This is a test. 

Please stand by for realtime transcription. 

Are the presenters ready to get started? 

Welcome to the access centers Information sharing  Community webinar. We have a few technical details  and a few suggestions in guidelines to offer. We trust  that you have success logging into the technology.  If you encounter any technical difficulties at this  point during today's session, we ask that you contact  live meeting technical support staff at 1-866-493-2825.  [ Indiscernable ] question and answer time at the end  of the presentation. Type in any questions you have.  Q&A box is located at the bottom corner of your screen.  Type your question and click ask. [ Indiscernable ]  answer to the group. Please note that your anonymity  is protected in no names will appear in the question  box. We are pleased to have our session captioned by  a live captioner today. You may have noticed a that  a box popped up on your screen. That is where you will  be able to see the captioner air. Resize the captioning  wonder to a size -- captioning window to a size that  suits your needs. You can click and drag with your mouse to do so. If you  disable the captioning box in would like to restore  it, please click View, pains, and show custom panel.  We are recording this events so it can be available  on-line. To get the best quality recording [ Indiscernable  ] 

[ Audio is intermittent ] 

Hello? 

Can you hear us? 

You are cutting out to. If we can put all phones  on mute, I hear background when you cut out. 

In being phone lines will be muted at this point. 

Good afternoon. My name is Susan skipper and I am  pleased to welcome you to this seminar on implementing  RtI. The access Center focuses on general education  curriculum. We are pleased you could join us today  and we hope you will find it this online learning opportunity  to be fruitful and relevant to your work. We are fortunate  to have three presenters from the Minneapolis public  school district. Tom Hegranes is the executive director  of special education. Here it is a former principal  of a large urban K-8 school. Prior to his work in school  administration, he worked for over 20 years as a school  psychologist and numerous different roles. One of these  roles nearly 25 years ago started his interest in RtI.  He became a pilot for the collaborative delivery of  intervention services based on their response to intervention  module. The results obtained from that pilot died much  of the work that is done in the years in Minneapolis. 

We also have Ann Casey cut director of special education.  She has been actively involved and developing collaborative  support across departments for the response to intervention  model. Previous experience includes participation on  the team who originally developed the MPS problem solving  model, a form of RtI. 

And is a research and practice interests are in early  intervention, early literacy skills and the problem  solving process and models of the petition. 

Dr. Douglas Marston is the administrator for research  evaluation in special education in the Minneapolis  public school district. His research interests include  curriculum based measurement, problem solving models  and using technology for data based information. 

If you could remember to press *7 before you begin. 

Good afternoon. This is Tom Hegranes. It is our pleasure  to be with you. Today we like to share our ideas about  response to intervention. We will start with the development  of the Minneapolis problem-solving model. We will take  voice questions at the end of the presentation, but  you are welcome to tiepin questions. We will try to  answer them during the presentation Doug Marston will  talk about the presentation now. 

Thanks, Tom. This is Doug. We formally started using  the problem-solving model in Minneapolis schools and  in 1994. But I thought it was important to talk about  some initiatives and activities that we implemented  in the Minneapolis schools during the 1980's that really  led up to our use of the problem solving model. There  were three major events. One was a real focus on data-based  decision making in our district. A second one was progress  a monitoring with a curriculum based measurement and  a third one was the Hiawatha project. Tom will talk  a little bit about that. First, let me talk a little  bit about data-based decision making and it's importance.  I want to skip down two slide number four. I want to  reference Deno and Mirkin. They wrote a book called  data-based problem-solving model. In that, they talked  in great length about putting gay problem solving process  into effect with their work with students with disabilities.  They identified five major steps, identifying the problem, trying to more specifically define what  these students difficulties were, coming up with the  intervention ideas, implementing those interventions  with treatment Fidelity and integrity and then monitoring  student progress, trying to find out if the problems  were solved. If you look at the right hand column,  you will see that there is a question that is connected  to each one of those problem-solving steps. A. 

On this side, we have actually simplified their matrix  by creating four steps. By putting and describing student  performance, development instructional bridges that  address student need, monitress student progress and  then cycling through. I did wanted to reference them  because they did so much work that influence the Minneapolis  schools. I'm going to back up and talk about the second  bullet, monitoring progress with curriculum based measurement.  This model was developed at the University of Minnesota  by Stan Deno and colleagues picker at this point, I  would like to do a poll. How familiar are you with  a curriculum based measurement? It would be helpful  to us if you answer how familiar you are with that  model? 

Forty% are familiar, 34% are somewhat familiar. Roughly  three-fourths of our audience knows about curriculum  based measurement. That is great because curriculum  based measurement is a big part of the problem-solving  model. Monitoring student response to interventions  is critical. I'm going to show you an example right  now. 

This is a student charged that came from the Hiawatha  teaching credit. I'm going to hand it back to Tom who  is going to talk about the Hiawatha project. 

Thank you, Doug. Back in the early '90s, I was working  at Hiawatha elementary school and Minneapolis as a  school psychologist, and Doug worked with Lee principal  a plan to work at that school to try to improve instruction  for our students there. What we did was used grant  dollars along with innovative collaboration's to an  early model of RtI. All of these students and the school  were assessed using CBM every week. We have weekly  meetings to discuss the results of these assessments.  We had groups that were taught in the classroom with  special education teachers got regular education teachers,  instructional aides, all taking groups and they were  well trained to provide interventions in a reading  and in math. We would assist these groups much as you  would in a modern RtI model. What Doug can show you  with this slide is how successful this model was. 

You are looking at a student church. It illustrates  what the problem solving model is all about. This chart  runs from late October to early November, all the way  through the school year, till May. The diagonal line  is actually a goal line and that we set for that student.  The flat line that you see, covering November to February  represents the growth of that student in oral reading.  We listen to students to read and counted the number  of words correct. That is me model that was validated  at the University of Minnesota back in the late '70s.  This happens to be a regular education student that  is getting to doses of the reading instruction. They're  getting help from the classroom teacher and also three  times a week. There looking -- working with an achievement  teacher. The student is not growing to any degree at  all. A change is made in March -- will try to clear  the poll -- 

In March, the teacher -- began to use a different  technique. As you can see, the Croats on the words  correct dramatically increases for the remainder of  the year. This is the image of what the problem solving  model and using a curriculum based measurement to monitor  student progress is all about. We are directly measuring  the students on a repeated basis and we are looking  at the student's response to intervention, or response  to instruction. 

All of this is built into our model. What we have  tried to do in Minneapolis is rather than make referral  decisions based on inferential test measures, we also  want to [ Indiscernable ] based on the students' response  to intervention that we try. We want to do that within  a natural context. We like curriculum based measurement  because the student is reading aloud, they are typically  reading out of grade level readers. We have a multidisciplinary  team that thinks about the students' needs. That is  a team that has both regular and special education  people, social worker and others. We try to be data-based  and we try to do this in the least restrictive environment. 

This slide shares to a schematic of how the problem-solving  model was implemented. We have building wide screening  that occurs at all of our schools that could trigger  students going into the problem-solving model, or teacher  or parent concerns can also trigger a good look at  that student. The stage one is where the classroom  teacher implements an intervention and tries something  different. The student is not responding to the intervention,  if the data indicates that the student is not getting  better, we move to stage two, which is the team intervention.  That is for the group gets together and comes up with  a more intensive intervention. Stage's one and Two  are in the general education setting. Data is collected  in students are monitored. Those students that do not  respond to the stage one or stage to interventions  move on to stage three which is special education and  evaluation. That is where the formal process begins.  I'm going to talk a little bit more detail about what those stages might look like. We are going to look at  stages one and two. We collect baseline data. That  could include district achievement tests, also informal  testing, curriculum based measurement is also a frequent  way that we take a look at our student performance.  We gather data. We also try to look at exclusionary  factors that might affect student performance such  as attendance. We talk to the parent, interview the  student, talk to other staff. And then we document  our cluster of modifications. We have developed a worksheet  that this is done on and we tried to check after four  - six weeks. Those are guidelines. They are not cast  in stone. They are basically guidelines that we try  to adhere to. An our power point presentation, we have  included what those classroom intervention work sheets  look like. The health teachers think about the student,  there concerns, and clearly document and specify in  detail what the students' needs are. We initially started  doing this paper and pencil. But we have it online. We have a Web  site that we developed here. All of these can be developed  electronically. The second slide on the worksheet,  we try to document information, document what our intervention  is for the student and what the results are. 

If the student is not responding in not growing,  we move to stage two. At stage two, we had a team process  where we try to use research based intervention strategies  with our students. One of the jobs of this team is  to make sure that the activities that we have outlined  for the student are implemented as agreed upon by the  team our teams are made up of general education teachers,  title one teachers, counselors, social workers, school  psychologist, speech and language, a special ed teacher,  and building a been a starter. These would be the key  people that you would see in those teams. They will  set goals, select interventions and follow up with  a maturing of the student and look at that roughly  six - a weeks later. Again, that is a guideline. 

At the end of six to a weeks, a decision is made  on whether the intervention strategies that were tried  were working for that student or not in a decision  is made as to whether the student is to go on to stage  three. 

This is also available electronically. They can go  right online and type in this information and documents.  We also pull in the day that were did has been collected  previously, it will get pulled into the report. We  chart our data, we document the dates and staff that  are responsible. 

Before I handed over Ann to, I want to mention another  thing that started about the same time as the problem  solving model started. That was an OCR, the Office  of Civil Rights, voluntary compliance agreement. A  few years after it started -- by the way, when we implemented  the problem-solving model in 1994, we partially implemented  it. We did not go to all schools overnight. But I believe  we implemented about six schools the first year and  roughly 15 to 20 schools after that. We had approximately  80 or more schools in the district. The Office for  Civil Rights visited us and wanted us to address disproportion  in special education and in our gifted in talented  programs. There was other typical -- typical of other  urban school districts. They wanted us to follow a  blueprint for addressing disproportion them. This is  very similar to what other large urban districts would  be asked to do. They wanted us to do a better job of  screening students and making sure we were using valid and reliable measures. They wanted us to provide a wide  variety of regular Ed interventions for students that  were struggling, multiple approaches -- multiple interventions  and strategies. For reading, for math and for behavior.  The third key element was to make sure that we were  providing staff development and Professional Development  to our teachers in those areas, and also making sure  that our teachers have an awareness, cultural awareness.  The fourth area, we were asked to make sure that we  were using assessments that were unbiased and nondiscriminatory.  They notice that we were doing the problem-solving  model and the Minneapolis schools, but they were very  encouraging to us to continue using that model [ Indiscernable  ] have much in common with these major elements that  I have described. There is a lot of consistency in  terms of taking baseline data, measuring student performance,  trying best practice interventions and looking at a  response to intervention and using teams to try to come up with those ideas. We developed something  called a classroom organizer which helped our teachers  look at all of their students and rank order there  kids in terms of reading, math and behavior needs.  When you think about screening, auditory and visual  screening, of course you do all of the students in  the school. In the same way, we want to look at all  of our students on academics and behavior. The widest  part of the panel is at the top. We then moved down  through the various stages of the problem-solving model,  stages one tattoo, and three. Where we looked at our  students and try to document whether they are responding  to interventions or not. The OCR website which we created  to help teachers document student progress has become  our district data warehouse, where the teachers go  to determine how well a student is performing in different  achievement measures, it provides attendance data,  behavior data, suspensions, behavior screening data,  so on and so forth. That, in a nutshell, is what we have been trying to  do in Minneapolis school, how we have combined it with  our OCR effort. I want to hand it over now Ann Casey  to who is going to talk about how we are making the  transition to RtI. She is going to talk about a national  level worked and how our problem-solving model really  fits nicely into that effort. I'm going to hand it  over to her now. 

Thanks, Doug. Thanks everyone for joining us. We  assume you are here because you are interested in the  topic and we are glad to have a chance to talk to you  about it. I mention just three things here that are  going on nationally, but there are a whole bunch of  things going on across the country. The three that  I'm going to briefly talk about our of course the language  in the reauthorization of IDEA in 2004, the individuals  with disabilities Education act. I'm also going to  talk about the NASDSE document on the RtI and then  finally a group of people who are like-minded in interested  in this model who get together once a year at something  called the innovations conference. Maybe someone --  Some of you are online with us today. I don't know. 

This is the language directly from IDEA. Just know  that the underlining there is something that I included  just to highlight that. I am assuming most of you have  seen this language. This is a major change in the individuals  with disabilities Act where specific learning disability,  the local education agency shall not be required to  take into consideration whether John has a severe discrepancy  between achievement and intellectual ability in oral  expression -- etc. etc. So, we have had -- LD from  the beginning has been defined around that issue of  needing to give an IQ test and a standardized achievement  test as part of the requirements. Now, LEAs are being  given permission not to do that. In the second part  of what IDEA includes that we might actually use a  process that determines if a child responds to scientific  research based intervention as part of the inauguration  procedure. They tell us what we don't have to do and  suggest what we might do. This is the first time where the door has been opened nationally for local education  agencies to use a different approach to identify students  with learning difficulties. 

Last fall in October, NASDSE released a document  called policy considerations and imitation. Next few  slides are directly from that document which is very  good. I really would like to get some idea, before  I spend very much time on these next slides, how family  your people are with these documents -- how familiar  people are with these documents. Let me post. 

I hope you got the poll results. We've got a mixture  here. We've got about 43% of you being very familiar.  Another 26% being somewhat familiar. That is the majority  of the group. And then the we've got about a third  of our group who are not familiar. I will go through  those slides, but I'm going to go to them quickly.  Moving on to the next slide, then. 

For those of you unfamiliar with the document, this  is the web site where you can go and get it. It also  tells you who the authors are and the costs. Like I  said, if I think it is really well done. Quickly, here  is the table of contents. You can read that for yourself.  We're not going to spend a lot of time talking about  special education eligibility determination. If there  are questions we will discuss them. Or really what  we want to focus on is response to intervention. 

Origins of RtI, Doug already shared with you data-based  program modification from the University of Minnesota  from 1977. Again, I want to be giving credit to adhere  to the NASDSE document [ Indiscernable ] rules for  how to use those. That is from more than 20 years ago.  The problem solving process, a number of people get  credit, but Bergan and Kratochwill had a test out in  1977, this one was more about the problem solving process.  Reschley and Hosp put out a good article about the  difference in prevalence rates across States and learning  disabilities. Certainly, the National reading panel  has been a foundation for the focus on scientifically  based reading research. Again, this is almost 25 years  old, the concern of minority our representation in  special education and the bias that can exist in a  referral to special education, trying to minimize that  bias. 

The National Summit on the learning disabilities  which dog was a part of, and I think there was general  consensus in that group out their should be other ways  or alternatives to identify students with learning  difficulties. 

Okay. This part is really important. We will go through  it quickly, but I would come back to this if you were  getting started in implementing RtI. It's a very important  foundational concept, and the whole idea about teacher  self efficacy and their ability to influence learning  is critically important. That comes back on those of  us who are administrators and making sure we provide  the right support. Intervene early, that is a critical  element here. If you are reading some of the research  now and early literacy skills, you know that there  is a big emphasis and preschool, kindergarten and first  grade and ensuring students have the Foundation skills  they need to be successful in a literacy. The other  core principle that is very important in RtI is a multi  tiered system. We'll show you some examples. All of  our examples use a three tiered approach. You wouldn't  necessarily have to confine yourself to a three tiered.  In fact, I found that Georgia has in a RtI model and  is a four tiered model. I will show you some examples and  a few minutes. Of course, the use of a problem-solving  method is very important and critical and determining  where in this system students should find support.  We need to use the research base to delegate it interventions  and we need to monitor student progress to inform instruction.  These are all things that you have heard us and others  talk about. And then using the data to make decisions.  Again, that is a simple statement, but getting teachers  to collect data is one thing, and then using the data  is a whole other issue. We can talk a little bit about  some of our experiences later and how we have worked  on that over the years. 

Are not going to spend a lot of time on this part.  There are four ways that eligibility determination  is discussed in the NASDSE doctrine. Level difference  simply means that if you are measuring the students  on a scale, that means some students have more skills  and others have less. Rate of learning difference is  about right, how quickly a student Masters a skill.  Some students are learning more rapidly than others.  In this kind of model, you are looking at both level  differences and rate of learning differences to help  PC how this student compares to their peers. Certainly,  we are still concerned about the adverse impact that  the progress might be having on their learning. That  is not any different than the older models. Exclusionary  factors still apply, that we have had since the beginning  of IDEA. 

We would do a quick comparison of the historical  model with the RtI. We have the ADD ability and achievement  discrepancy and now we can think about a significant  difference in performance compared to Paris or a low  rate of progress. In the standard or traditional model,  we have used national norms on standardized individual  tests and in RtI, you are more likely to use a regional  or local norms. In the traditional model, standard  tests have it been administered in one were to set  things. The critical difference in RtI is that we collect  data over time on the students. We have some presumed  hypothetical constructs that are assessed in the traditional  learning disability model, and in RtI, we are looking  at specific skills. In the traditional model, there  is little relationship between the measures in interventions  that we would develop. And at RtI, we would hope their  is a direct relationship between the measures and the  interventions. 

This is a slide on what policy options are four states.  States have decisions that they need to make about  RtI since local school districts don't have to use  the traditional criteria. States need to make some  decisions. 

Unshifting now to the third bullet that I had about  things going on around the country. The innovations  conference, this is simply a group of like-minded people  that have been getting together for at least a dozen  years who have been commited to to finding early interventions  for students that are successful and thinking about  how that could potentially impact special education.  In some ways, we could potentially have less students  if we intervene early enough and get students what  they need. Doug has gone a number of times. I never  went into last year. I got very inspired to do some  work in our own district, trying to do some collaboration  across departments, and if you are interested in this  group of people that gets together, there next conference  is in Long Beach, if anyone is interested, we can get  you more information later on. There are two major  laws that govern our work. No child left behind is  a significant law impacting our work, and then special  ed, of course this IDEA. This is mine and then diagram of how these  to come together. Response to intervention is the interception  of these two major laws guiding our work. And no child  left behind, the language talks about using scientifically  based reading research, and of course, in IDEA from  we have had for the first time a suggestion that we  could use response to intervention. That is how I see  these two coming together. RtI is typically depicted  as a three tier model me. As I said before, you don't  have to confine it to 23 tears, but that is typical.  What we are looking for in our district is a seamless  system of instruction and support for both academic  achievement and social, emotional development. We are  trying hard to combine that work. That is something  that is knew for us. We have been working on behavior  and academics. But we haven't tried putting this all  together in one model. That is where we currently are. 

One other important point in our district, maybe  this isn't as important for other people, but in our  district, it has been very important in talking with  others that this model not be viewed simply as a model  for remediation or a model for students who are underperforming.  In fact, we are looking to accelerate some of our students  learning. That is how we are presenting it in our districts  that this is a model for both development and acceleration  for all students, so that you could use support for  either students who are underperforming or who need  to be more challenge in their work. 

Here is our first depiction this is our attempt to  show you that we're trying to integrate behavior, reading  and math me. I'd be more accurate to say literacy and  math. At the foundation of the triangle, we have universal  instruction. That is -- all students should have a  very strong core or universal instruction. We believe  that should be both in the basic skills of literacy  and math, but also and positive behavior. Such things  as schoolwide positive discipline code and rules that  everyone abide by and other things that somebody might  be familiar with. Tier two is the more targeted instruction  too. These are students we have concerns about who  are underperforming or students that we can see the  universal instruction is not enough, they need more  targeted instruction to help carry them beyond and  accelerate their learning. You can think of targeted  instruction in both ways. And then finally, there is  a small percentage of students who need it intensive  instruction or intervention. We think of intensive instruction, including  special education, but it could also include a gifted  education where we have a highly specialized teacher  who is delivering the Service. That's how we think  of intensive instruction, not necessarily by the program,  but you need a teacher who has highly specialized skills  to deliver it too. 

Here is a different depiction. This comes from the  positive behavioral support work that has been done  at the University of Oregon. You can see that they  have actually -- it's also a pyramid, if you will,  a little bit different than they have actually put  percentages of students to what you might expect to  find. In my own district, we would have different percentages.  This is something we would be working for, or would  have 90% of our students being successful with the  core of universal instruction. That is not what our  data tells us, we have more students needing a targeted  support for intervention. We would have different percentages  in those tears. 

Have an aerial views lead, but it is not to coming  out. I will try to describe what it is supposed to  look like. Think of looking down, if you are up in  the air and you are looking down on the pyramid. So  it is kind of like a nested circle design. You have  a baby circle that would be all of the students and  everybody gets universal instruction, and then within  that circle you have a smaller one for targeted support  and then within that circle you would have the intensive  instruction. That is what that flight was supposed  to look like -- slide was supposed to look like but  it's not coming up. What we are attempting to do is  have an integrated model. It is one model of both academics  and positive behavior. There are a number of school  districts around the country that have done one or  the other and have done it fairly successfully. But  there are very few, at least to my knowledge that have  taken both of the basic skills and behavior, combine  them and developed a tiered support and all of those areas. That is the challenge  that lies before many of us. What we're trying to do  is provide a really clear guidelines and procedures.  Across departments, I don't know how it is in other  people's districts, but when you have a large district  like ours where you have a special education department,  you have a curriculum and instruction department, I  have an English language Lerner department, you had  a student support department, it is not uncommon for  us to unintentionally, but still gave teachers conflicting  messages about what kinds of support students should  be receiving. We are really working on that to intentionally  now, to try to get ourselves on the same page and using  similar language and ideas. 

Here are some current initiatives that most of you  I would think our familiar with. One is the positive  behavior interventions and supports. That uses a tiered  framework. You could refer to it as an RtI model. A  reading first also uses a similar model, especially  when he think about the tier two, targeted support  for students and a reading first. Those are things  that are very relevant and related to this framework. 

This slide says there are two models. At the moment,  their are two models that are commonly referred to,  the standard protocol model and the problem-solving  model. I think what we are going to find in this next  year is that their are a number of variations on those  themes. Minneapolis schools is commonly referred to  as one -- a problem-solving model. That simply has  meant that we have taken individual students that we  have been concerned about and that we have had teachers  attempt interventions in the classroom. When those  were not working the way we liked, then we got a team  of people together to talk about that individual student  and find an intervention that worked for that students.  To contrast that with the standard protocol message  -- method, I suppose Sharon Von and her colleagues  at the University of Texas are known for, they have  designed a standard intervention package that a group  of students are going to receive the have not met a  certain benchmark. We are working on not exactly a standard protocol. We are verging  on a targeted intervention. It's not efficient for  teachers to focus on an individual student when the  have several students who might need the very same  or similar intervention package. I am going to hand  this over to Doug and then we both have some comments  to make at the end. 

What I am going to do now is share with you how we  use some of the curriculum based measurement data within  the problem-solving model, but that a Systems level  and a classroom level and at the individual level.  In the next slide, what we have done is plotted the  average performance of students in special education,  title one students and general Ed students. This is  actually some data we collected a number of years ago  that helped us evaluate the CBM approach and evaluating  students with different needs. As you can see, the  growth curves are quite different. We think about the  learning slopes of students as they progress through  the problem-solving approach. We also have a data where  we looked at student performance by classroom and see  that information back to school in administrators and  teachers. It gives them an opportunity to see how glasses  are progressing and just how effective the reading  instruction in those class's. [ Indiscernable ] by  winter, students in room 234 are averaging over 100 words correct. What kinds of  strategies are being used in the other question that  our help in those students accelerate at a greater  rate. 

The next chart is something that we've published  recently in a book called what research has to say  about fluency instruction. It's something that we put  together. We looked at the oral reading performance  of students that had made provisions levels on our  State accountability vs students who failed to be proficient.  For students that need to be on a certain growth pattern,  if they're going to be proficient or abroad on our  know a child left behind test, that is one of the aims  of using the problem-solving model, not just as an  eligibility tool but also to help discover where all  the kids are at in terms of making important standards.  For example, and this charge, what we have discovered  essentially is that, based on our local norms, kids  that are roughly in the 65th percentile on our local  of normative data, approximately 85% of our kids are  on this level and approximately 85% of those kids are  proficient or above. We have ended up calling this  our 65, 85 chart. It's a way of establishing benchmarks that are helpful for teachers  to figure out of they are making gains necessary to  do well. 

We have also been looking at outcomes and four different  areas. Identification rates, quality of the interventions,  academic outcomes and and also apparent satisfaction,  and we have collected all little bit of data and all  of these areas. One of the concerns about using the  problem solving model is will this open the floodgates,  will more students be identified as the disabled and  needing special education services? We have been tracking  this data since 1994. Keeping track of our high incidence  disabilities, both learning disabilities and mild mental  impairment, which was included using our problem-solving  model, and then finally, we found that it was stable  rates across time. Students identified under the problem-solving  model were very similar to those kids that were identified  with the traditional methods. That sort of gets at  some of that concern that different kinds of kids are  going to be identified needing special ed services. 

This is the chart I was talking about earlier. It  was published and learning disabilities research and  practice. What you can say, the important line at this  chart is the one across the top. That is the high incidence  disabilities, students that are either learning disabled,  mild a mentally impaired, or students needing alternative  programming. If you look at the legend, you will see  the label snap. In 1992 in '93, before we implemented  the problem-solving model, we had about one% of our  kids served as a mild mental impaired and approximately  six%, a little over six% of our kids were learning  disabled. If you add that together, you get roughly  seven%. In '94, we began the partial and mentation  of the model, starting at six schools and adding schools  on. The yellow line that increases with time represents  those students identified with the problem solving  model. We have a corresponding decrease of learning  disabled kids, dropping, at the same time, and that  is because those learning disabled students are now just given those  labels students needing alternative programming. The  important point to make here is that when you add the  mild mental and pared students, the learning disabled  students and the students needing alternate programming,  these are your high incidence disability students.  That has roughly stayed the same across the 12 year  period. 

Academic outcomes, what is interesting is typically  our students show different levels of performance,  as you would expect, within the problem-solving model.  The slopes of performance, for the most part, are different,  too. What that means is, if you look at the next slide,  not surprisingly, students in general education have  higher rates of or all reading. Students that are in  stage one are lower, and the kids at stage two and  three have lower level of performance. Also, their  are -- there rates of improvement very as a function  of the stage that they are in. Obviously those kids  that stage three are what we call treatment as resistors.  There growth is not aside as other kids at other stages.  The other point to make is that we took a look at students  of the buying the problem-solving modeled versus those  that had the traditional discrepancy scores. We have  pretty much determined that the performance of those  two types of kids are very similar. 

One of the things we have tried to do, I mentioned  this earlier, is use our district Web site, our data  warehouse, so to speak, to help teachers keep track  of disinformation, to document the information they  are using, to look at student group weight, not only  on the curriculum based measures but also year to year  growth on District achievement tests and to look at  growth even on the state of accountability tests. That  is all found, for our teachers, within our OCR web  site. All of the teachers that they use a name in password  and our able to go in and look at that data which is  updated on a daily basis at our central office. That  is a nice way for our staff to become very data-based  in their decision making. 

There are a lot of things we would like to do in  the future to improve our implementation. At this point,  I am going to hand it over to Ann to talk about some  of the ideas we've had faced with our experience with  the problem solving model over the years, five areas  that we're going to talk briefly about include improving  collaboration, time lines, how we collect the data,  how we make sure interventions have integrity and then  we'll also talk a little bit about this idea of providing  individual and roentgens for students and an RtI model  vs. small group interventions. 

Doug can feel free to chime in here also. Around  collaboration, one of the things that we would recommend  to you if you are going to be implementing RtI for  the first time is that you collaborate very well with  all of the department's I talked about before, Your  Student Services Department, your curriculum department,  English-language Leonard Department, so that this is  not perceived as a special education only initiative.  Really, this is about general education and solid universal  instruction in basic academic skills and positive be  behavioral support. We have spent a lot of time this  year doing that. It is paying nice dividends. So we  will see where we go from here in that regard. The  couple of things I would like to mention, specifically  that I would not have known until I really started  talking with people in other departments this year,  that is the language and terminology that we use, and  maybe some of you have party had these experiences  and had this Ah-hah effect. I have found there are some words that role of my tongue  of, coming from an education -- special education background  that are red flags for people and other departments.  I'm not suggesting that this would be universal, but  these are things that you need to find out about the  people that you work with in your district. The example  that I will use is just the word intervention. To some  staff and other departments in our district, intervention  is viewed as a special education service. We have been  very careful to talk about tiered instruction or talk  about targeted instruction and using those words rather  than -- some people would refer to tier two s targeted  interventions. We are not going to use that word in  my district, because of the Red flag it brings up.  There are probably lots of other examples. We have  disciplinary language that we use. We have no idea  what effect that has. It actually creates barriers.  I can tell you myself I have sat in a number of staff  meetings and I have no idea what there talking about. It's because  they are so familiar with the terms. We should agree  with some common terminology. By time lines, we mean  how long to provide students with targeted support  before you decide that it is not working or before  you decide that you might want to make a referral to  a special education. Those important decisions for  districts to make and they vary from state to state  in terms of what kind of requirements you have. I'm  not sure that I want to give you many examples. I'm  not going to answer the question. We do have time lines  and our district, they are guidelines for how long  would it would provide a target support. It's something  you need to give serious consideration too. If you  start reading about the different models around the  country, their are different variations about how long  the targeted interventions are in place. That has to  do with concern about FAEP. I will leave that one alone  for now. Data collection is a key to the model. Many of our districts are very involved in  doing more frequent assessments of students. That is  not such a new idea. Clearly, you must have frequent  their collection and a model, you're seeing how the  student response to your intervention and you're going  to have to frequently collect data to see if they are  wondering or indeed making progress. 

The first item there, Fidelity of treatment, that  would be a word that would turn people off. The fidelity  of the intervention. This is something that all of  us are going to have to focus on in the next year or  so. We are talking about delivering scientifically  based interventions or instruction to students. The  key question is was the intervention or the instruction  delivered as it was intended to be delivered. Of course,  that is very important that we make sure that we have  Fidelity. We have some ideas about that. Briefly, I  will just say in an ideal world, we would have a really  strong teaching teams where the culture was that teachers  shared with each other about their instruction in that  we had open doors in that we invited people into our  classrooms to give us feedback. Again, I think that  culture is shifting in our schools. Some of you have,  maybe, some practices in place where you are using  coaching, for example, as a model. That is a great  way to also work on fidelity of implementation. Clearly, that is something  we need to pay more attention to than we have in the  past. And then, what is the group size for a targeted  intervention? I don't think we have any real clear  ideas about that other than there is some research  coming out now that suggests that small group instruction  is just as effective and maybe even more effective  than individual instruction. Small groups so far have  been defined, again, it depends on what study you read.  Maybe three students, maybe as many as six. That is  essentially a small group instruction. 

Doug, do you want to add anything to those comments? 

I think I want to move to the last slide here. And  talk about some of our ideas for successful implementation  and go with these comments that Ann just made. [ Indiscernable  ] Building administrators, you need strong support  from that person. Also, the involvement of your leadership  and curriculum instruction at at the school level,  your lead teachers or whatever you might call them  at your district that are involved with planning for  the school. The school psychologist is also an important  person to get involved. They have played a key role  in our district. Staff development is critical because  some of these ideas can be quite new to your staff.  Some of these are ideas that perhaps they did not receive  in their pre service training before entering the teaching  ranks. The idea of collaboration between a regular,  title one, talking about student needs, needs a great  deal of staff development at times. Follow up trainings  are important, just going in and training one time  and then thinking that you are done, we have done a lot  of follow-up. We have put together a manual within  our district that folks can refer to when they have  questions about how to proceed. We've got a question  and answer material they can refer to Corporate last  questions. I would also like to mention a few people,  and Ray [ Indiscernable ], Paul [ Indiscernable ],  Bart [ Indiscernable ]. You will see their names on  the bottom of this slide. The have been very involved  with helping us make our implementation better. And  then build a problem solving, RtI process into the  school schedule and SIP process. That is our school  improvement process. They set goals and try to make  improvement in whatever areas they think our necessary.  RtI fits into that quite nicely. That is,. 

I think we want to open it up to questions now. 

What might be easy is if people have questions if  they can unmute for their individual line by pressing  *7 on their fun. 

Go ahead. 

Nobody has any questions? We must have explained  it really well. We have been answer individual questions  as they have been coming in. 

If you have any individual questions, to unmute your  line, it would be *7. 

We have a written question that maybe you could address.  The core of NASDSE is tier one curriculum delivered  we'll along with universal screening, how is this addressed  in Minneapolis? 

Core screening I can address. One thing we try to  do at the beginning of this school year is to have  all students measured or screened for our OCR process  call all are at are below curriculum based measures  will enter stage one of the problem-solving process.  It's at that point where interventions are tried with  the students. Maybe you want to talk a little bit more  about the different curriculum pieces. 

Actually, a number of years ago, we went to a standard  reading curriculum and standard math curriculum. Before  that, we had at least three options that our elementary  schools could choose from. We have a very high mobility  in our district so that didn't make sense. We have  a core curriculum. All the teachers have had development  in both the reading and math curriculum but I think  our curriculum department would say [ Indiscernable  ] meanwhile, their are also focused on [ Indiscernable  ] that his very quite a bit. We are interested and  developing some more standard interventions at tier  two. I don't know that answer is the question. We would  definitely agree -- that's why the pyramid is a nice  depiction. This all rests on a very strong foundation,  meaning all kids should have the support that they  need. If anyone has another question, they can ask  it to all of us by pressing *7. 

This is Eric from Iowa. Maybe you have already addressed  this, but how have you built capacity and also create  ownership within general education for this process,  that is something that we have dealt with down here  as well in Iowa. Is your problem solving process, RtI  process, is it seen as a hoop to get through in order  to get to special education or how have you dealt with  that issue? 

That's a very good question. I think we all might  give you a slightly different answer. 

Initially folks did see the problem solving model  as the past two special education and had a narrow  view of that. That all changed dramatically when we  had the OCR voluntary compliance come into effect.  What it asked us to do was to make a regular Ed initiative.  It was a way of looking at all students and determining  who was struggling and not strong and making sure that  you have an intervention for a struggling student.  Just because a student is below grade level, it doesn't  mean that are on the way to being disabled. It means  they need extra help. It really was a good thing for  our district in moving the problem-solving model beyond  just the road to being called disabled. 

Honestly, we still have pockets here and there of  people who resist the idea of having to fill out a  worksheet or develop interventions for a student. But,  I think increasingly that is being frowned on by General  Education [ Indiscernable ]. It clearly rests back  on our shoulders and general education that we need  to make sure that all students have strong foundation  skills and we'd better do our darndest to make sure  they meet them. We still deal with this problem that  is becoming less so. I would also say that the more  we focus on data, we really can't ignore the data.  We would like to, but the more that we use data, the  more that we make data the center of instructional  team meetings rather than other kinds of things he  might talk about, you can talk about what students  need based on the day, the less I think we will see  of that resistance. 

I agree, thank you very much. 

I have a question. And Karen Wallace from Wichita,  Kansas. I deal with that the eight school sites. Many  of them do not want to give up their test kits. What  are the best ways to get school psychologists retrained  for RtI work and what has worked for you in Minnesota? 

We are in a fortunate position in that we have the  University of Minnesota, school psychologist program  right here in our backyard and the students do practicums  here in our district and we hire there graduates and  they are all trained to do this. That's not to say  we don't have school psychologists from other areas  of the country, but we clearly look for people who  have been the same set of skills and knowledge because  we think it is important. We think it is important  in that school psychologists be involved in the individual  school level in supporting our problem solving all  or response to intervention. Your question is different.  We've got a staff of people. I would look for innovators.  Men you've got to have people who are looking to innovate  and. Success breeds success. It's a little optimistic. 

I would also point to take a look at been NASP. [  Indiscernable ] significant contributors to educational  settings in this day and age. It talks a lot about  the same things we have been talking about today. I  was, doesn't pull out the school psychology blueprint. 

It's not actually out yet. It's in draft form and  it is coming out this fall. But the RtI is in the middle  of the blueprint. This is the third blueprint for practice  and school psychology published by the National Association  of School Psychologists. RtI is right in the middle  of the blueprint. 

I had seven retired a share. I am getting new blood. 

All right. 

We are moving forward. But they are holding on tied  to. 

I understand it. They need new skills. In order to  give up one set of skills, you got to have a new one.  Staff development will be very important so that they  can offer those kinds of suggestions. It's hard to  give up your bag of tricks if you don't have a new  one. 

[ Indiscernable ] are all good things to start with?  Get them retrained? 

Or go from the behavior point of view, using the  positive behavioral support model as well. 

We are innovating that, too. Thank you very much. 

Hello. This is [ Indiscernable ] in Richmond, Virginia.  What does the infrastructure in Minneapolis public  schools look like that supports the problem-solving  method? I am assuming the three of you are a major  part of that infrastructure? 

I'm going to let the boss answer that one. 

I guess we are part of the infrastructure. 

We're talking about General Ed, special and collaboration.  I'm assuming the school division must have five or  six regional offices or the like. Does each region  have a group that oversees the problem-solving method?  I just wonder what it looks like. 

Over the problem-solving method and what we are trying  to move away from is that we don't want special education  to be in charge of it. 

Clearly. 

So, Doug works with me in special education. He as  a separate office under the auspices of doing a web  site and keeping Web based data that informs principals  and teachers of where students are. But we are certainly  working to move away from the model of special ed being  the driver of this. Right now, in fact, we've got posted  chief academic officer position for our district. It  is our hope that they will come in here with a supporting  attitude towards RtI. At this point, we are a bit in  flux but we are trying to move it away and trying to  develop it. Ann Casey has been working hard with our  curriculum and instruction department which is in the  midst of a reorganization. She has been working with  a number of her colleagues at the Department trying  to come at it from a grassroots sort of approach rather  than having all of the Muckity Mucks tell people what  to do. 

I'm delighted to report that seven of us are listening  and four of them are regular ad folks. 

Well done. 

I would just add, when we start our OCR efforts the  curriculum and instruction department supervised that.  I actually moved my office down a floor to the second  floor -- that helps a lot with rubbing elbows with  the math and reading leads. 

In Judy Ellis -- Judy Elliott would suggest that  works. 

Thank you very much. 

This is Jerry in California. What is the involvement  of parents? I've heard comments that they view the  process as a delayed to get into special ed. 

We did a telephone survey. There level of satisfaction  was pretty good. Wouldn't say that was a definitive  scientific study, and there is also a selection of  bias involved. Not all of our parents have a bounce.  We had some positive feedback in that regard. There  is, of course, a concern, always with any process that  delays could occur. That's why we had time lines down  there as one of the things that we wanted to make sure  we were on top of. Wanted to make sure that students  don't sit all year, for example, at stage to and not  move. We want to be sure. That's a point well taken  and something we want to be on top of. Try to explain  to our parents that too what we are going to be doing  is looking at interventions. All of our parents have  had an option on the problem-solving model. They can  select the path traditional eye to achievement of discrepancies  core. We have parents that select that and that is  the route that we go. 

I would just add to that. Many parents were relieved  that their child and was getting a tailored intervention,  right at the point where it the teacher or parent stated  a concern. When parents refer their child, they are  looking for help. This is what they are looking for,  not necessarily special education. 

Thank you very much for. 

Are we coming to the end of our time? 

Yes, we are. We would like to take this time to think  all of you for presenting in sharing your expertise  on response to intervention. We hope to have enjoyed  today's even to and that you will join us for another  webinar in the coming months. We will keep you appraised  of the next one over e-mail. If you would like to print  a copy of the power point slides, you may do so by  clicking File and then print PDF to. We would appreciate  your feedback about today's session. We will be sending  you a brief survey by e-mail and we would appreciate  you taking a moment to fill it out, because we value  your feedback and ultimately your suggestions will  assist us and making suggestions for our next event.  Once again, thank you for participating. We hope you  have found the experience to be worthwhile. We look  forward to meeting you online again. 

Think you. 

Thank you very much, it was great. 
