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The recent reauthorization and regulations of the
Individuals With Disabilities Education Improvement Act (IDEA 2004) encourage the use of schoolwide interventions including response to intervention (RTI; Bradley, Danielson, & Doolittle, 2007).
RTI refers to a multi tiered system ihat addresses
the academic needs of all students by using evidence-based instructional practice, progress monitoring, and data-informed instructional problem
solving (Fuchs & Fuchs, 2006; Rinaldi & Samson,
2008), A tiered system is an educational model that
delineates three or more levels of instructional
interventions based on gaps in student skills. A tier
is a level in an RTI system thai includes interventions and supports for a clearly defined group of
students. RT! is highly encouraged as it ensures
high-quality instruclion and universal screening of
all children, addresses the needs of struggling
learners by providing interventions at increasing
levels of intensity, and significantly decreases the
number of inappropriate referrals to special education (Vaughn & Ortiz, 2008), As a result, a significant number of public schools in the United States
are in the planning and implementation stages of
this initiative.
In this article, we present a collaborative planning framework for educators implementing RTI.
The framework addresses how educators can use
universal screening and progress tiionitoring data
to plan for instruction al all tiers as well as evaluate the responsiveness of interventions provided at
the Tier 2 and Tier 3 levels within the RTI model.
The results are a feasible support system by which
educators can improve service delivery lo all slu52
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dents, including those identified as
Knglish Language Learners (ELLs).
Using the recommendations by Fuchs,
Mock, Morgan, and Young (200.^);
Marry and Klingner (2006); and the
regulations of IDEA 2004, we developoil the Collahorative Instructional
Planning anil Intervention framework
(see Figure 1).
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This framework is an effective way to
ensure that educators can deliver Tier
1 ser\'ices, defined as core instruction.
through evidence-based instructional
[iractices that all students can access. It
also ensures that students who receive
Tier 2 and Tier 3 services receive small
group instruction in areas of academic
difficulty, in addition to Tier 1 instruction. Finally, it guarantees that students
who receive Tier 3 services also receive
instructional support, delivered one-toone, in order to meet specific needs in
addition to Tier i and Tier 2 instruction.
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This iramework is an effective way to ensure that educators
can deliver Tier 1 services, defined as core instruction, through
evidence-based instructional practices that all students can access.
The framework Is composed of
three main phases: Planning, Execulion, and Feedback [see Figure 1).
Instructional Planning

The first phase of this framework is
Instructional Planning. In the Instrucilonai Planning phase, grade level
teams develop a collaborative support
team that functions as a support system for potential instructional prohlem
solving. We recommend that schools
implementing an RTI structure provide
additional pl.iiuiing time for grade
level teachers and a specialist (e.g.,
special education teacher) to address
the components of the model effectively. During these meetings, educators
form grade level teams and adopt the
use of an RTI protocol (see Figure 2).
Using this protocol, teams determine

Feedback

Instruction, the grade level team identifies specific areas of difficulty in
reading [e.g., phonemic awareness,
decoding, fluency, vocabulary, comprehension). This process provides a
classwide view of the risk level of the
classroom. It also provides guidance
for instructional prohlem solving and
progress monitoring for students in
Tier 2 and Tier 3.
During this Planning phase, grade
level teams need to consider where
they can find evidence-based interventions that support the core reading
instruction. One source is the What
Works Clearinghouse [U.S. Department
of Education Institute of Education
Sciences, 2008), a Web site offering a
range of publications that evaluate
beginning reading interventions and
instructional strategies in order to

[¡iciea.se skills in reading fluency, comprehension, and general reading
achievement.
Educators must evaluate ihe curriculum, consider how it ensures ihat
all students have optimal learning
opportunities (Haager & Klingner,
2005), and how it provides universal
access so that students meet high-quality, evidence-based academic standards. For example, a teacher may find
that center-based Instruction or station
teaching is effective in providing differentiated instruction of the core curriculum and Tier 2 small group instruction.
Educators must also evaluate instructional delivery systems and feasible
options for embedding school
resources such as materials, availability
of suppon personnel, and professional
development in strategic instruction as
part of the RTI model. Finally, the
grade level teams need to identify students who are at risk for requiring
services in Tier 2 and Tier ,î of the RTI
structure and develop a schedule to
review and monitor each student's
progress every 4 to 6 weeks.
Execution

The second stage of the Collaborative
Instructional Planning framework is
Execution. Execution refers to the identification of the academic difficulty
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Figure 3. Sample of an RTI Classwide Overview and Planning Structure
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that each student receiving Tier 2 and
Tier 3 services experience and how
educators collect and review baseline
data collected through the RTI universal screening and progress monitoring
process (see Figures 3 and 4). The
information collected addresses the
execution aspect of this model by
establishing a baseline and goals
through selection of an instructional
strategy during differentiated instruction and a progress monitoring tool.
For example, the grade level team
discusses the type of additional
instruction and differentiation needed
throLigh small group instruction as an
additional exposure to the curriculum.
If a student's comprehension scores
were below grade leve!, the team
would decide on a specific instructional delivery method and execute an
additional small group intervention.
54
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Name:
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Name:

perhaps a second guided-reading experience during the school day. Intensity
of the service also needs to be evaluated in relation to the student's progress.
The progress is monitored monthly to
ensure responsiveness to the inlervention for Tier 2 students and weekly for
Tier 3 students. We recommend use of
a 4-point rule. The 4-point rule states
that if four consecutive data points fall
heiow the goal line, a teaching change
or intervention should be considered
(Salvia. Ysseldyke, Ä Bolt, 2010). One
common tool used as an indicator for
monitoring progress is a general outcome measure, such as the widely
used curriculum-based measurement
(CBM). CBM refers to techniques most
often used to evaluate reading skills,
typically oral reading fluency. When
selecting a CBM. educators must consider four characteristics: efficiency oí
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time, ease of administration, alignment
to the standards, and integration into
the school day {Salvia. Ysseldyke, &
Bolt). Educators can find additional
information regarding feasible options
for progress monitoring tools by the
technical review committees of the
National Center for Response to
Intervention (http://www.
RTI4success.org). If the child is an
ELL. one must also collect informal
language proficiency data to monitor
progress in oral language in addition
to reading skills.
The Execution phase is vital in an
RTI model because it ensures that core
reading instruction is carefully developed and supported by all teachers in
each grade level. It also ensures that
the selected intervention results from a
data informed problem-solving
approach that incorporates best prac-

Figure 3. Collaborativ« Probiem Solving Sample Form lor Students In Tier 2

TIER 2—RTI-SST - Instructional Analysis Problem-Solving Form
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•

Noie. ORF = Oral Reading Fluency. Comp = Comprehension. ELL = English Language Learner.
tices shared by all members of each
grade level leam.

• Does the CBM tool not measure the
progress a student is actually making in the particular skill?

Feedback

• Does the intervention selected for
instruction work but needs improvement?

The lasl phase of the collaborative
instructional planning and intervention
iraniework is Feedback. Feedback refers
to the phase where grade level teams
evaluate the effectiveness of the intervention. This phase ensures a cycle of
collaborative probiem solving that
results in more effective data-informed
instructional planning and intervention. First, as educators move from the
differentiation instructional intervenlioii of the execution phase, they examine progress-monitoring data in order
to determine if academic improvement
has occurred. If improvement has not
occurred, then teams need to adjust
one of three areas. Teams should consider;

• Does the intervention not work and
does a new intervention need to be
selected?
Once the grade level team addresses
these questions, they use the results to
guide future maintenance of the
instructional intervention, addition of
an intervention, or intervention
change. Thus, there are three options
to guide this phase.
]. If the CBM measure is not sensitive
enough to provide detailed information on the student's progress, then
the grade level team improves and
tunes the measurement tool. For
example, the team may decide to

monitor every other week at the
instructional level rather than the
grade level to track growth over
time using a more sensitive method.
2. If the type of intervention needs
improvement, the team can evaluate
the composition of the student
group if it is delivered in a small
group such as those recommended
in Tier 2 interventions, the expertise
of the individual who delivers the
intervention, and the time and
intensity of the intervention tFuchs,
Fuchs, & Vaughn, 2008).
3. If the team decides that the instructional strategy is insufficient, they
can adjust and refocus specific
strategies or student goals. For
example, a first-grade student is at
grade level in letter naming fluency,
but cannot make the transition into
reading for the January benchmark
indicator of oral reading tluency.
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Figura 4 . Collaborative Planning Sampie Form for Studonts In Tier 3

TIER 3—RTI-SST - Instructional Analysis Problem-Solving Form
student
Name:
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& times
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per week Teacher per week Teacher per week Teacher
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in/oul
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Action

Sept.
ORF
Como
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Ü no
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LJ no

_
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ELL Level
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_
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Ccinp
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Outcome

_

Nov.
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ELL Uve!

Grade

_
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EU. Level „

Note. ORF = Oral Reading Fluency. Comp = Comprehension. ELL = English Language Learner.
The problem may be comprehension rather than decoding. The student may not have enough background knowledge about the text to
compose meaning {i.e., the student
may feel that she is reading one
nonsensical word after another).
Thus, the team may need to adjust
the goal and strategy that focuses
on improving decoding rules, but
also address improving the student's background knowledge of
the information in the text by
adding in small group instruction in
vocabulary.
Discussion

It is essential to provide educators wilh
professional development opportunities
[such as small group coaching, teacher
leadership teams) so that they can
develop instructional supports for RTI
models. Further, Fletcher & Vaughn
(2009) discuss the importance of pro56
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viding long-term support in order to
allow educators to reflect and problem
solve in collaborative groups. For high
risk individuals, our collaborative
instructional planning and intervention
framework is also effective for ELLs
because it integrates planning, reflec-

serve students identified as academically at risk and ELLs with academic
difficulties. This requires that schools
adopt professional development and
coaching opportunities in order for
educators trained in various specializations to share skills. When districts are

When districts are able to provide time for incorporating collaborative
planning structures, schools are able to address academic difficulties
regardless of wilh whom or where individual students receive services.
tion, progress monitoring, and team
problem solving from various disciplines (e.g., general educator, bilingual
educator, special educator) as the team
moves from the first phase of the
framework, planning, through the third
phase of the framework, feedback.
Further, this framework also supports implementation of schoolwide
collaborative planning structures to
address the needs of educators who

able to provide thiie for incorporating
collaborative planning structures,
schools are able to address academic
difficulties regardless of with whom or
where individual students receive
services.
The collaborative instructional pianning and intervention framework can
provide a highly effective and genuine
process for ensuring general education
curricula access to all, while address-

ing the needs of studems who are
academically at risk. Data surrounding
the efficacy of this framework were
evaluated over a 2-year period (Rinaldi
& Stuart, in press) in an urban school.
Kducators who implemented the framework indicated that it was effective
because they were given time to problem soive issues about the implementalion of instructional interventions while
having a framework to inform Instruction, Specifically, team members felt
Ihat they were highly effective in
addressing individualized education
program goals and in reporting academic progress to their peers in measurable ways through graphs and student work samples. They also appreciated receiving direct assistance from
peers to problem solve various effective instructional delivery practices.
This work further supports the
needs educators have as the public
school population evolves and the
number of minority students grows.
Educators want to address the needs
of all students but may need guidance
and coaching in order to address the
needs of a diverse community of
learners.
Conclusion
The Collaborative Instructional Planning and Intervention framework provides guidance for schools and
researchers to assist educators in developing instructional supports and
progress monitoring strategies within
.m KTI model. Districts can use the
framework to establish professional
learning communities among their educators and establish internal professional development supports through
teacher leadership teams. Data derived
from implementing the framework can
also serve as a foundation to meet the
RTI regulations of IDEA 2004. Finally.
the framework is useful in developing
collaborative systems between preservice education programs and school
districts by developing a new supervision model that aligns with the new
framework of RTI in the schools.
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