cognizant of the correlation between student ass&sisand instruction (Demos &
Foshay, 2009). When teachers have been effectirahed on differentiated instruction
they will understand that each child is uniquehiaitt learning style as well as their
preferences for learning (Demos & Foshay, 2009).

Traditional Rtl Design
The traditional elementary Rtl framework considtthoee levels of intervention,

each providing prevention strategies (Fuchs, Fu&@ompton, 2010). For this study, a
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three-tiered level was referred to as the tertitfydesign. The three levels include
research-based classroom instruction, small gnotgpvention, and intense intervention
(Fuchs et al., 2010). Assessment and intervemtienntegrated within the Rtl levels to
maximize student achievement at the same timedacireg behavior problems (National
Center on Response to Intervention, 2010). Therelsliof research-validated
instruction, as well as the degree of student resipeness determined by assessment
measures, is incorporated at each tier (McKenf&0p

Progress monitoring is another essential elemeRtlamplementation because it
is vital to determine the instructional practiceattlead to student achievement (Mellard,
McKnight, & Woods, 2009). Fuchs and Fuchs (20@6)d that much of Rtl assessment
throughout the tiers includes progress monitoriRgogress monitoring is a formative
assessment tool used to determine if studentsearefiing from instruction while
assisting the instructor in determining the matfichange in the students’ rate of
learning (Mellard et al., 2009). Further, progresmitoring allows for frequent
formative assessment that enables the instructwarefully measure each child’s
individual success (Galvin, 2007).

A final design component of the three-tiered Rtldelancludes research-based
training for teachers. High quality professionavdlopment is provided for teachers to
deliver the most effective instruction to studeht®ugh Rtl (Vaughn et al., 2012).
Allington (2011) found that elementary teacher pssfonal development produced gains
in reading that surpassed one-to-one expert tlioterventions. Professional
development, along with progress monitoring, am glthe crucial features within the

Rtl model (Johnson & Smith, 2008). The Nationahtée on Rtl (2010) stated that for
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staff to effectively implement Rtl, professionavééopment is a pivotal part in the
process.
The Three Tiers of Intervention

Rtl has a three-tiered design to provide studertésvention as needed for
academic success (Barnes & Harlacher, 2008). Htnsely each intervention is
provided will depend on what the intervention tesems fit to meet the student’s needs
(Dorn & Schubert, 2008). To gain the maximum dffemess of Rtl in order to prevent
long-term academic failure, high quality intensintervention must be provided at all
levels (Lose & Best, 2011). The three tiers mdigoinclude research-based classroom
instruction, supplemental instruction, and inteiméervention, most commonly resulting
in a special education referral and placement (@a& Harlacher, 2008).

According to Johnson and Smith (2008), 80-85% efghlneral student
population should be successful in the classrootneaf" tier of intervention. Within
tier 1 intervention the focus is on scientificallgsed instruction that is provided to all
students (Ehren, 2012). Ehren (2012) further empththat teachers must examine their
current teaching practices to effectively includiéedentiated instruction in order to
enhance student learning in a tier 1 setting.

Practitioners refer to research-based classrootruat®n as tier 1 intervention
(Fuchs & Deshler, 2007). When utilized to its foditential, tier 1 interventions have the
potential to guide teachers in identifying studemit® require additional intervention
before the child experiences frustration and fail{Beecher, 2011). Hale (2008)
described the premise of tier 1 as providing higalidy instruction and tracking how

each child is performing in the classroom.
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Tier 1 of Rtl allows a teacher to intervene witbtauggling student by utilizing
targeted instruction immediately instead of waitiaga measurable discrepancy to be
determined (Beecher, 2011). Hernandez-Finch (2642fioned educators to consider
factors that may impede the student’s instructiooughout the first tier. By establishing
a strong foundation within tier 1, Barnes and Harkx (2008) noted, “schools can
increase the probability of achieving desirablesls\of student performance and rule out
poor instruction as a cause of low performance”4gb).

Tier 2, or secondary prevention, focuses on stgdehb fail to progress
adequately from evidence-based classroom instruatitier 1 (Friedman, 2010). For
tier 2, a great majority of schools have createteau of standard protocol interventions
to select from when determining students’ instauwdl needs (National Center on
Response to Intervention, 2010). Gersten et @09Pstated that student intervention
relating to tier 2 should consist of this type gpkcit and systematic instruction.

By using benchmark scores with additional sub-skaistery measures specific
targets for tier 2 interventions can be developedife with struggling learners
(Ysseldyke et al., 2010). Educators are allowealdjost the intensity of interventions
based on the student’s responsiveness, leading&bey success within tier 2
intervention (National Center on Response to Ietion, 2010). Vaughn et al. (2012)
found that students who received tier 2 intervargioutperformed students in several
measures using comparative data with equally l@annkers who were not provided
interventions.

A challenge for educators is determining what wveations should be provided at

the tier 2 level beyond the tier 1 level. Fagélldsy and Wardell (2011) believed that
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schools must consider when and how to deliver upehtal instruction when facing the
challenge of differentiating tier 1 from tier 2 ingctions. Students who receive tier 2
instruction require additional instruction and &tegl interventions (Hernandez-Finch,
2012). In addition, the decision of which qualifipractitioners are able to deliver the
intensive instruction required at tier 2 can bdéiclidt (Fagella-Luby & Wardell, 2011).

Friedman (2010) believed that building capacitgng of the most challenging
aspects of tier 2 implementation. Friedman (2@1$€) stated that “to build capacity in a
sustained way, professional development must biesaes that administrators at the
school level and above are informed of effectivacpice protocols, as are all levels of
school-based instructional staff” (p. 209). Studevho have overcome their limitations
in tier 2 are returned to the classroom in hopettiey will not demonstrate the same
learning problems that marked them as tier 2 cadgl(Fuchs & Fuchs, 2006).

Torgesen (2000) estimated that 2-6% of the gemméaasroom students do not
respond during tier 2 interventions. Students wiiatinue to show limitations in tier 2
are referred to tier 3 for increased individualinestruction. After students receive high
quality tier 2 instruction, those who are non-rexgent during the years of intervention
are provided this tertiary level focusing on indwalized needs (Wilson , Faggella-Luby,
& Wei, 2013). Tier 2 and tier 3 provide a problsolving framework that allows
educators to select the most appropriate interoent meet the immediate needs of the
student (Dorn & Schubert, 2008).

Students who continually have difficulty, even afieientifically based
instruction and intervention have been provided,adten labeled with a learning

disability in tier 3 (Ehren, 2012). In previous timeds this disability was often
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determined by an intelligence test, but Rtl desigpports diagnosis through data to
determine a learning disability based on an unssfakrate of intervention (McKenzie,
2010). Tier 3 desires to assist students in grguwitademically instead of simply
providing the same activities from tier 1 or 2 watiditional time (Wilson et al., 2013).

Johnson and Smith (2008) found a significant chgkein designing tier 3
interventions is selecting an intervention thatggbeyond what was implemented at tier
2 to truly address the individual needs of studeitsorder to provide the most student
gain, practitioners should always select the sist@ed least intrusive intervention that
is necessary for the student (King, Lemons, & Hi012). This tier, which includes the
highest struggling learners, requires the mosteskieachers able to make immediate
instructional decisions in response to the leasnalility (Lose, 2008).

Unfortunately for students in tier 3, not much bhanged to distinguish it from
the traditional deficit-based system provided tigtospecial education services
(Hernandez-Finch, 2012). This has led to the mianithat tier 3 students have access to
the general curriculum that is provided to studevith learning disabilities (Dimino &
Gersten, 2006). One of the most basic issuesihat be addressed when developing a
tier 3 intervention practice is establishing exiteria for students. Establishing this
criteria, along with balancing services providedtadents in the general and special
education classroom, makes tier 3 intervention dmamed to effectively implement
compared to tier 1 and 2 (Hernandez-Finch, 2012).

Intended Outcomes
King et al. (2012) believed that elementary schaoésthe foundation of research

relating to Rtl. Rtl emerged predominantly withire setting of primary level
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instruction, which is one reason why the studieRtfat the elementary level are the
frame of reference on how Rtl should be implemefiadfy, 2007). Unfortunately for
middle schools, there is minimal research-basedagge for effective implementation of
tiered interventions for older students (Kamil ket 2008).

Rtl has evolved to meet the need of interventidthiw multiple curriculum
subjects, although it is largely used for literaatgrvention at the elementary level
(Beecher, 2011). Prior to Rtl, districts typicalaited until the end of second or
beginning of third grade to determine that a sttideeded additional instruction
regarding literacy and reading (Dimino & Gerste@0@). Rtl provides a method to
provide interventions at an earlier age, withobelang students who are risking
academic failure with a false diagnosis (Lose, 200 a result, LD identification
implemented through the Rtl process has broughtitaddensive debate relating to the
efficacy of intervention practices and the implemagéion of evidence-based instruction
by the teacher (Fuchs, Fuchs, & Stecker, 2010).

Buffum, Mattos, and Weber (2010) found that studevtio fail in school have a
greater risk of entering poverty, becoming depehdarwelfare, becoming incarcerated,
or dying at an early age. The intended effecRtbfire to increase student skill sets in
order to find success in education and avoid thegative outcomes (Fuchs & Fuchs,
2006). Burns (2008) noted that Rtl allows teachetsecome involved with the student
population that lacks sufficient skills for succagsulting in students who enjoy school
at a greater level.

Vanderheyden (2011) believed that if implementexpprly, Rtl can assist in the

creation of a dataset for educators to interverle thie learning needs of the child.



32

Additionally, a determination can be made regardmervention services when the
needs for support surpass what can be providedgeitieral instruction. Dimino and
Gersten (2006) added that “the hope of many isRMtiawill reduce the inappropriate
placement of students into the LD category wheir thdy problem was that they were
taught improperly in the early grades or couldkep up with the rest of the class” (p.
106).

As schools strive to make adequate yearly progtkedpwest learners are often
overlooked as they are typically so far behind thegnsive classroom instruction will
not bring the gains needed on state assessmeriu(Bef al., 2010). The process
supported by Rtl focuses on how to instruct stuslestwhom previously attempted
methods were found ineffective (Ysseldyke, Burrchdiin, & Parker, 2010). Often, this
challenge is left to the instructor to provide #ppropriate instruction that must be
offered for the struggling learners (Allington, 201 This situation requires the support
of the Rtl team for teachers and to develop intatieas that will help these students
avoid failure.

Baker, Fien, and Baker (2010) believed that théesyof academic interventions
developed through Rtl is designed to accomplishrivagor tasks — prevention of
academic failure and diagnosis of learning disabtadents. According to Ehren (2012),
Rtl practices lead educators to interpret learulisgbilities from two standpoints:

a) preventing students who struggle with readiogifbeing labeled as students

with disabilities when the difficulties they arecfiag could be resolved by

different or more intense instructions and b) pdowy an alternative to
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discrepancy formulas for identifying students agiig LD who instead need

“specialized instruction” as required by federaV.lgp. 18)

Sanger (2012) believed that if Rtl is implementé#datively it can address the needs of
struggling learners promptly, prevent labeling pé&al education, and avoid a constant
educational struggle for the student. The go&tbtherefore, is to provide early
intervention for students at risk of failure in &duh to developing a more valid
procedure for identifying students with disabikti@®imino & Gersten, 2006).
Obstructions to Implementing Rtl

Keller-Margulis (2012) believed that while Rtl hasny anticipated benefits in
the school setting, there are limitations to theigle Rtl has progressed from research to
practice and Barnes and Harlacher (2008) fearadatbanstricted model is being
presented to educators as opposed to the flexibteehit was designed to encompass.
Beecher (2011) felt that Rtl must extend beyond&wte-based instruction to include
teaching methods providing the highest level ofpsuipto the students. Zirkel and
Thomas (2010) further noted that regardless obRithg viewed as a negative or positive
design, its legal dimension in regard to providatigrnative interventions has yet to be
established.

Student success relies heavily on a positiveiogighip between school and home
(Beecher, 2011). Friedman (2010) further arguatliths crucial to keep parents
informed so that they understand the Rtl procedshamw it will benefit their children.
Moreover, students represent positives attitudesgards to learning and school, higher
achievement scores, improved behavior, increasetetwork completion and attendance,

more participation in academic activities, and femslabels of special education when
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families are more involved in their students edieca(Kashima, Schleich, & Spradlin,
2009). Without the support of parents, Rtl mayImte the chance to be implemented
effectively in certain school settings.

Another obstruction to implementing Rtl involvé®tgeneral education teachers
and the specialists who design the interventid®enger (2012) noted that it is highly
important to avoid power struggles between thesctasn teacher and those trained to
provide specialized services, such as the spediadation teacher or the speech-language
pathologist. In this context of Rtl, teachers @neouraged to examine their current
strategies implemented and ensure that the foaus ssientifically-based instruction to
include differentiated instruction (Ehren, 2012).

The discrepancy between the teachers’ philosopimstruction and the
intervention team has resulted in tier 1 beingntiwst criticized level in current literature.
Hernandez-Finch (2012) stated that additional rebeia required to develop an agreed
upon outcome to measure tier 1 success. This poiscsupported by Dimino and
Gersten (2006) who articulated that the teachack bf effective training was the cause
of the child not responding in tier 1. A relatedwament by teachers is that benchmarks
of success indicate nothing more than guidelinesvieere a student should be
academically at a certain point throughout the yBamino & Gersten, 2006). Such
disputes between teacher and team regarding Riememtation is a perpetual issue that
must be confronted for successful implementation.

Teachers Perception of Rtl
Swanson, Solis, and Cullo (2012) found that thestintakes to complete

assessment procedures, progress monitoring, addrea based instruction often
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overwhelms teachers. According to the Swansoh,g2812) these overwhelming
feelings lead to a panic that the additional regmnts will come at the expense of the
students’ learning. District level backing mustdrevided for teachers to support the
principles of Rtl and effectively implement it indir classrooms (Fuchs & Deshler,
2007). This includes high quality professional@lepment and teacher flexibility
relating to service delivery (Bradley et al., 2005)

One of the essential components of an effectivgRigiram is the instruction
provided by the classroom instructor (Swanson.e@ll2). The IDEA 2004 requires
that high quality instruction be documented prastudents qualifying for special
services under an Rtl approach (Swanson et al2)20Mhis requirement is set to ensure
a lack of effective instruction, or interventionasvnot the cause for a student qualifying
for special services. The IDEA 2004 incorporatigs lyuality teacher professional
development to be a necessity when implementingt@s change as intense as Rtl
(O'Connor & Simic, 2002).

Fuchs and Deschler (2007) found that teachers sfteggle with the range of
new skills required to adequately implement anatiffe Rtl program in their building.
For Rtl to be effectively implemented a reasonabi®unt of teacher training must be
provided (Dimino & Gersten, 2006). To accommodhte, professional development
provided by districts must be more than a simpleksimop or day long in-service to
effectively train teachers for RTI implementati@dofle, Lamprianou, & Boyle, 2005).

Swanson et al. (2012) determined that the top theeefits in regard to teachers’
perception of Rtl implementation are: collaboratmith staff members, meeting the

unique needs of the student, and early interventibteachers buy into the program and
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are provided adequate professional developmentnthiementation of Rtl will show
high rates of success (Kozleski & Huber, 2010)achers’ perception of Rtl leads to the
greatest impact on effective implementation (Swaretaal., 2012).

The Principal’'s Role in Rtl

Sansosti, Noltemeyer, and Goss (2010) consideeddith success of Rtl directly
relies on the support it receives from the schowiggpal. Fullan (2007) went further to
explain that change efforts throughout the edunaistem have limited implementation
when principals are untrained or unsupportive. Ribto deliver academic success, the
principal must assist the teacher as well as altowlassroom restructuring (Samuels,
2008) If Rtl is to be implemented effectively in the dasom, principals must provide a
supporting role throughout the process.

Principals can support teachers by providing calég among the staff,
encouragement, and time for reflection (BenjamQ&). Principals must ensure the
program reflects the importance of success in gdgcahildren by supporting students
and teachers alike (Callendar, 2012). Fuchs arsthiBe(2007) believed administrators
must be engaged and set high expectations to guedacorporation of Rtl in the
classroom.

Administrators must be engaged while setting exgiexts for the
implementation of Rtl as well as provide teachbesrnecessary resources to ensure
fidelity (Fuchs & Deshler, 2007). Benjamin (20@@ated that principals must explain to
the teachers that it is not expected for them tdginoally lead instruction with an Rtl
design but use it as the foundation for lessonrpfan The author also suggested that the

principal express to the teachers that classrocserehtions are viewed as a natural
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science, where students are free to express idebspnions openly (Benjamin, 2006).
This change in the traditional evaluation systequies extensive discussion and
training for both the principal and the teacher.

Research conducted by Bernard (2012) found thaenous leadership skills
must be effectively conducted during the implemeoeof Rtl . For example Dimino
and Gersten (2006) found that when supported andtared by an effective leader, the
implementation of progress monitoring and reseda@$ed instruction by the teacher was
greater. Bernard (2012) further stated that ppiaisi have the responsibility of
supervising the Rtl process from conception analgtyall facets of the program together.
These requirements put a great deal of resporigibiti the principal. This is one reason
why substantial and adequate professional developmast be provided to effectively
lead the implementation of Rtl (Fuchs & DeshlefQ20
Rtl in the Middle School

Canter, Klotzh, and Cowan (2008) believed that essful implementation of an
Rtl program can translate into fewer Individualizedlucation Plans (IEP’s), reduced
rates of student disengagement, and increased msmbgudents achieving grade-level
standards in general education. However, Sandtsitemeyer, and Goss (2010) argued
that while the elementary level is modifying classn practices in the general and
special education setting to support Rtl , reseauthenticating the application of Rtl
within secondary settings is limited. AllingtorO@1) added that one of the primary
concepts that must be realized regarding Rtl implgation at the middle school level is

there is essentially no research in which to draw.
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While the research available for elementary impletai@on of Rtl is readily
available, the difference in middle school desigitects multiple alterations in
implementation (Evelyns & Lori, 2011). Middle sa@idrtl must take on a different
format and design foundationally from its constiuttat the elementary level (Vaughn &
Fletcher, 2010). Pyle and Vaughn (2012) suppdtieddea that for a middle school Rtl
model, teachers must have the skills needed teeaddr varied level of learners,
predominantly those struggling in literacy. Pytela/aughn (2012) further explained
that instruction, as well as intervention, attmedle school level is conceptually
different than what is found at the elementary leve

Students who struggle in middle school still desghe best interventions
available to improve literacy and long-term outcen@raves, Brandon, Duesbery,
Mclintosh, & Pyle, 2011). King et al. (2012) foutiht the leaders responsible for
implementing Rtl at the middle or high school leas? hesitant to replicate the
elementary design due to its foundational basisanty literacy. For this reason
secondary administrators are cautioned to avoidainee approach taken by early
education specialist regarding tiered interventi@fiag et al., 2012). For example,
Burns (2008) found that interventions within theddie school level are typically
implemented in specially designed courses as oplpgosa pull out system found in the
elementary setting.

Allington (2011) argued that before beginning inmpéntation, educators must
first realize that there is limited research towdtgon that shows the effectiveness of Ril
at the middle school level. Regardless on thegtlesi method of implementation,

Bradley and Danielson (2004) stated that Rtl mégve the issues related to the ability-
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achievement discrepancy model, but secondary edadads proven little success from
applying the intervention approach either. Gainslar to the elementary design simply
have not been observed for students at the secoled@t (Edmonds et al., 2009).

According to Brozo (2009), “in spite of the lacksafientific evidence for
secondary level Rtl , numerous middle and high slshacross the United States are
moving ahead with three-tier approach to instrulontervention” (p. 278). At the
middle school level, Rtl has the potential to bwégpacity for meeting the needs of all
students (Evelyns & Lori, 2011), but without adeguanplementation of the key
elements, success is unlikely. Ehren (2012) fabhatby the time some students reach
middle school, their experience with academic failis so complex that interventions are
often ineffective, even through high school.

Ehren (2012) wrote that the complexity of the ofgation, in addition to the
complexity of students scheduling, creates an aszd challenge over the elementary
setting. Elementary schools are able to modifyiamglement intervention within a
school day with ease due to more flexible scheduBeheduling issues are commonly
found to cause issues with students receivin@tszrvices. This is due to the inability
of their schedules to allow for accommodative mettions (National Center on
Response to Intervention, 2011).

Due to the scheduling issues with middle schodésstoom instruction to meet
the needs of students in tier 1 is the most adalessTier 1 interventions in the middle
school provides the core curriculum and intervergistudents would receive within the
general education classroom by utilizing regulasstoom instruction through supportive

professional development for the teachers (Dorrc&u®ert, 2008). In addition to
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schedule concerns, the responsibilities of stafhivers, course requirements, and school
culture are additional challenges that Rtl facab@tmiddle school level (Pyle &
Vaughn, 2012).

Allington (2011) documented that the 2011 NAEP ssaeported 25% of eighth-
grade students performing below the basic levekoficiency. Statistics relating to a
lack of proficiency represent a driving force fordale school educators to desire a
program that will increase student achievementfokinately, middle school staff often
begins implementation of the program without adsiregslogistical and structural
conditions related to Rtl implementation (Prewetile 2012).

Because of the aforementioned concerns, Rtl at¢bendary level is proven to
need alterations from the elementary design tlsaneh supports. A need is apparent
for studies to focus on intervention for studentargy grade level identified as inadequate
responders (Vaughn & Fletcher, 2010). K-12 digdracross the country are moving
forward with Rtl implementation, and those at theldie school level need additional
proven research that supports this transition tkeniiasuccessful. Due to the struggle
with meeting tier 2 and 3 needs, Rtl may not bad@equate route for students to reach
grade level expectations who portray chronic pnoisién the middle school (King et al.,
2012).

Summary

Schools have struggled for some time to find ahwefor meeting all children’s
academic needs and ensuring that all are on toacdutcess. Prior to the IDEA 2004, a
discrepancy model was the only option to providelshts with a specific learning

disability individualized assistance at their agadelevel. Once the IDEA provided the
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option for an Rtl model, not only to qualify studefor special education, but also to
assist all learners, schools quickly began utijzime program.

The essential components of Rtl are universaksing, evidence-based
instruction, progress monitoring, and data-baseiste making. By utilizing these
components schools are able to intervene at e@dyes in a child’s academic career,
which can lead to higher rates of academic suamesstime. Within the essential
elements, a primary component to intervention withie general classroom is
differentiated instruction. Differentiated insttion allows teachers to match instruction
to student’s individualized ability levels and agtjthat instruction as needed.

The traditional design of Rtl is comprised of #hteers. Tier 1 is high quality
instruction in the classroom, tier 2 is small grdopusing on specific skills, and tier 3
allows for services provided in a special educasietting. Rtl initially was designed for
the elementary level learners to prevent them fiaimg behind as they begin their
education. As the success of the program provkd, vaiddle schools began to replicate
the design, finding that there were many obstaslash included greater gaps in ability
and the structural design of the middle school dalee

Teachers and principals involved with the inteti@nrequire professional
development and support to make the program effecfl eachers require collaborative
time to meet with fellow educators as well as pssfenal development on how to
effectively meet the students’ needs within eaehdf intervention. Principals are
required to be the source of knowledge and betalppeovide for and guide the teacher to

ensure students success.



42

The following chapters focused on a study consgtdito determine what
essential components of Rtl are found in high achgemiddle schools. In Chapter
Three, the rational of the methodology of the stisdgiscussed including how the data
were collected. Next, data collected relating® results of each middle school
buildings survey response and their academic aement were analyzed in Chapter
Four. Finally, in Chapter Five a summary of b# findings related to the study was

provided.
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Chapter Three: Methodology
Problem and Purpose Overview

The research for this study was quantitative imireat Quantitative research as
defined by Leedy and Ormond (2005) is “used to amsyuestions about relationships
among measured variables with the purpose of exiptai predicting, and controlling
phenomena.” (p. 94) A quantitative design was ehass the study comparel grade
students MAP scores to the building’s level of iempkntation as ranked by the principal
through the use of a survey.

All building principals’ districts were members thie SCEE in Southwest
Missouri. This project was used to determine #lationship between levels of
implementation of Rtl in a middle school settinglaatademic achievement.
Additionally, Rtl characteristics commonly implented in high performing middle
schools were identified within this study.

Burns (2005) stated that “research has consistémilyd that Rtl initiatives lead
to gains in student achievement and school wideawgments, such as reduced referrals
to and placements in special education and a higiteof students scoring proficiently
on state tests” (p. 382). The focus of Burns@0&) research dealt with elementary age
students prior to their introduction of Rtl to theddle school setting. The International
Reading Associations Commission on Rtl (2009) caugttl secondary level educators
against instituting Rtl based on elementary apgresc The relationship of Rtl
implementation and academic achievement in midcheals was determined through

this study.
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Research Questions

The research questions that guided this study were:

RQ1. What is the relationship between the level oflengentation of Rtl in
middle school and student achievement as measyrétpercentage of students in the
below basicategory on the"8grade Communication Arts MAP Assessment?

RQ2. What is the relationship between the level of impdatation of Rtl in
middle school and student achievement as measyrébbindex scores on th& grade
Communication Arts MAP Assessment?

RQ3. Which Rtl characteristics are commonly implemdntehigh performing
middle schools?

Null Hypotheses

H1, There is no relationship between the level of im@atation of Rtl in middle
school and student achievement as measured bgtbenpage of students in thelow
basiccategory on the"™8grade Communication Arts MAP Assessment.

H2, There is no relationship between the level of im@atation of Rtl in middle
school and student achievement as measured bydbe scores on thé"grade
Communication Arts MAP Assessment.

Rationale for Quantitative Research

For the purpose of this research, a correlaticimayswas conducted. Bluman
(2010), described that the purpose of a correlatistudy is to determine the existence of
a relationship between two variables. The corneal study was used to analyze the
data and determine the relationship between thed himplementation of Rtl and

student achievement. The advantages of a coopédtstudy are that it “enables
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researchers to analyze the relationships amonge faumber of variables in a single
study” (Gall, Gall, & Borg, 2007, p. 336).

This correlational study allowed the researchetettermine the existence of a
relationship between high performing buildings #imeir level of implementation with
Rtl. It does not specify that the level of implertagion was the cause of the level of
academic achievement. According to Leedy and Odh{@005), “a correlation exists if,
when one variable increases, another variableraitheeases or decreases in a somewhat
predictable fashion” (p. 181).

Analysis was completed to determine if the higihgplementation score of Rtl as
determined by the building principal correlatesigher student achievement. The
independent variable in this study was the impldatén score of each middle school
building that is a member district of the SCEE.plementation scores were obtained via
survey sent to each of the 50 middle school pradsipf the consortium. The dependent
variable was theelow basigercentages and MAP Index Scores relating to thgr&de
Communication Arts MAP test of each building. Tdogrelation was not used to specify
that implementation of Rtl was the cause of higltedent achievement, only that there
was a correlation between the two variables.

Context and Access

This study was conducted in southwest Missouringuthe summer and fall of
2013. This study was completed utilizing an onbaevey to collect responders’
answers. This study did not require access teberad at any location since the survey

was emailed to each participant. If the minimurmmber of surveys required were not
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achieved, contact was made through phone or em@itmuinication until the minimum
number for statistical significance was met.
Instrumentation

The data collection instrument used in this stualysisted of a survey to
determine the level of implementation within eaebponding middle school. The survey
has been included in Appendix A. The survey wédsed for this study due to the
ability to pose a series of questions and summagzigonses with percentages (Leedy &
Ormond, 2005).

The survey was developed based on current literaagarding the essential
elements of Rtl (Bernard, 2012; Fuchs & Fuchs, 2Q06ted States Department of
Education, 2006). The essential components useckate the survey statements were:
universal screening, progress monitoring, multelgwevention system, relative
professional development, administrators role, @atd-based decision making (National
Center on Response to Intervention, 2010; Sam2@ts).

The survey consisted of four questions and 10 implgation statements. The
first four questions were information and continggequestions. The 10 statements were
used to determine the level of implementation witsach responding building. The 10
implementation statements were built around thergsd components of Rtl.

The survey was field tested. Superintendentsheraccollege professors, and
school psychologists participated in the fielditegst This allowed for professional
critiques of the survey statements to determinetglaAlso, field testing allowed for
statements to develop into formal direct statemesigting in a clear manner to the

implementation of Rtl.
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A Likert scale was used for the principals to respto each of the 10
implementation statements (see Appendix B). Tlkertiscale allowed the researcher to
simplify and easily quantify attitudes (Leedy & Quond, 2005). The rating scale ranged
from 0-4 regarding implementation related to eaakesnent. Through further field
study, it was determined that a 0-4 scale provldss potential for confusion or over-
examination of the statement.

Population and Sample

The persons recruited as participants in the sivghg principals who have eighth
grade students in their building and whose puldiosl| districts are members of the
SCEE. The SCEE is a regional professional devedsprmonsortium located in
Southwest Missouri. There are a total of 42 pusticool district members of the SCEE.
Of these 42 districts, there are three districis lave more than one middle school
containing an eighth grade. The other 39 havenoidéle school containing an eighth
grade. This made the maximum number of persogibkdito have completed the survey
50. The sample was focused strictly on principélhese schools.

The buildings selected for the survey varied inyafton, financial stability,
resources, and staffing. Student populations\ased greatly among buildings. Some
buildings had only a principal and teaching stafijle others consisted of curriculum
directors and instructional coaches in additioth®oprincipal. By selecting these
buildings, a fair and equal representation wasipexl/for the study.

Building principals were chosen as respondentstaséheir high level of
involvement with both the Rtl program, as well lasit familiarity with the level of

implementation within their building. These pripals provided a heightened insight as
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to the level of implementation that Rtl has develbpvithin each of their buildings. By
utilizing these individuals as a resource, theltesaf this survey were authentic.

Once approval was given by the Institutional Revigmard of Lindenwood
University (see Appendix C), all 50 principals weeeruited through a letter of
introduction sent via email (see Appendix D). Emeail contained a link to a survey that
was constructed using SurveyMonkey. Follow up &raitelephone calls were
provided until a minimum of 30 participants werdabed. In order for the sample size
to be justified, the minimum number of respondenisst have reached 30. A sample
size of 30 or more was needed to assure a norstabdition of the sample means
(Bluman, 2010). No further recruitment processas wtilized for this study.

Limitations with the study population were that th@y individuals within the
school building who were surveyed were the prinsip&rincipals were chosen as the
primary source of information because of their gxatip role with the curriculum,
instructor evaluation, and as leaders to the imphaation of Rtl within their building.
By surveying principals and not teachers or otlefgssionals involved in the
implementation of Rtl, the study limited its infoation sources. Also, by surveying the
principals in the fall, there was a concern of mation due to the time off during
summer vacation.

Data Collection

For the purpose of this study, a quantitative spiwvas used to collect data from
the 50 building principals. A survey was chosethasdata collection tool in order to
adequately collect the responses from the sampelation. Leedy and Ormond (2005)

stated that the survey allows the researcher tee‘@oseries of questions to willing
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participants; summarize their responses with peéaggs, frequency counts, or more
sophisticated statistical indexes; and draw infeesrabout a particular population from
the responses of the sample” (p. 184).

The method of surveying used for this study wapgsive sampling. Purposive
sampling selects specific people with commonaliiiesa select purpose (Leedy &
Ormond, 2005). This survey was a valid method easurement for this study. Leedy
and Ormond (2005) defined internal validity as “éxtent to which its design and the
data it yields allow the researcher to draw aceucahclusions about cause-and-effect
and other relationships within the data” (p. 9The survey results allowed the researcher
to determine implementation scores which were coetpto student achievement to
determine a correlation.

This survey was valid in regard to purposive santpby its representation of
principals’ responses to the implementation ofiRtheir buildings. It was unfeasible to
survey all middle school principals; however, tepresentation of the principals
belonging to the SCEE was a fair and equal reptasen of the population as a whole.
Purposive sampling allowed the researcher to sspemtific individuals for survey for the
purpose of determining the building’s Rtl implemnegign score.

Initially, statements for the survey were developglizing current literature
documenting the Rtl in a structured format. Respsrwere developed relating to a level
of implementation. Survey statements were cre@edsess the implementation of the
key components found within effective Rtl implemamdn. The National Center on Rtl
(2010) stated the essential components found wRhiimre: universal screening,

progress monitoring, multi-level prevention systeetative professional development,
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administrators’ role, and data-based decision ntakBurvey statements were designed
to analyze the building’s implementation within lkaxd these key categories.

Survey implementation statements were developadciear manner so there was
little opportunity for confusion from the respontleegarding the intent of the statement.
In order to confirm the readability of the survégtements, school psychologists, acting
principals, and superintendents analyzed thesenséaits before finalization. This
ensured the statements were clear and concise.

Two initial survey questions required the responsiém list their district and
building. Followed were two contingency questiarigsch were asked at the beginning
of the survey to determine if the person who haeiked the survey was in fact the
principal of the school. If the answer was no,shevey stopped. If the answer was yes,
a second question requested that the principahtalily participate. These contingency
guestions ensured that the data collected were tinerbuilding principal. Once
voluntary participation was confirmed, the surveggeeded to 10 implementation
measuring statements.

The Likert response scale was used to measure eewan interval level. A 0-
4 ranking was used for the Likert response scal@soéng Rtl implementation in each
building. The survey was created using SurveyMgnkeavhich the respondent was only
allowed to click the circle relating to his/her ewes and no other answers for each
statement. If the respondent chose to changesamearto any statement, he/she was able

to do so before final submission of the survey.



51

An email containing a cover letter and a link te #urvey was sent to the 50
middle school principals whose districts are memloéthe SCEE. A cover letter was
used to explain the purpose of the email. Addélynthe cover letter provided a
description of how the results of the survey wdwddused, including assurances of
anonymity to the participant. Once the princigadsl accepted the terms of the cover
letter, they clicked on the link to respond to sheevey.

In order for the sample to be valid, a minimum @f@incipals must have
responded to the survey. If after a period of 2kgethe minimum number of
respondents had not been met, a follow up emailseasreminding them of the survey
and providing another link to the survey. Durihg second week of August 2013, if the
minimum number of 30 surveys had not been comp|@iedne calls were made to the
principals who had not completed the survey, retipgsheir involvement in the study
and answering any questions they may have hade ®nanimum of 30 school surveys
were collected, the data were analyzed.

Data Analysis

The primary data analyzed for this study were thelementation scores and their
comparison to student achievement in regard tpéneentage of'8grade students
scoringbelow basion the MAP and the buildings MAP Index scoresrvB8y results
provided by the principals who completed the Lilsardle responses were analyzed.
Implementation scores were then calculated by gpidli@ responses from the 10 Likert
scale statements on the survey. Implementatiorescanged from a minimum of O,

representing no implementation, to a maximum ofrépresenting full implementation.
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The sample buildings were coded using a numerigalber to assure confidentiality
when tracking implementation scores.

In order to determine the relationship between en@ntation and effectiveness,
MAP data were also collected from each buildingne MAP assessment data were
gathered from the MODESE website during the latareer of 2013 when the
information was released. Data collected consistede percent of students scoring
below basic on the"8grade Communication Arts MAP assessment, as wehe

buildings MAP Index Scores (see Table 1).

Table 1.

Data Collected for Analysis

Data Collected Date Collected Provided By
Implementation Scores of July 2013 Building Principals
Survey
8" Grade Communication August 2013 MODESE
Arts MAP Below Basic
Scores
8" Grade Communication August 2013 MODESE

Arts MAP Index Scores

Note. Data collected to determine the relationship leetwRtl implementation and academic achievement

in middle schools.

The implementation scores of each building werepamed to the school’s
percentage of students scoring below basic on'trgra@&le Communication Arts MAP
assessment as well as their school’s index sd@recipals who responded had the

implementation and MAP scores of their respectol®sl entered into a spreadsheet.
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Once all implementation and MAP scores were cadiéch Pearson product moment
correlation coefficient (PPMC) was calculated tted@ine the strength of relationship
between the level of Rtl implementation and studehievement. A PPMC was
completed to ensure validity of this study. A meament instrument’s validity is the
extent to which it measures what it is supposgdileéedy & Ormond, 2005).

Through the use of the PPMC, the relationship betweo variables could be
determined. Bluman (2010) stated that the cofoelatoefficient computed from the
sample data measures the strength and directiatimméar relationship between two
variables. The symbol efwas used for the sample and population correlato@fficient.
The range of linear relationship using the correfatoefficient is -1 for a negative linear
relationship and +1 for a positive linear relatioips A value forr of or around 0 shows
a weak linear relationship between the two vargble

Next, two quartile tables were created to complaeebuildings’ percentageelow
basicand index scores on th& §rade Communication Arts MAP test. Buildingsliet
top 25% of student achievement had their survewarssanalyzed to identify which, if
any, Rtl characteristics were more prevalent. sAwias compiled of Rtl characteristics
utilized in the high performing middle schools seyed. By analyzing this data, the
researcher found what common elements were beipgmented in high performing
buildings.

Summary

This study was conducted in a quantitative matmeompare buildings’ levels of

Rt implementation to their academic achievemertetermined by the"8grade

Communication Arts MAP test. Buildings selectedtfee study had an8grade, and
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their district was a member of the SCEE in Southwissouri. The project determined
if there is a relationship between the levels dfiRplementation and academic
performance.

There are 42 public school districts that are mensibf the SCEE and comprise a
total of 50 buildings that have aff §rade. A survey was sent to building principals t
determine their level of Rtl implementation. Alilgling principals responding to the
survey had their MAP data collected for tfegsade Communication Arts test. A PPMC
was computed to determine the relationship betvikteimplementation and student
achievement among all buildings.

In the following chapter, a review of the methodplaoelated to the study was
presented. Survey results were tallied from aponding buildings to determine their
overall implementation score. Survey statemergaeses were further calculated based
on level of implementation relating to each Rtineémt. Once scores were finalized,
each responding building’s MAP data were colleeted analyzed. Percentagebefow
basicstudents and MAP index scores was collected aalyzed for each building. A
PPMC was conducted to determine the linear relahignbetween the level of
implementation and the buildings academic perfogean

Next, quartile tables were created to determinewbuildings were in the top
25% relating to student achievement. The buildingbe highest percentage had each of
their survey statements analyzed to determine wésskential components of Rtl were
most prevalent in their buildings. Once these coments were determined, a description

of how the elements are implemented in the buiklwgs discussed.
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Chapter Four: Analysis of Data
Review of Study

Due to recent Federal and State mandates, scheiottd are required to increase
student achievement at a historically high ratee@@wood et al., 2011). In order to
accomplish this daunting task, school administsatoe attempting to implement
effective programs that result in high levels afd&nt achievement. Rtlis one program
that many districts have implemented to assist tithgoal (Sanger, 2012).

Rtl's framework for success was founded by elemmgsighool principles and
guidelines. Due to the success of Rtl at the eteang level, middle school principals
have attempted to mimic this design (Sansosti.e2@l0). The success rate in middle
schools is not consistent due to the differencegyanlevel, greater academic deficits with
older students, and logistical issues in desigluding class scheduling (Burns, 2008).
Therefore, the purpose of this study was to deteemihat essential elements are being
implemented, in regard to Rtl, among high achievimddle schools. Additionally, the
relationship between Rtl implementation and studehievement was analyzed using
building responses and MAP data.

The results gathered through this study determinedelationship between the
level of Rtl implementation in a middle school loing and student achievement. This
study provided a blueprint for principals who aomsidering the implementation of Rtl
in their building and what elements are being imm@ated in effective building
programs. Additionally, principals had the oppaity to assess their own building’s

level of implementation through survey statements.
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The research questions that guided this study were:

RQ1. What is the relationship between the level oflangentation of Rtl in
middle school and student achievement as measyrétpercentage of students in the
below basicategory on the"8grade Communication Arts MAP Assessment?

RQ2. What is the relationship between the level of impdatation of Rtl in
middle school and student achievement as measyrébbindex scores on th& grade
Communication Arts MAP Assessment?

RQ3. Which Rtl characteristics are commonly implemdntehigh performing
middle schools?

Null Hypotheses

H1, There is no relationship between the level of imm@atation of Rtl in middle
school and student achievement as measured bgtbenpage of students in thelow
basiccategory on the"™8grade Communication Arts MAP Assessment.

H2, There is no relationship between the level of imm@atation of Rtl in middle
school and student achievement as measured bydbe scores on thé"grade
Communication Arts MAP Assessment.

Survey Process

To gather data related to implementation, a sumstyument was developed for
this study. The individuals recruited to take parthis survey were building principals
who had an eighth grade in their building and whais&icts were members of the SCEE
in Southwest Missouri. The survey administereth&building principals was

developed through SurveyMonkey.
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Building principals were selected to respond todimerey because of their
leadership role in the building. As a buildingdeg these individuals are expected to
have ownership of all programs in their building;luding Rtl. As the leader, their
knowledge of the Rtl components within their builgliprovided insight to the level of
implementation that exists.

The survey was developed to determine the levBitbimplementation in each
building. All building principals were recruitedrbugh a letter of introduction to
participate in the survey. The survey was devaldape manner conducive with
purposive sampling. The survey consisted of fagstjons and ten statements.

Information gathering questions: 1. What school district do you work for?

2. What building are you the principal of?

Following the information gathering quess, the principal was required to answer
two contingency questions. These questions gusgdrthe person responding to the
survey agreed to participate voluntarily and washhilding principal.

Contingency questions: 1.l agree to voluntarily participate in this study. |
am a building principal.

If the respondent did not answer yes to each rgeticy question, the survey
would stop. Once the information gathering andiiogency questions were successfully
answered, the respondent was presented with Hirstats related to the implementation
of Rtl in their building. These statements werealeped based on current literature
related to Rtl.

Building principals were provided a Likert respoissale to rate their building’s

implementation for each of the 10 statements. Likert response scale was developed
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with a 0-4 interval ranking. This scale allowed firincipal to effectively rate their

building’s level of implementation regarding Rtl.

Table 2.

Likert Scale Responses for Survey Statements

Response Score
Not Implemented 0
Researching Implementation 1
Beginning Implementation 2
Partial Implementation 3
Full Implementation 4

Note. Principals scored each implementation statemengubie Likert scale response score. Principals

determined what level of implementation categorieadh of the survey statement relating to Rtl.

The member districts of the SCEE consisted of &lilla school buildings that
contain an eighth grade class. The principal ohdauilding received the request to
complete the survey through an introductory emiaitially 18 principals responded to
the survey in this manner. Additional email redqsesd phone calls made to the
remaining 32 principals that resulted in a totaBbfprincipals responding to the survey.
Implementation Scores and Map Data

The maximum implementation score for a building thas fully implementing
Rtl would be 40. The minimum implementation scirea building not implementing
Rtl would be 0. Implementation scores ranged fdotm 40 showing a variance in the

level of Rtl implementation within buildings. Tlsample buildings were coded using a
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numerical number to assure confidentiality. Eaamposite implementation score was

placed into Table 3.

Table 3.

Implementation Scores from Responding Buildings

Building Score Building Score
School 1 40 School 2 38
School 3 15 School 4 6
School 5 13 School 6 13
School 7 15 School 8 13

School 9 11 School 10 34
School 11 31 School 12 13
School 13 19 School 14 33
School 15 31 School 16 37
School 17 29 School 18 27
School 19 20 School 20 4
School 21 17 School 22 32
School 23 29 School 24 39
School 25 32 School 26 37
School 27 40 School 28 28
School 29 14 School 30 40
School 31 40 School 32 32
School 33 19 School 34 8
School 35 37

Note. Thirty-five middle school building principals Bouthwest Missouri scored their buildings level of
implementation regarding Rtl. Implementation ssomere determined by a Likert response scale rgngin

from 0-4. Buildings implementation scores rangexfrf 4-40.
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After the implementation scores were totaled, MARadvere collected. The data
collected referred to the 2013 Communication Aft$38ade MAP test. Scores were
collected for each building relating to the pereget of students who scorbdlow basic
and the overall MAP index score. Data were coflédtom the MODESE website and

depicted in Tables 4 and 5.

Table 4.

Buildings’ Percent Below Basic

Building Score Building Score
School 1 3.5 School 2 3.2
School 3 4.5 School 4 0.0
School 5 51 School 6 3.2
School 7 4.7 School 8 7.4
School 9 12.0 School 10 10.5
School 11 8.3 School 12 6.7
School 13 3.8 School 14 2.9
School 15 3.9 School 16 2.3
School 17 0.0 School 18 4.5
School 19 6.5 School 20 3.4
School 21 0.0 School 22 3.8
School 23 2.2 School 24 4.8
School 25 15.0 School 26 5.0
School 27 0.0 School 28 5.4
School 29 3.3 School 30 7.1
School 31 0.0 School 32 5.3
School 33 0.0 School 34 5.9
School 35 0.0

Note.The 35 buildings whose principals completed thpl@mentation survey had their studeimtow
basicscores for the'8grade Communication Arts MAP test collected fréva MODESE website. All

buildings scores are displayed by the percentagtudents scoringelow basion this test.
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Table 5.

Buildings’ Map Index Scores

Building Score Building Score
School 1 367.44 School 2 360.39
School 3 413.64 School 4 353.85
School 5 320.48 School 6 358.33
School 7 388.37 School 8 341.18
School 9 313.00 School 10 336.84
School 11 352.78 School 12 377.78
School 13 361.54 School 14 338.24
School 15 352.63 School 16 355.49
School 17 383.78 School 18 345.45
School 19 351.61 School 20 369.83
School 21 346.15 School 22 363.39
School 23 382.61 School 24 306.15
School 25 360.61 School 26 355.00
School 27 386.20 School 28 341.07
School 29 385.25 School 30 314.29
School 31 376.47 School 32 368.42
School 33 425.00 School 34 347.06
School 35 402.44

Note. MAP index scores were collected for buildings afa@rincipals completed the implementation
survey. This score indicated the level of acadernlievement on thé"&rade Communication Arts MAP

test for each building.

Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficient
A PPMC (see Table 6) was completed to determitieeife was a statistical
relationship between the implementation score aademic achievement. The

implementation score was considered the independeiatble for this study because it
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was determined by the respondents’ rankings ofmRtlementation within buildings.
The MAP scores collected was the dependent vartsaause it was the result of

students’ scores on the state exam.

Table 6.

Formula for the Pearson Product Moment Correlatfooefficient

_ n(Zxy) - ()
VIn@x?) = CHAREYD - Gy

Note. The Pearson product moment correlation coefftdemmula was used in this study to determine

the relationship between academic achievementeusd of Rtl implementation.

The PPMC was conducted to determine the relatipnséiween th& andy
variables. The first correlation was completedétermine the relationship between
implementation score and academic achievementsasided as MAP index score or
percentag®elow basic The number for responding middle school buildimgs
represented by. The level of implementation score was determiodoe); x. This
number was determined by adding all 35 buildingslé@mentation scores. Negt,y
was found by adding all 35 buildingelow basigercentages or MAP index scores (see
Table 7). To find, xy each building’s implementation score was multigbly the
buildings academic achievement and then the totate added. To find x* each
implementation score was squared and then the caitegzores were added together.
Finally, to findY, y? the academic achievement totals were squarechantbtnposite

scores were added.
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Table 7.

Composite Data for PPMC Comparing Implementatioor8@nd Below Basic

Percentage
Implementation % Below Basic Yxy X y?
Score § x) )
886 154.2 142635 26876 1086.96

Note.Composite data were calculated to uses in the PRMGmMpare buildings implementation score and

students below basic percentage on the Map test.

Once the data were finalized, the PPMC was firsitated (see Table 8) to
measure the relationship between the implementatiore and the percentagelow

basic

Table 8.
PPMC Formula for Relationship Between Implementafcore and Percentage Below

Basic

35(3811.9) — (886)(154.2)
J[35(26876) — (886)2][35(1086.96) — (154.2)2]

r =

Note.The formula was completed to determine the relatigmbetween building’s implementation score

and the percentage of students scoring below lbasihe MAP test.



64

This calculation resulted mequaling - .068, which showed little to no linealationship
between implementation scores and percentage dérstsbelow basicAs Bluman
(2010) determined, “When there is no linear relaglop or only a weak relationship, the
value ofr will be close to 0” (p. 533). As a result, thdliypothesis was not rejected.
Next, the relationship between the level of impdatation and the MAP index
score was calculated (see Table 9). The PPMC agssrcalculated to determine the

relationship.

Table 9.

Composite Data for PPMC Comparing Implementatioar8@nd MAP Index Scores

Implementation ~ MAP Index Yxy X2 y?
Score § x) Score B y)
886 12602.76 11166045.36 26876 4562237.05

Note.The data were used to complete the PPMC determihangelationship between implementation

score and MAP index scores for each building tbatgeted the implementation survey.

This calculation resulted inequaling - .060, also showing little to no linealationship
between implementation scores and MAP index scofesrefore, the null hypothesis
was not rejected.
High Achieving Middle Schools

Two quatrtile tables were created to determine whigldings had the highest
MAP index scores and the lowest levebelow basiqercentage. The first quartile data

were used to examine thelow basigercentage. Buildings were placed in quadrants
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relating to their percentage bé&low basicscoring students (see Table 10). The table is

ranked highest to lowest in regard to students sdwwed in théelow basiacategory.

Table 10.

Quartile Table Ranked by Least Percentage of Stasderoring Below Basic

75-100% 50-74%
Building % Below Basic Building % Below Basic
School 4 0 School 16 2.3
School 17 0 School 14 2.9
School 21 0 School 2 3.2
School 27 0 School 6 3.2
School 31 0 School 29 3.3
School 33 0 School 20 3.4
School 35 0 School 1 3.5
School 25 1.5 School 13 3.8
School 23 2. School 22 3.8
26-49% 0-25%

Building % Below Basic Building % Below Basic
School 15 3.9 School 34 5.9
School 3 4.5 School 19 6.5
School 18 4.5 School 12 6.7
School 7 4.7 School 30 7.1
School 24 4.8 School 8 7.4
School 26 5.0 School 11 8.3
School 5 5.1 School 10 10.5
School 32 5.3 School 9 12.0
School 28 5.4

Note. A quartile table was constructed to determinecWwHiuildings that completed the implementation
survey had the lowest percentage of students srovithebelow basiccategory on the'8grade
Communication Arts test. The buildings that weréhie highest quartile had the least percentage of

students scoringelow basiaesulting in a higher level of academic achievetmen
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Each implementation statement was compiled and/ae@ifor the buildings in
the top quartiles regarding academic achievemBuildings that responded witiot or
researching implementatiomere described as being in the no student implesient
phase as students in those buildings had not et ieectly affected by the particular
characteristic of Rtl. Buildings that respondedbeginning, partial, or full
implementatiorwere described as being in the student implememntg@inase as students
had experienced effects directly related to thd@mentation of the Rtl characteristic.

The buildings in the highest quartile regardinglstut achievement as determined
by the least percentage lodlow basicscores had their survey responses collected and
analyzed first. The schools that were in the hsgjla@artile relating to percentage of

below basicscores were: 4, 17, 21, 27, 31, 33, 35, 25, and 23



67

The first implementation statement examined forithigdings in the highest
guartile related to students scoringjow basiaegarded the level at which data were
collected in regard to universal screening. Aftealyzing the response data, it was
determined that 88.89% of buildings were in thelstiu implementation phase (see
Figure 1). In contrast, 11.11% of the buildinggevm the no student implementation
phase. Additionally, 33.33% reported full implertegion while 11.11% responded as

not implementing.

Not Implemented
Researching Implementation

Beginning Implementation

Partial Implementation

Level of Implementation

Full Implemenation

Percentage

Figure 1.Implementation statement 1 results for buildingthim highest quartile as
determined by the least percentagbebw basicscoresData from student’s
assessments are collected as part of a universarsng process multiple times

throughout the year.
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68

development in regard to Rtl was provided. Aftealszing the response data, it was

determined that 55.56% of buildings were in theleti implementation phase (see

Figure 2). In contrast, 44.44% of the buildinggeve the no student implementation

phase. Additionally, 11.11% reported full implertegion while 33.33% responded as

not implementing.

c Not Implemented 33.33
.%
:,:: Researching Implementation 11.11
§
= Beginning Implementation 11.11
£
b
o Partial Implementation 33.33
g
3 :

Full Implemenation 11.11

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35
Percentage

Figure 2. Implementation statement 2 results for buildimgthe highest quartile as

determined by the least percentagb&bw basicscores: Professional development in

regard to Rtl is provided.
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Implementation statement 3 examined the level athvbrofessional
development was provided related to the spec#icdf student with whom the teacher
was working. After analyzing the response dataai$ determined that 55.56% of
buildings were in the student implementation phase Figure 3). In contrast, 44.44%
of the buildings were in the no student implemeataphase. Additionally, 11.11%

reported full implementation while 22.22% respondsdot implementing.

Not Implemented
Researching Implementation
Beginning Implementation

Partial Implementation

Level of Implementation

Full Implemenation

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35
Percentage

Figure 3.Implementation statement 3 results for buildingthim highest quartile as
determined by the least percentagbelbw basicscores: Professional development

specific to the tier of students with whom teacteesworking is provided.
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Implementation statement 4 examined the level athvbrofessional
development was provided related to differentiatestruction. After analyzing the
response data, it was determined that 66.67% tdibhgs were in the student
implementation phase (see Figure 4). In contB%83% of the buildings were in the no
student implementation phase. Additionally, 11.lr&gorted full implementation while

33.33% responded as not implementing.

c Not Implemented 33.33
.%
*s' Researching Implementation
§
= Beginning Implementation
£
-
o Partial Implementation 55.55
g
3 .
Full Implemenation 11.11
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Percentage

Figure 4. Implementation statement 4 results for buildingth highest quartile as
determined by the least percentagb&bw basicscores: Professional development

specifically related to differentiated instructisnprovided.
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Implementation statement 5 examined the level athlwthe progress of students
receiving tier 2 and tier 3 services was monitor@fter analyzing the response data, it
was determined that 66.67% of buildings were instiuiglent implementation phase (see
Figure 5). In contrast, 33.33% of the buildinggevim the no student implementation
phase. Additionally, 22.22% reported full implertegion while 33.33% responded as

not implementing.

Not Implemented
Researching Implementation
Beginning Implementation

Partial Implementation

Level of Implemenation

Full Implemenation

Percentage

Figure 5.Implementation statement results for buildingshi& highest quartile as
determined by the least percentagé&bw basicscores: The progress of students

receiving tier 2 and tier 3 services is monitored.
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Implementation statement 6 examined the level atlwstandardized
instructional interventions were available for tears to use with students. After
analyzing the response data, it was determinedth&% of buildings were in the
student implementation phase (see Figure 6). mtrast, 33.33% of the buildings were
in the no student implementation phase. AdditignaR.22% reported full

implementation while 33.33% responded as not impl&mg.

Not Implemented
Researching Implementation
Beginning Implementation

Partial Implementation

Level of Implementation

Full Implemenation

Percentage

Figure 6. Implementation statement 6 results for buildingth highest quartile as
determined by the least percentagb&bw basicscores: Standardized instructional

interventions are available for teachers to ush stiidents
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Implementation statement 7 examined the level athvpoals and expected
outcomes were clearly established and communicatexhg staff and students. After
analyzing the response data, it was determinedth&% of buildings were in the
student implementation phase (see Figure 7). mtrast, 33.33% of the buildings were
in the no student implementation phase. Additiynai3.33% reported full

implementation while 22.22% responded as not implgmg.

Not Implemented
Researching Implementation

Beginning Implementation

Partial Implementation

Level of Implemenation

Full Implemenation

Percentage

Figure 7. Implementation statement 7 results for buildimgthe highest quartile as
determined by the least percentagbebw basicscores: Goals and expected outcomes

are clearly established and communication amorifyasid students.
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Implementation statement 8 examined the level athwlidministrators responded
to participating in all steps of Rtl. After anailyg the response data, it was determined
that 55.56% of buildings were in the student impeatation phase (see Figure 8). In
contrast, 44.44% of the buildings were in the nmeht implementation phase.
Additionally, 22.22% reported full implementatiorhile 33.33% responded as not

implementing.

Not Implemented
Researching Implementation
Beginning Implementation

Partial Implementation

Level of Implemenation

Full Implemenation

Percentage

Figure 8. Implementation Statement 8: Administrators jpgotte in all steps of Rtl.
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Implementation statement 9 examined the level atlwRtl was a fixed
component of the building wide master scheduleterAdnalyzing the response data, it
was determined that 55.56% of buildings were indtinelent implementation phase (see
Figure 9). In contrast, 44.44% of the buildinggeve the no student implementation
phase. Additionally, 33.33% reported full implertegion while 22.22% responded as

not implementing.

Not Implemented
Researching Implementation
Beginning Implementation

Partial Implementation

Level of Implementation

Full Implemenation

Percentage

Figure 9. Implementation statement 9 results for buildimgthe highest quartile as
determined by the least percentagé&bw basicscores: Rtl time is a fixed component

of the building wide master schedule.
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Implementation statement 10 examined the levelhatlwRtl was implemented in
the building. After analyzing the response ddtejas determined that 66.67% of
buildings were in the student implementation plase Figure 10). In contrast, 33.33%
of the buildings were in the no student implemeataphase. Additionally, 44.44%

reported full implementation while 22.22% respondsdot implementing.

Not Implemented
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Figure 10. Implementation statement 10 results for buildimgshe highest quartile as
determined by the least percentagebefow basicscores: Rtl is implemented in my

building.

Figures 1-10 represented the nine buildings thdttha least percentage of
students scoring below basic on tffegBade Communication Arts MAP test. In 33-44%
of buildings there was no implementation relatio@ tof the 9 essential elements of Rtl.
Respondents reported that close to 66% where ingsleng Rtl at some level with

44.44% showing full implementation.
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The characteristics of successful schools that wetlee highest quartile of
schools relating to lowest percentage of studertsrggbelow basiandicated in Figures
3-7 and 9 that clearly established goals were highplemented. Additionally, using
standardized instructional intervention were alsmon in these buildings. These
buildings also monitored those students in tien@ & at a heightened level. A final
common characteristic was that professional devedoyt related to Rtl, with a special

focus on differentiated instruction, was highly iempented in these buildings.
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The second quartile table allowed the achievematat t be ranked by student
MAP Index Scores (see Table 11). This table rartkedchools in quadrants with

highest index scores being listed first. Subsegsentes followed in each quadrant.

Table 11.

Quartile Table Ranking Buildings with Highest MARIéx Scores

75-100% 50-74%
Building MAP Index Score Building MAP Index Score
School 33 425 School 31 376.47
School 3 413.64 School 20 369.83
School 35 402.44 School 32 368.42
School 7 388.37 School 1 367.44
School 27 386.2 School 22 363.39
School 29 385.25 School 13 361.54
School 17 383.78 School 25 360.61
School 23 382.61 School 2 360.39
School 12 377.78 School 6 358.33
26-49% 0-25%

Building MAP Index Score Building MAP Index Score
School 16 355.49 School 8 341.18
School 26 355 School 28 341.07
School 4 353.85 School 14 338.24
School 11 352.78 School 10 336.84
School 15 352.63 School 5 320.48
School 19 351.61 School 30 314.29
School 34 347.06 School 9 313
School 21 346.15 School 24 306.15
School 18 345.45

Note. The quartile table was constructed to deteriwhich buildings had the highest MAP index sesore
for the 8" grade Communication Arts MAP tests. Buildingshutiie highest MAP index scores were

determine to be the highest achieving buildings.
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The buildings in the highest quartile regardinglstut achievement as determined
by the MAP index score had their survey responetleated and analyzed. The
buildings in this category were schools: 33, 3,327, 29, 17, 23, and 12.

The first implementation statement examined thellavwhich data were
collected in regard to universal screening. Aftealyzing the response data, it was
determined that 88.89% of buildings were in thelstiu implementation phase (see
Figure 11). In contrast, 11.11% of the buildingsr&vin the no student implementation
phase. Additionally, 44.44% reported full implertegion while 11.11% responded as

not implementing.

Not Implemented
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Figure 11.Implementation statement 1 results for buildingthim highest quartile as
determined by MAP index scorPata from student’s assessments are collectedrasfpa

a universal screening process multiple times thmougthe year.
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Implementation statement 2 examined the level athlwprofessional
development in regard to Rtl was provided. Aftealszing the response data, it was
determined that 77.78% of buildings were in theleti implementation phase (see
Figure 12). In contrast, 22.22% of the buildings&vin the no student implementation
phase. Additionally, 11.11% reported full implertegion while 11.11% also responded

as not implementing.

c Not Implemented 11.11
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Figure 12. Implementation statement 2 results for buildimgthe highest quartile as

determined by MAP index score: Professional develemt in regard to Rtl is provided.
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Implementation statement 3 examined the level athlwprofessional
development was provided related to the spec#icdf student with whom the teacher
was working. After analyzing the response dataas determined that 55.56% of
buildings were in the student implementation plase Figure 13). In contrast, 44.44%
of the buildings were in the no student implemeataphase. Additionally, 11.11%

reported full implementation while 11.11% also @sped as not implementing.

Not Implemented
Researching Implementation
Beginning Implementation

Partial Implementation

Level of Implementation

Full Implemenation

Percentage

Figure 13.Implementation statement 3 results for buildingthm highest quartile as
determined by MAP index score: Professional dgwelent specific to the tier of

students with whom teachers are working is provided
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Implementation statement 4 examined the level athvbrofessional
development was provided related to differentiatstiuction. After analyzing the
response data, it was determined that 66.67% &dibhgs were in the student
implementation phase (see Figure 14). In contB383% of the buildings were in the
no student implementation phase. Additionally33%6 reported full implementation

while 22.22% responded as not implementing.

Not Implemented
Researching Implementation
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Level of Implementation
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Figure 14. Implementation statement 4 results for buildingthim highest quartile as
determined by MAP index score: Professional dgualent specifically related to

differentiated instruction is provided.
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Implementation statement 5 examined the level atlwthe progress of students
receiving tier 2 and tier 3 services was monitor@fter analyzing the response data, it
was determined that 66.67% of buildings were indtiuiglent implementation phase (see
Figure 15). In contrast, 33.33% of the building=r&vin the no student implementation
phase. Additionally, 22.22% reported full implertegion while 22.22% also responded

as not implementing.
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Figure 15.Implementation statement 5 results for buildingthim highest quartile as
determined by MAP index score: The progress afestits receiving tier 2 and tier 3

services is monitored.



84

Implementation statement 6 examined the level atlwtandardized
instructional interventions were available for feas to use with students. After
analyzing the response data, it was determinedcth&6% of buildings were in the
student implementation phase (see Figure 16)omtrast, 44.44% of the buildings were
in the no student implementation phase. Additiyna3.33% reported full

implementation while 22.22% responded as not impl&ing.
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Full Implemenation

Percentage

Figure 16. Implementation statement 6 results for buildingthim highest quartile as
determined by MAP index score: Standardized icstwnal interventions are available

for teachers to use with students
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Implementation statement 7 examined the levelrathvgoals and expected
outcomes were clearly established and communicatexhg staff and students. After
analyzing the response data, it was determined/th@B% of buildings were in the
student implementation phase (see Figure 17)omtrast, 22.22% of the buildings were
in the no student implementation phase. AdditignaR.22% reported full

implementation while 11.11% responded as not impl&ing.
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Figure 17. Implementation statement 7 results for buildimgthe highest quartile as
determined by MAP index score: Goals and expeatcomes are clearly established

and communication among staff and students.
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Implementation statement 8 examined the levelratiwvadministrators responded
to participating in all steps of Rtl. After anailyg the response data, it was determined
that 77.78% of buildings were in the student immeaiation phase (see Figure 18). In
contrast, 22.22% of the buildings were in the nmeht implementation phase.
Additionally, 33.33% reported full implementatiornife 11.11% responded as not

implementing.
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£ Researching Implementation 11.11
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;5) Partial Implementation 33.33
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- Full Implemenation 33.33
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Figure 18. Implementation statement 8 results for buildimgthe highest quartile as

determined by MAP index score: Administrators jogyate in all steps of Rtl.
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Implementation statement 9 examined the level atlwRtl was a fixed
component of the building wide master scheduleterAdnalyzing the response data, it
was determined that 55.56% of buildings were indtinelent implementation phase (see
Figure 19). In contrast, 44.44% of the buildings&vin the no student implementation
phase. Additionally, 33.33% reported full implertegion while 22.22% responded as

not implementing.

Not Implemented
Researching Implementation
Beginning Implementation

Partial Implementation

Level of Implementation

Full Implemenation

Percentage

Figure 19. Implementation statement 9 results for buildimgthe highest quartile as
determined by MAP index score: Rtl time is a fb@mponent of the building wide

master schedule.
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Implementation statement 10 examined the levelhath Rtl was implemented in
the building. After analyzing the response ddtejas determined that 77.78% of
buildings were in the student implementation plase Figure 20). In contrast, 22.22%
of the buildings were in the no student implemeataphase. Additionally, 22.22%

reported full implementation while 11.11% respondsdot implementing.
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Researching Implementation
Beginning Implementation
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Level of Implementation

Full Implemenation

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35

Percentage

Figure 20. Implementation statement 10 results for buildimgdhe highest quartile as

determined by MAP index score: Rtlis implementechy building.

Figures 11-20 represented the principal’s implesu@m scores of the buildings
with the highest academic achievement related td°NtAlex scores. In 22.22% of these
buildings, the principals reported full implemeidatof Rtl, with approximately 77%
showing some level of implementation overall. émrast, 11.11% of principals
reported their buildings were not implementing &ttl an equal amount reported they
were in the researching process.

Building principals in schools with the highest MARlex scores indicated that
active administration participation is consistemioag these buildings. Figures 1 and 5

indicated an emphasis relating to use a univecsakser multiple times throughout the
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year to track student growth in all tiers. Theveyrresults indicated that these buildings
provide an added emphasis on students in tiersl 3 as well.

Finally, the building’s academic achievement waalyzed to determine which
were within the highest quartiles for both percgataf students scoring below basic and
buildings with the highest MAP index scores. Thiesidings were determined to be 17,
27, 33, and 35. These buildings also had theitempntation responses analyzed to
determine common characteristics among the est&ttialements in Figures 31-40.

The first implementation statement examined tkiellat which data were
collected in regard to universal screening. Aftealyzing the response data, it was
determined that 75% of buildings were in the stad®plementation phase (see Figure
21). In contrast, 25% of the buildings were in tieestudent implementation phase.

Additionally, 0% reported both full implementatiand not implementing.

Not Implemented | 0
Researching Implementation | 0
Beginning Implementation 25

Partial Implementation 75

Level of Implementation

Full Implemenation | 0

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80
Percentage
Figure 21.Implementation statement 1 results for buildingthimi both highest achieving

guartiles:Data from student’s assessments are collectedrasfgmuniversal screening

process multiple times throughout the year.
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Implementation statement 2 examined the level athvbrofessional
development in regard to Rtl was provided. Aftealszing the response data, it was
determined that 50% of buildings were in the stad®plementation phase (see Figure
22). In contrast, 50% of the buildings were in tiwestudent implementation phase.
Additionally, 0% reported full implementation whit®% responded as not

implementing.
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Figure 22. Implementation statement 2 results for buildingthin both highest

achieving quartiles: Professional development gare to Rtl is provided.
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Implementation statement 3 examined the level athvbrofessional
development was provided related to the spec#icdf student with whom the teacher
was working. After analyzing the response dataai$ determined that 75% of buildings
were in the student implementation phase (see &ig8). In contrast, 25% of the
buildings were in the no student implementationsghaAdditionally, 0% reported full

implementation while 25% responded as not implemgnt
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Figure 23.Implementation statement 3 results for buildingthimi both highest achieving
guartiles: Professional development specific tottér of students with whom teachers

are working is provided.
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Implementation statement 4 examined the level attwprofessional
development was provided related to differentiatstruction. After analyzing the
response data, it was determined that 75% of mgklivere in the student
implementation phase (see Figure 24). In cont2&sty of the buildings were in the no
student implementation phase. Additionally, 0%orégd full implementation while 25%
responded as not implementing.

Not Implemented H 25

Researching Implementation | 0

Beginning Implementation | 0

Partial Implementation | — 75

Level of Implementation

Full Implemenation | 0
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Percentage

Figure 24. Implementation statement 4 results for buildingghimi both highest
achieving quartiles: Professional developmentifipally related to differentiated

instruction is provided.
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Implementation statement 5 examined the level atiwthe progress of students
receiving tier 2 and tier 3 services was monitordfter analyzing the response data, it
was determined that 75% of buildings were in thelsht implementation phase (see
Figure 25). In contrast, 25% of the buildings weréhe no student implementation
phase. Additionally, 0% reported full implementatiwhile 25% responded as not
implementing.

Not Implemented H 25

Researching Implementation | 0

Beginning Implementation | 0

Partial Implementation | — 75

Level of Implementation
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Figure 25.Implementation statement 5 results for buildingthimi both highest achieving

quartiles: The progress of students receiving2iand tier 3 services is monitored.
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Implementation statement 6 examined the level atlwstandardized
instructional interventions were available for tears to use with students. After
analyzing the response data, it was determinedl®G&o of buildings were in the student
implementation phase (see Figure 26). In cont@&stpf the buildings were in the no
student implementation phase. Additionally, 25%oréed full implementation while 0%

responded as not implementing.
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Figure 26. Implementation statement 6 results for buildingthimi both highest
achieving quartiles: Standardized instructiongniventions are available for teachers to

use with students
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Implementation statement 7 examined the levelnthvgoals and expected
outcomes were clearly established and communicatexhg staff and students. After
analyzing the response data, it was determinedl®G&o of buildings were in the student
implementation phase (see Figure 27). In cont@&stpf the buildings were in the no
student implementation phase. Additionally, 25%oréed full implementation while 0%

responded as not implementing.
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Figure 27. Implementation statement 7 results for buildingthin both highest
achieving quartiles: Goals and expected outcomesslaarly established and

communicated among staff and students.
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Implementation statement 8 examined the levelrathvadministrators responded
to participating in all steps of Rtl. After anailyg the response data, it was determined
that 75% of buildings were in the student impleragoh phase (see Figure 28). In
contrast, 25% of the buildings were in the no stiid@plementation phase.

Additionally, 0% reported full implementation whik5% responded as not
implementing.

Not Implemented H 25

Researching Implementation | 0

Beginning Implementation | 0

Partial Implementation [ —— 75

Level of Implementation
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Figure 28. Implementation statement 8 results for buildingthin both highest

achieving quartiles: Administrators participatealhsteps of Rtl.
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Implementation statement 9 examined the level atlwRtl was a fixed
component of the building wide master scheduleterAdnalyzing the response data, it
was determined that 50% of buildings were in thelsht implementation phase (see
Figure 29). In contrast, 50% of the buildings weréhe no student implementation
phase. Additionally, 50% reported full implemergatwhile 50% responded as not
implementing.
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Figure 29. Implementation statement 9 results for buildingthin both highest

achieving quartiles: Rtl time is a fixed componefithe building wide master schedule.
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Implementation statement 10 examined the levelhath Rtl was implemented in
the building. After analyzing the response ddtaas determined that 75% of buildings
were in the student implementation phase (see &igd). In contrast, 25% of the
buildings were in the no student implementationsghaAdditionally, 50% reported full

implementation while 25% responded as not implemgnt
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Figure 30. Implementation statement 10 results for buildiwghin both highest

achieving quartiles: Rtl is implemented in my ding.

According to the results reported in Figures 21tB8,majority of the buildings
were in the partial implementation level relatedhie majority of RtlI's essential
components. Fifty percent of principals believiegiit buildings were in full
implementation related to Rtl, and 25% reportediglamplementation. The majority of
principals did not respond to full implementation of the 9 implementation statements.

Discussed next is the implementation or non-imgletation phase related to each
of the survey statements (see Tables 12 and ¥8pard to the buildings in the two

highest quartiles, as well as the buildings thatawe both quartiles.
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Table 12.

Implementation Phase Percentage by Category

Survey Statement Top Quartile Top Quartile Highest Achieving
Regarding % Below Regarding MAP Buildings
Basic Index Score

1 88.89 88.89 75

2 55.56 77.78 50

3 55.56 55.56 75

4 66.67 66.67 75

5 66.67 66.67 75

6 66.67 55.56 100

7 66.67 77.78 100

8 55.56 77.78 75

9 55.56 55.56 50

10 66.67 77.78 50

Note.The implementation phase percentages were comipitdliildings in the top
quartile regarding percentage of students scorigvbbasic on the"8grade
Communication Arts MAP test, as well as the buiddirn the top quartile relating to
MAP index scores. The four buildings that weré¢hi@ highest quartiles also had their

implementation phase percentages compiled.
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Table 13

Non-Implementation Phase Percentage by Category

Survey Statement Top Quartile Top Quartile Highest Achieving
Regarding % Below Regarding MAP Buildings
Basic Index Score
1 11.11 11.11 25
2 44.44 22.22 50
3 44.44 44.44 25
4 33.33 33.33 25
5 33.33 33.33 25
6 33.33 44.44 0
7 33.33 22.22 0
8 44.44 22.22 25
9 44.44 44.44 50
10 33.33 22.22 50

Note. The non-implementation phase percentages were taarfpr buildings in the top
quartile regarding percentage of students scdsélgw basion the & grade
Communication Arts MAP test as well as the buildimgthe top quartile relating to
MAP index scores. The four buildings that wer¢hi@ highest quartiles also had their

non-implementation phase percentages compiled.

Buildings that were in both quartiles have a highgslementation phase relating
to the majority of survey statements. In 7 of il@estatements, this group had an
implementation phase of 75-100%. The group irhigbest quartile related tmelow
basicpercentage had 1statetment with an implementatiase of 75-100%.
Additionally, the group with the highest quartiedated to MAP index score had 5 of the

10 statements with an implementation phase of T840
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Summary

A survey was distributed to the 50 middle schedi®se districts are members of
the SCEE. Of the 50 buildings, 35 building priradgoresponded to the survey. The
survey instrument determined the level of Rtl impémtation within each building. The
survey consisted of 14 statements, of which 1Gedldirectly to Rtl implementation
levels. All statements were developed from curresearch relating to the essential
components of Rtl.

Each implementation response was examined tordeterthe level of
implementation by building. Once implementationres were obtained, MAP data were
collected relating to each building’'s student acemment level. MAP data consisted of
the percentage of students testiredow basiand MAP index scores related to e 8
grade Communication Arts MAP test.

A PPMC was conducted to determine the relationsbtpreen Rtl
implementation and student achievement. A coilicglavas completed comparing the
percentage of studeritelow basiand MAP index score against building
implementation score. For both correlations littleno linear relationship was found.
This resulted in the null hypothesis being rejected

Following the PPMC calculation, quartile tablesevereated to determine which
buildings had the highest level of academic achiemt on the 8 grade Communication
Arts MAP test. Responses were analyzed relatirmutiolings in the highest achieving
schools in regard to percentage of students scbelay basiand MAP index scores.
Four buildings were found to score in the top glearelating to both categories. These

buildings were categorized as high achieving migdleools. The essential components
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of Rtl found within these buildings included unigal screening, professional
development relating to differentiated instructaord tiered interventions, establishing
clear goals, progress monitoring, the use of stalkzd instructional interventions, and
administrator participation.

An analysis of the major elements and findingateal to the study were reviewed
and examined in Chapter Five. Based on the rdsemestions of the study, conclusions
were made relating to the overall study. Recomragons for future research were

discussed to conclude the study.
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Chapter Five: Summary and Conclusions

Rtl is not a new resource for educators. Thisgtewas popularized within the
IDEA of 2004 (United States Department of EducatRe07). Rtl's intention is to
provide an alternative method of qualifying studenho require special education
services beyond the discrepancy model (Brozo, 208®)nificant gains have been
proven in the elementary setting relating to thegsimod. However, the implications at the
middle school level have disputed results (Sansbst., 2010).

The purpose of this study was to determine whegrggal elements are found in
high performing middle schools. Additionally, tlsgidy determined the relationship
between Rtl implementation and academic achievem&mstummary of the study
including findings were discussed within this cleptConclusions to the study as well
as the results to the research questions wereneeseThis chapter concluded with
implications relating to practice and recommendwifor future research.

Purpose Summary

The purpose of this study was to determine thengéiséeomponents of Rtl that
are implemented in high performing middle scho@gcondly, the relationship between
levels of Rtl implementation in the middle schoeitsig and academic achievement was
determined. Middle schools chosen for this stuelpiged to districts that were
members of the SCEE in Southwest Missouri and haglghth grade in their building.
There were a total of 50 middle schools that meseicriteria.

First, a survey was sent to all 50 middle schowlgypals inviting them to
participate in the study. A total of 35 middle sohprincipals responded to the survey.

All survey results were analyzed to determine thikding’s level of implementation in



104

regard to Rtl. Next, each of the 35 building8’ggade Communication Arts MAP scores
was collected. A PPMC was calculated among thiedsigachieving buildings to
determine the relationship between the level ofiem@ntation and academic
achievement. The scores were analyzed regardifdjrigs with the lowest number of
students testingelow basiand highest MAP index scores. The buildings Wexie in

the highest achieving quartile for both categowese determined and their
implementation responses were analyzed.

Findings

A survey was created to gather data related to leaibding’s implementation of
Rtl. Building principals were selected based airtHistricts membership in the SCEE
and having an eighth grade in their building. Blase the answers to the contingency
guestions, all participants in the study were bngdrincipals and agreed to participate
voluntarily.

Response selections were developed using a lrkgpbnse scale. The response
selections were designed to determine if the ugladvas implementing each item at full
implementation, partial implementation, beginningplementation, researching
implementation, or not implementing. Principalsonrated their buildings in the full,
partial, or beginning stages were described agjbrithe implementation phase of Rtl.
Principals who rated their answers as researchimgtimplementing were described as
being in the non-implementation phase of Rtl. raltof 10 statements were responded
to by the building principals to determine the leeimplementation.

Significant findings related to the comprehensioection of all 35 buildings

follows. One finding was that 85.72% of schoollextt assessment data as an important
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tool in the Rtl process. Also, these results iegblihat universal screening is a necessary
component in the implementation process of Rtl withese buildings. The results
aligned with recommendation of Gersten et al. (2@A8t students are screened to
identify those at risk for potential struggles e tclassroom.

The results likewise revealed the importance ofgasional development related
to Rtl that was provided to staff. Approximatel§¥8 of schools provided professional
development for their teachers once the implemiemtatf Rtl began. Effective
professional development can lead to “a shift cukfrom what educators cannot do to
help students to what educators can do” (Burnsg20012). The buildings’ results
indicated that professional development relatinigaRtl differentiated instructions was
implemented more strongly than in tiered interveméi  This result may be evidence that
buildings have not transitioned into tiers 2 andl#n these trainings would be
necessary.

Progress monitoring of students receiving tien@ aer 3 services was common
among middle school buildings. Over 70% of buiggirmonitored the progress of
students receiving tier 2 and tier 3 services. hillithese buildings, 37.14% were fully
implementing while 28.57% of these middle schoadéseanot implementing this
component. These findings were consistent withrésearch completed by Dorn and
Schubert (2008). In their research, Dorn and Seti(B008) believed that Rtl is a
process in which progress monitoring is neededeatify and monitor student’s growth.

Clearly established goals and outcomes being caruated to staff and students
was the highest implemented Rtl characteristic ajriba buildings. Results indicated

that 85.71% of buildings were implementing this &dment, with 37.41% responding to
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the level of full implementation. In comparisohistelement had the lowest percentage
of principals responding that their building wag moplementing at a rate of 5.71%

The data relating to administrator’s role regarditgwere inconsistent. There
were 82.85% of principals responding their rol@aasdministrator led them to
participate in all steps of Rtl. However, only @®&% of these buildings represented a
fixed component of the building wide master schedalsupport Rtl. This information
implied that while administrators feel they aretjggpating in Rtl, the schedule for Rtl to
work in their building is not being implementedaat equal level.

The following research questions guided the samyinformed the hypotheses.

RQ1. What is the relationship between the level oflangentation of Rtl in
middle school and student achievement as measyrétpercentage of students in the
below basicategory on the"8grade Communication Arts MAP Assessment?

H1, There is no relationship between the level of imm@atation of Rtl in middle
school and student achievement as measured bgtbenpage of students in thelow
basiccategory on the"™8grade Communication Arts MAP Assessment.

The PPMC was conducted to determine the relatipristiween level of
implementation and students testing inbleéow basiccategory on the"8grade
Communication Arts MAP test. A result of -.068 waand as the relationship between
these two variables. Little to no linear relatioipswas illustrated between the level of
implementation and students scorlmgow basic This resulted in the null hypothesis not

being rejected.
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RQ2. What is the relationship between the level of impdatation of Rtl in
middle school and student achievement as measyrébbindex scores on th& grade
Communication Arts MAP Assessment?

H2, There is no relationship between the level of im@atation of Rtl in middle
school and student achievement as measured bydbe scores on thé"grade
Communication Arts MAP Assessment.

The PPMC was also conducted to determine the oakttip between levels of
implementation and MAP index scores. This calcohatesulted in a -.060 also showing
little to no linear relationship. This also regdltin the null hypothesis not being rejected.

Implementation responses for high achieving middlgool as determined by a
low percentage of students testlmgow basicas well as having high MAP index scores
were analyzed. In 100% of buildings the use afletil assessment data as part of
universal screening process more than once a yembeing implemented. There were
zero buildings either not implementing or researghmplementation regarding this
component. The universal screening process issgnéal component to the
implementation of Rtl within the building. The higate of implementation among
buildings supported the importance of this compomethnin the process.

Professional development relating to Rtl was be@irayided in 50% of buildings
that had the highest student achievement. There 28 of these middle schools
whose results described partial implementation26% were beginning implementation,
with 50% not implementing. This category was sgtibwing no significant use of Rtl
related professional development among all builslingowever, 75% of these buildings

were providing professional development specifithtier of students with whom
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teachers were working, as well as professionalldpweent related to differentiated
instruction. The validity within the survey resulwere supported by the correlating
numbers among buildings responses. Professionalajanent relating to differentiated
instruction and for teachers in relation to spedikrs proved to be essential to the
buildings implementation of Rtl.

Progress monitoring for students in tier 2 anda3 weported at a level of 75%
partial implementation. Only 25% of principals ogfed that progress monitoring was
not being implemented in their buildings. The hpgrcentage of buildings
implementing Rtl implied that progress monitoringsaanother essential element to Rtl
implementation.

Standardized instructional interventions were g@mnplemented in 100% of
buildings. Whereas 25% of buildings were implermenat the full and beginning
implementation level, 50% were partially implemeagti A 100% implementation rate
indicated that standardized instructional interigarg are an essential Rtl element that is
being implemented in high performing middle schools

There was also a 100% implementation rate regarearly established goals
and outcomes being communicated to staff and stead&ihile only 25% of buildings
were reported to be at full implementation, 75%enierpartial implementation. These
results signified that communicating clearly estti#d goals and outcomes to staff and
students is another Rtl component implementedgh performing middle schools.

Partial implementation occurred in 75% of buildnmggarding the administrator

participating in all steps of Rtl. The remainingf2 of buildings’ implementations scores
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ranked them at a not implemented level. This tabustrated that the administrator’'s
role in Rtl is an important component relatingrtgplementation within these buildings.

Regarding Rtl being a fixed component in the boddvide master schedule,
there was an even distribution. Fully implemeneggponses accounted for 50%, while
not implemented accounted for the remaining 50%e [iterature guided the researcher
to determine that scheduling was one of the mdBtult aspects of incorporating Rtl in
a middle school. The results strongly supportedréisearch in regard to scheduling
since this was not among the highest Rtl componrsitygy implemented.

The final statement asked the principals if Rtl Wwasg implemented in their
building. In 75% of buildings, there was some fayfiRtl implementation at some level.
Among these buildings, 50% represented full impletaton, and 25% represented
partial implementation. Buildings that were noplementing constituted 25%. The
results of this implementation statement correspdnadith previous responses related to
level of implementation among Rtl’'s essential comgris. The majority of buildings
are implementing some form of Rtl (75%); however do the lower percentage of
responses regarding Rtl professional developmeahtdilding wide Rtl schedule, all
essential elements of Rtl were not being implentemteall buildings’ Rtl programs.

RQ3. Which Rtl characteristics are commonly implementekigh performing
middle schools?

The results of the highest achieving buildings pted which essential elements
regarding Rtl were being implemented. First, thas&lings provided high levels of
professional development related to differentiatestiuction, as well as progression

through the tiers of Rtl. Secondly, these prograat established clear goals and
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outcomes relating to Rtl implementation. The rethponent related to the collection of
student assessment data and universal screensgps#ment data were compiled and
analyzed multiple times throughout the year by gisiata from a universal screening
process. Standardized instructional materials weseided to teachers to use with their
students within the building related to the diffgr&tl tiers. Also, the principal’s role in
all steps of Rtl within the majority of these buiigs was significant. The final essential
component of Rtl implemented by the high performogdings was progress
monitoring. Progress monitoring was completedugloeach tier of Rtl at a significant
rate in these buildings.

There were only two essential Rtl characteristied tvere not consistently
implemented among the highest achieving middle gishaorhe first concerned the
professional development as related to Rtl. Algfomany of the essential components
were implemented, the importance of professionaéldgpment related directly to Rtl
was inconsistent. Also, a building wide Rtl schleduas not a highly implemented
component. This result aligned directly with thierhture; one of the largest challenges
with Rtl at the middle school level is the estdiient of a building wide schedule.
Conclusions

Four middle school buildings were determined taHsehighest achieving
because they were in the highest quartiles regg@ncentage of students in thelow
basiccategory and MAP index scores. The top perfornbimddings’ survey results
indicated that 75% of buildings were implementioghe level of Rtl. Among the 75%,

half were implementing Rtl at full implementationda25% were implementing Rtl at
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partial implementation. This finding is contraoythe PPMC results showing there was
little or no relationship between the level of imyplentation and academic achievement.

Principals of these buildings conveyed througlir thervey results that the full
implementation of all Rtl components corresponaeldigh student achievement. There
were essential components of Rtl found within eafctne high achieving building. In
order to determine which essential components Weireg implemented, the researcher
explored what responses resulted in at least aifg¥ementation level. The essential
components of Rtl being implemented in these bagdiincluded: universal screening,
professional development relating to differentiatestruction and tiered interventions,
establishing clear goals, progress monitoringude of standardized instructional
interventions, and administrator participation.e®ssential elements that did not have a
significant level of implementation in these builgs were professional development
related directly to Rtl and a building wide Rtl sdule.

In regard to Rtl implementation being a necessargponent for student
achievement, inconsistencies were found among ingsgdhat are the highest achieving.
Little to no relationship was expressed betweerlempntation and achievement using
the PPMC. This resulted in a lack of evidence tahimplementation of Rtl correlates
to student achievement at the middle school lek#gwever, many of the essential
components of Rtl were implemented in the highebktewing buildings.

Implications for Practice

Current researchers explain that essential compeéiiRtl can have an effective

relation to raising student achievement at the efgary level (Burns, 2008; Lose, 2008).

Unfortunately, the research, including this stuglypport that in the middle school level
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the effectiveness weakens compared to the elenydetael. One reason for this may be
the greater gaps in achievement middle school stadeve obtained by this age.

Middle schools are often eager to jump into thegpam when they become aware
of the success it may have had at the elementegy (&llington, 2011). If the leaders of
a middle school building chose to implement Rtéytimust be aware of the struggles
related to imitating the essential elements foune effective at the elementary level.

In order to overcome this, professional developneatstrong recommendation. Staff
must be trained on the design of Rtl, as well ag twoeffectively implement Rtl.
Buildings must avoid implementing Rtl first, thesatning how to master it later.

Professional development relating to Rtl shouldoog-term. This must consist
of more than a one day workshop before implememtatirhe components of Rtl are
very extensive, and in order to effectively implemthe components, educators must be
effectively trained. In addition to professionavelopment, these educators must be
provided adequate resources, including time. Tluell@ school schedule is often the
most difficult aspect of implementing Rtl.

Recommendations for Future Research

This study could be enhanced in a number of spegdys. First, instead of
analyzing studentdielow basigercentages on the MAP test, students who testeti
basiccategory could be analyzed. Students inbglew basicategory often are students
who are considered to be tier 3 students refeoeghécial services. Students who are
testing in the basic category are more commonligesits receiving tier 2 services. These

students tend to have academic struggles and esgdditional services in order to show
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growth. By measuring the students in bi@siccategory, a more accurate view of Rtl's
effectiveness regarding student growth could besoneal.

Relating to students in thmsiccategory, a multi-year study could also be
conducted. The goal of intervention with studesit® increase their academic ability,
resulting in a proficiency score on the MAP teBecause proficiency is the goal of the
state and federal mandates, future studies cowadhigre the implementation of Rtl and
how it influences the number of students who mewefthebasiccategory to the
proficiencycategory. By conducting this over the coursenaf years, the study could
explore first the students who scored inblasiccategory. These students, who are
being provided Rtl, could then have their assesssmres analyzed the following
year(s) to determine if the intervention was susftésn relation to growth.

Another consideration for future research is deieing the effects of Rtl based
on school size. School districts and buildingsehatremendous variance in student
population throughout the state of Missouri, aslaglthe nation. A closer exploration of
the effectiveness of Rtl in relation to school simuld provide greater resources for
schools to explore. By analyzing schools withaikirig into account student population,
the researcher is limited in finding what elemesft®tl may be more effective in a larger
or smaller school.

A final recommendation for future research wouddtive comparison of student
achievement within a district’s elementary schaalspared to its middle schools.
Research shows that elementary school Rtl hashehsyccess rate than middle school
Rtl. By examining the results of student growtlha elementary level compared to the

middle school level, researchers could determinemwtomponents of Rtl are more or
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less effective at the middle school. Once thosepmments were identified, middle
schools would be able to alter their existing aieptial Rtl program.
Summary

RtI's effect at the middle school level has notyano as effective as at the
elementary level. Challenges relating to middleosds include schedule design,
curriculum requirements, and larger discrepancidsarning ability. Before the IDEA
2004, a discrepancy model was required to deterrhanehild needed special services.
Students who qualified had their needs met in aunreg room with specialized
instructors. With the implementation of the IDEBM, an Rtl model was introduced as
an alternative method to qualify students for splemilucation placement.

The design of Rtl was intended to incorporate wrgations throughout the child’s
academic experience. These interventions werguoesito assist the child with deficient
skill sets in order to increase academic achievéiaet avoid special education
placement. This model was also used as an aliegregiproach when qualifying
students for special education. By intervenindi&areducators could assist students
with their shortcomings, without having to wait fdiscrepancy to be found in their
ability level.

The essential components described throughoutesearch relating to Rtl were
universal screening, professional development ceggtiered
instruction/differentiation/Rtl, standardized ingttional interventions, progress
monitoring, clearly established goals and outcoraed,administrator participation.
Included in these components is differentiatedricsion within the general classroom.

The belief with differentiated instruction was timait all learners learn at the same pace
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or in the same way. By differentiating the instroe in the general classroom, students
will have a higher rate of success and a loweraaspecial education referral.

Within the IDEA 2004, Rtl is described as a threered approach to
intervention. The first tier of intervention ingarates research-based instruction in the
classroom. Additionally, differentiated instrugtics provided to all students in the
general classroom. To support differentiated utsion, instructors are provided
professional development on how to meet multi-ldeainers. The second tier of Rtl
focuses on specific skill sets among small groupsidents who have similar weaknesses
are provided intense interventions with a specditdi®vercome their struggles. The final
tier is related to special education for studertte Wwave not found success in tier 1 or 2.

A quantitative study was conducted to examinadhegionship between middle
school buildings’ level of Rtl implementation anddent achievement. Student
achievement was determined By @ade Communication Arts MAP scores. Buildings
selected to take part in the study were part dfidis that were members of the
Southwest Center for Educational Excellence in Boast Missouri.

Within the 42 public school districts that are memsbof the SCEE, there are 50
middle schools. Each of the 50 middle school ppias were sent a survey. The survey
consisted of four questions and 10 implementatiatesents, which related directly to
implementation levels. All implementation statetsenere developed based on current
research. Of the 50 principals, 35 respondeddatinvey. The survey instrument
determined the level of Rtl implementation withach building. Additionally, the

percentage of students who scobetbw basion the & grade Communication Arts
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MAP test and the buildings’ MAP index scores weartected for each of the 35
buildings.

A PPMC was conducted to determine the relationsbtpreen Rtl
implementation level and student achievement. HIBBIC results supported little to no
linear relationship between Rtl implementation ahdlent achievement. These results
allowed the researcher to determine that the lefvBkl implementation, therefore, has
little to no relationship with student achievemantl a null hypothesis not being rejected.

Quartile tables were constructed to determine whigldings had the highest
level of academic achievement in relation to petagebelow basiand MAP index
score. Four buildings were determined to be tigadst performing of the 35 responding.
These buildings had each of their survey answeal/aed to determine which essential
components of Rtl were being implemented.

Within these four buildings that were categorizedighest achieving, the
essential components of Rtl found to be implememnteldded: universal screening,
professional development relating to differentiatestruction and tiered interventions,
establishing clear goals, progress monitoringuge of standardized instructional
interventions, and administrator participation.sé&gial elements of Rtl that were not
prevalent among these buildings included profesgidavelopment related directly to

Rtl and a building wide Rtl schedule.
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Appendix A

Survey Rating Implementation of Rtl

. For what school district do you work?

Of what building are you principal of?
| agree to voluntarily participate in this study.
| am a building principal.

Data from student assessments are collected asfpartniversal screening process
multiple times throughout the year.

Professional development in regard to Rtl is predid

Professional development specific to the tier nflshts with whom teachers are
working is provided.

Professional development specifically related ttedentiated instruction is provided.

The progress of students receiving tier 2 and3tigervices is monitored.

10. Standardized instructional interventions are awéldor teachers to use with

students.

11.Goals and expected outcomes are clearly establetddommunicated among staff

and students.

12. Administrators participate in all steps of Rtl.

13.Rtl time is a fixed component of the building wisaster schedule.

14.Rtl is implemented in my building.



Appendix B
Likert Scale Responses for Survey
0 — Not Implemented
1 — Researching Implementation
2 — Beginning Implementation
3 — Partial Implementation

4 — Full Implementation

118



119

Appendix C

Disposition Letter from IRB Committee

LINDENW@D

LINDENWOOD UNIVERSITY ST.CHARLES, MISSOURI

DATE: August 30, 2013

TO: Mark Fitch

FROM: Lindenwood University Institutional Review &l
STUDY TITLE: [489617-1] RTI Characteristics Commgtinplemented in

High PerformingMiddle Schools
IRB REFERENCE #:
SUBMISSION TYPE: New Project

ACTION: APPROVED
APPROVAL DATE: August 30, 2013
EXPIRATION DATE: August 30, 2014
REVIEW TYPE: Expedited Review

Thank you for your submission of New Project matsrfor this research project.
Lindenwood Universitynstitutional Review Board has APPROVED your sulsios.
This approval is based on an appropriggk/benefit ratio and a study design wherein
the risks have been minimized. All research mustdmelucted in accordance with this
approved submission.

This submission has received Expedited Review basdle applicable federal
regulation.

Please remember that informed consent is a préeggsning with a description of
the study and insurance of participant understanftitowed by a signed consent
form. Informed consent musontinue throughout the study via a dialogue betwee
the researcher and research participant. Fegsgalations require each participant
receive a copy of the signed consent document.

Please note that any revision to previously appfowaterials must be approved by this
office prior toinitiation. Please use the appropriate revisiomffor this procedure.

All SERIOUS and UNEXPECTED adverse events mustpented to this office. Please
use theappropriate adverse event forms for this proceddlté=DA and sponsor
reporting requirements should also be followed.
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All NON-COMPLIANCE issues or COMPLAINTS regardingi$ project must be
reported promptly to thiRB.

This project has been determined to be a MinimskRroject. Based on the risks, this
project requires continuing review by this comnatte an annual basis. Please use the
completion/amendment form ftis procedure. Your documentation for continuing
review must be received with sufficient time fovieav and continued approval before
the expiration date of August 30, 2014.

Please note that all research records must baeet&r a minimum of three years.

If you have any questions, please contact TamekanyaMoore at (618) 616-7027
or tmoore@lindenwood.edu. Please include your stitidyand reference number in
all correspondence with this office.

If you have any questions, please send theliRBg@lindenwood.eduPlease
include your project titleand reference number in all correspondence with thi
committee.

This letter has been electronically signed in adance with all applicable regulations,
and a copy is retained within Lindenwood Universitstitutional Review Board's
records.
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Appendix D

Cover Letter for Survey

June 15, 2013
Building Principal

My name is Mark Fitch, and | am a student at Lindeod University working on my
Educational Doctorate. For my final project, | aramining which RTI characteristics
are commonly implemented in middle schools. Itle@sn determined that your school
district is a member of the Southwest Center fandational Excellence. As the
principal of your school, | am inviting you to parpate in this research study by
completing the linked survey. To complete the gtplgéase select the level of
implementation that you feel best describes yoiuldimg in regard to each statement.

The following questionnaire will require approxirabt5 minutes to complete. There is
no compensation for responding or is there any knosgk. In order to ensure that all
information will remain confidential, please do matlude your name. Copies of the
project will be provided to my Lindenwood Univessihstructor and to my dissertation
committee. If you choose to participate in thisjpcg please answer all questions as
honestly as possible.

Participation is strictly voluntary and you mayusé to participate at any time. Thank
you for taking the time to assist me in my doct@uaisuit. The data collected will
provide useful information regarding the key fasttor middle schools implementing
RTI. Completion of the survey will indicate youilimgness to participate in this study.
If you require additional information or have quess, please contact me at the number
listed below. If you are not satisfied with thermar in which this study is being
conducted, you may report (anonymously if you ssosie) any complaints to
Lindenwood University.

Sincerely,
Mark Fitch

Dissertation Chair - Trey Moeller
tmoeller@wcr7.org
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