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BAINBRIDGE ISLAND 

INSTRUCTIONAL SUPPORT SERVICES PROGRAM REVIEW 
 

 

 

INTRODUCTION 
 

This document constitutes the final report of the Instructional Support Services Program Review 

requested by William Mosiman, Executive Director of Instructional Support Services.  The focus of 

this review was on the provision of services to students who require additional support to participate 

in and benefit from the general education curriculum.  Puget Sound Educational Service District 

(ESD) was asked to specifically address:  

 Models of support within the district, 

 The continuum of services available, and 

 Materials and curriculum being used with struggling learners. 

 

To accomplish this task, Puget Sound Educational Service District (ESD) assembled a Review 

Team consisting of the following members: 

 

Kelly Goodsell, Ed.D., Executive Director, Learning & Teaching, Puget Sound ESD; 

Gordon Linse, Linse Consulting; 

Valerie Lynch, Ed.D., Director of Special Services, Puget Sound ESD;  

Laura Matson, Ph.D., Director of Special Services, Puget Sound ESD; and, 

Rita Reandeau, Director of Special Education, South Kitsap School District. 

 

The Review Team conducted the following activities:  

 Surveys for special education teachers and related service personnel (Title/LAP teachers, 

ELL teachers, counselors), intervention and general education teachers, and building 

administrators;  

 Onsite interviews with the leadership teams at each school using the RTI Essential 

Components Integrity Rubric on March 14 & 24, April 14 & 22, 2014; 

 Onsite visits by the Review Team to the Bainbridge High School, Eagle Harbor High 

School, Odyssey Multiage Program; Sakai Intermediate School, and Ordway Elementary 

School. 

 Interviews with 

 Faith Chapel, Superintendent, 

 Dr. Peter Bang-Knudsen, Assistant Superintendent for Administrative Services, 

 Julie Goldsmith, Associate Superintendent of Curriculum & Instruction, 

 Bill Mosiman, Executive Director of Instructional Support Services,  

 Dianne Leonetti, ISS Coordinator, 

 Susan Stapleton, Administrative Secretary,  

 Connie Concastello, ISS Assistant, and, 

 Meg Evans, Special Education Support Teacher: 



 

 2 

 Focus groups with 

 Counselors and psychologists,  

 Parents of students who are struggling and students who are in special education 

programs, and 

 Secondary special education teachers; 

 Records review including academic data, IEPs, and other data;  

 Development of a final report with observations and recommendations; 

 Presentation of the final report to the district administrative team and other audiences of 

their choice. 

 

Once again, we would like to thank the Bainbridge central office staff and administrators for all the 

support they provided to this effort—pulling together data, organizing visits, and answering all our 

questions.  We truly appreciate the cooperative and thoughtful attitudes of these individuals, as well 

the administrators and staff in the schools that took time out of their busy schedules to provide 

information related to this review and answer our questions.  We hope this report will be useful in 

improving the programs and services for students who struggle in general education. 

  

  

OVERVIEW OF THE BAINBRIDGE ISLAND SCHOOL DISTRICT 
 

It is helpful to have a sense of the Bainbridge Island School District before beginning to look at it in 

comparison to other districts, to look at some of the perceptions of its staff, and to look at 

observations and other findings from this program review process.   

 

The Bainbridge Island School District is located on Bainbridge Island in Kitsap County and serves a 

total of 3,845 students K-12 (OSPI [May, 2014], Report 1251H) of whom 406 are eligible for 

special education services ages K-21.  In addition, 6 students with disabilities ages birth through 2 

and 47 students with disabilities ages 3-5  are provided services (OSPI [May, 2014], Report 1735T).  

The district consists of 3 primary elementary schools serving students in preschool through grade 4 

(Captain Johnston Blakely, Ordway, and Captain Charles Wilkes Elementary Schools),  one 

intermediate school with students in grades 5 and 6 (Sonoji Sakai Intermediate School), one middle 

school for students in grades 7 and 8 (Woodward Middle School), a high school with grades 9-12 

(Bainbridge High School), and a school (Commodore Options) that houses Eagle Harbor High 

School (grades 9-12), Odyssey Multiage Program (grades 1-8), and the Mosaic Home Education 

Partnership (K-8).  In addition, a small program for young adults with disabilities ages 18-21 is 

located within the district.  The district also takes advantage of West Sound Technical Skill Center 

to provide services to selected secondary students. 

 

Washington currently has 295 school districts of which Bainbridge ranks 227th in terms of size 

(OSPI [May, 2013] Report on Public School Enrollment PK-12 by Grade at 

http://data.k12.wa.us/PublicDWP/web/Washingtonweb/DataTables/EnrollmentDTViewer.aspx].  

This means that approximately 67% of the districts in the state are smaller than Bainbridge.  

However, if one looks at per capita income of residents in the City of Bainbridge Island compared 

to the other 613 cities in the state, 97% have a smaller income.  Only 15 cities rank above the City 

of Bainbridge Island.  (U.S. 2010 Census Report)  

http://data.k12.wa.us/PublicDWP/web/Washingtonweb/DataTables/EnrollmentDTViewer.aspx
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 DATA ANALYSIS:  DISTRICT COMPARISONS 

 
Both enrollment and performance comparisons were conducted to determine if Bainbridge differs 

significantly from other school districts.   For initial comparison purposes, four districts were 

selected.  The Issaquah, Mercer Island, and Vashon Island School Districts were identified because 

they are nearby, somewhat similar in demographics, and are often used for comparison purposes 

with Bainbridge Island.  Franklin Pierce was selected because it has very different demographics 

and a relatively well established continuum of services for struggling learners. 

 

The comparisons include the following: 

 Comparisons of the number of students and percentage of students in various ethnic 

categories and programs. (See Table 1.)  

 Comparison of the numbers and percentages of students enrolled in special education. 

(See Table 2.)  

 Comparison of the percentages of students enrolled in special education over the past 5 

years. (See Figure 1.)  

 Comparison of the percentages of students eligible for free/reduced lunch over the past 

5 years. (See Figure 2.)  

 Comparison of the numbers of students in selected disability categories, including some 

“soft” categories in which there is some level of subjective assessment. (See Figure 3.) 

 

It should be noted that data reported on the following charts and graphs are taken from a variety of 

sources and from different points in time.  While this information is helpful in comparing districts, 

the reader should be cautious, as they are gross comparisons.  Every district is unique with differing 

circumstances that may impact various components of program services.  The following data 

provide current comparative information and should primarily serve as a means for stimulating 

further discussions by district administration and staff and the community. 
 

 

ENROLLMENT 
 

Table 1 on the following pages focuses on enrollment breakouts by ethnicity and program/service 

participation.  The four service/program areas are: 

Free and Reduced Lunch Program – “This program provides cash subsidies for free and 

reduced-price lunches to students based on family income and size. Eligibility is determined via 

an application process which parents complete and submit each year. Children from families at 

or below 130 percent of the poverty level are eligible for free meals. Children from families 

between 130 and 185 percent of the poverty level are eligible for reduced-priced meals.”  

(Meador, D. @ http://teaching.about.com/od/gloss/g/Free-And-Reduced-Lunch-Program.htm) 

Special Education Services are designed to “fulfill the requirements of the federal Individuals 

With Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), which ensures that all children with disabilities have 

access to a free and appropriate public education.”  (OSPI @ 

http://teaching.about.com/od/gloss/g/Free-And-Reduced-Lunch-Program.htm
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https://www.k12.wa.us/SpecialEd/default.aspx)  Students who are eligible for services meet 

state disability criteria in one of 14 areas, experience adverse educational impact based on their 

disabilities, and need specially designed instruction. 

 

Table 1:  May 2013 State & District Demographic Comparisons 
 

  
State 

Bainbridge 

Island 

Franklin 

Pierce 
Issaquah 

Mercer 

Island 

Vashon 

Island 

Enrollment  

(May 2013) 
1,047,390 3,886 7,463 18,422 4,359 1,515 

E
th

n
ic

it
y
 

 (
O

ct
o

b
er

 2
0

1
2

) 

American Indian 
or Alaska Native 

1.6% 

(16,366) 

.6% 

(24) 

.8% 

(57) 

.4% 

(67) 

.3% 

(14) 

.9% 

(13) 

Asian 
7.1% 

(75,130) 

3.8% 

(148) 

6.4% 

(481) 

22.5% 

(4,139) 

18.6% 

(804) 

2.9% 

(44) 

Native Hawaiian/ 
Other Pacific 

Islander 

.9% 

(9,665) 

.1% 

(5) 

5.7 % 

(424) 

.3% 

(57) 

.2% 

(10) 

.1% 

(1) 

Asian/Pacific 
Islander 

8.1% 

(84,795) 

3.9% 

(153) 

12.1% 

(905) 

22.8% 

(4,196) 

18.8% 

(814) 

3.0% 

(45) 

Black/ African 
American 

4.6% 

(48,325) 

.5% 

(19) 

10.9% 

(813) 

2.0% 

(371) 

1.2% 

(52) 

1.2% 

(18) 

Hispanic/ 

Lation of any 

race  

20.4% 

(214,144) 

6.4% 

(250) 

22.4% 

(1,678) 

7.3% 

(1,353) 

3.6% 

(156) 

9.0% 

(137 

White  
59.1% 

(620,570) 

81.5% 

(3,171) 

41.6% 

(3,110) 

62.7% 

(11,549) 

71.5% 

(3,098) 

78.9% 

(1,203) 

Two or More 
Races 

6.3% 

(66,653) 

7.0% 

(272) 

12.3% 

(917) 

4.8% 

(879) 

4.6% 

(199) 

7.1% 

(109) 

S
p

ec
ia

l 
P

ro
g

ra
m

s 

 (
M

ay
 2

0
1

3
) 

Free or Reduced-

price Meals 

46.1% 

(482,634) 

6.8% 

(265) 

69.8% 

(5,210) 

10.1% 

(1,853) 

4.0% 

(176) 

21.2% 

(321) 

Special 

Education 

13.0% 

(136,099) 

12.7% 

(495) 

13.3% 

(994) 

9.5% 

(1,751) 

10.6% 

(464) 

13.3% 

(201) 

Transition 

Bilingual 

9.0% 

(94,176) 

.5% 

(21) 

8.0% 

(598) 

4.1% 

(762) 

2.4% 

(103) 

2.4% 

(36) 

504 
2.3% 

(23,889) 

4.2% 

(162) 

1.5% 

(111) 

2.9% 

(530) 

9.2% 

(400) 

3.4% 

(51) 

  Source: OSPI Washington State Report Card for 2012-2013 (May, 2013). 

 

The Transitional Bilingual Instructional Program (STBIP) is designed to address “the unique 

needs of students from linguistically and culturally diverse backgrounds and to help them 

achieve the high content and performance standards expected of all students in Washington 

State. The program helps English Language Learners (ELLs) to become proficient in English 

and to meet state learning standards.”   

(OSPI @ https://www.k12.wa.us/migrantbilingual/bilingualprogram.aspx)   

Section 504 – “A student qualifies as disabled under the definition of Section 504 if he or she: 

 Has a mental or physical impairment, a record of impairment, or is regarded as having 

such an impairment; and 

 Is substantially limited in his or her major life activities that include abilities such as (but 

not limited to) self care, breathing, walking, seeing, performing schoolwork, speaking, and 

https://www.k12.wa.us/SpecialEd/default.aspx
https://www.k12.wa.us/migrantbilingual/bilingualprogram.aspx
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learning.”  (Longsdon, A. @ 

http://learningdisabilities.about.com/od/df/g/disability504.htm)  

Students who can’t fully participate in the general education and educational activities because 

they need accommodations and modifications to do so are entitled to those 504 services.   

 

Among the comparison districts, Bainbridge falls in the middle ranges (2nd, 3rd, or 4th ranked) in 

all ethnic and program categories except: 

 Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander – where Bainbridge and Vashon had the lowest 

percentages at .1%; 

 Black/Africian American – the category in which Bainbridge ranked lowest at .5%; 

 White – in which Bainbridge is fifth ranked with a high of 81.5%; and, 

 Transition Bilingual – where again Bainbridge had the lowest ranking at .5%. 

 

Table 2 below shows district enrollment comparisons with a focus on special education students.   

 The overall percentage of K-21 special education students to K-12 general education enrollment 

ranges from Franklin Pierce and Vashon with 12.08% and 12.07%, respectively, to Issaquah at a 

low of 8.08%.  Bainbridge is third ranked among the 5 districts at 11.27%. 

 

 

*Table 2: State & District Special Education Comparisons for 2012-13 
 

  State 

F/RL 46.1% 

Bainbridge 

Island 

F/RL 6.8% 

Franklin 

Pierce 

F/RL 69.8% 

Issaquah 

F/RL 10.1% 

Mercer 

Island 

F/RL 4.0% 

Vashon 

Island 

F/RL 21.2%  

2
0

1
2

-2
0
1

3
 

R
es

id
en

t 
K

-2
1
 

(O
S

P
I 

R
ep

o
rt

 

1
2

2
0

) 

A.  Resident General 
Education FTE (K-

Grade12) 
1,002,848 3,683 7,239 17,382.63 4,124 1,448 

B.  Resident K-21 Special 

Education 
121,029 415 874 1,405 414 175 

C.  Percent of Students 

Special Education Eligible 
12.07% 11.27% 12.08% 8.08% 10.05% 12.07% 

2
0

1
2

-2
0
1

3
 B

ir
th

 -
 5

 

(O
S

P
I 

R
ep

o
rt

 1
7

3
5

T
) 

 

D.  Resident 0-21 Special 
Education Eligible 

138,425 473 1,015 1,648 443 192 

E.  Resident Special 
Education Students 3-5  

10,711 48 95 128 19 
14 

 

F.  Percent of All Special 
Education Students 3-5 

(E/D) 
7.74% 10.15% 9.41% 7.77% 4.39% 7.11% 

G.  Resident Special 
Education Student  0-3  

6,685 10 50 118 12 4 

H.  Percent of All Special 
Education Students 0-3 

(F/D) 
4.83% 2.11% 4.96% 7.13% 2.76% 1.97% 

I.  Percent of All Special 
Education Receiving Early 

Childhood Services 0-5  
([E+G]/D) 

12.57% 12.26% 14.37% 14.90% 7.14% 9.08% 

  Source: OSPI 2012-2013 Report 1220 (January 14, 2014) & OSPI 2012-2013 Report 1735T (December 6, 2013).    

  Free/reduced lunch (F/RL) data from the OSPI Washington State Report Card for 2012-2013 (May, 2013). 

 Please note that differences in enrollment between Tables 1 and 2 occur because of the different data sources. 

 

http://learningdisabilities.about.com/od/df/g/disability504.htm
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 In terms of early childhood services (birth – 5), Bainbridge is third ranked.  Issaquah had the 

highest percentage (14.90%) of special education eligible children receiving early childhood  

services even though it has the lowest percent of district population eligible for special education 

(8.08%).  Issaquah is followed closely by Franklin Pierce with 14.37% of special education 

eligible children receiving early childhood services.  Last year, Bainbridge had 12.26% of its 

special education students receiving early childhood education. 

 Of Bainbridge’s special education population, only 2.11% were provided birth-3 (0-3) services.  

This falls between Mercer Island’s percentage (2.76%) and Vashon’s (1.97).  Both Franklin 

Pierce (4.96%) and Issaquah (7.13%) had higher percentages. 

 Bainbridge had the highest percentage of preschoolers served within its special education 

population at 10.15%.  It was followed by Franklin Pierce (9.41%), Issaquah (7.77%), Vashon 

(7.11%), and Mercer Island (4.39%). 

 The state has a 12.7% funding lid that means it only provides excess cost funding (i.e., special 

education funds in excess of the basic education allotment [BEA] per student) to a maximum of 

12.7% of the resident FTE enrollment.  For those districts that serve a total percentage of special 

education above the 12.7% lid, they only receive funding for 12.7% of their special education 

population.  All five of the comparison school districts are below the funding lid meaning that all 

have been able to access excess cost funding for every special education student served.   

 

 

Figure 1: Percent of District Enrollment Eligible for Special Education K-21   

2009-April, 2014 
 

 
Source:  OSPI 2009-2010, 2010-2011, 2011-2012, 2012-2013, 2013-2014 Report 1220  

* Current school year data were issued April 18, 2014, & do not reflect a complete school year. 
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Referring to Figure 1 above that shows 5 year enrollment trends, Bainbridge’s special education 

enrollment has decreased from a high of 12.58% in 2009-2010 to a low of 10.76% as of April, 

2014.  However, Bainbridge’s enrollment percentages are still quite far above Issaquah which 

consistently had the lowest enrollments of the comparison districts over the past 5 years. 

 

Figure 2 below presents 5 years of data on district enrollment in the Free and Reduced Lunch 

Program.  In general terms, this is a poverty indicator.  Not surprisingly, Mercer Island, Bainbridge 

Island, Issaquah, and Vashon Island had much lower enrollments than both the state and Franklin 

Pierce.  Over the past 5 years, Bainbridge consistently had the second lowest F/RL rate following 

Mercer Island with the lowest. 

 

 

Figure 2: Percent of District Enrollment Eligible for Free/Reduced Lunch – 2008-2013 

 

 
Source: OSPI Washington State Report Cards for 2008-2013. 

 

 

Figure 3 on the following page presents data from the November 2013 federal special education 

child count for selected disability categories.  Some of these categories are referred to as “soft” 

disability categories where team discretion may  play a larger role in eligibility determination or 

where school-wide instructional resources might be a factor (e.g., with remediation or intense 

instruction/intervention, the student may not be referred to special education).  Among the 

observations that can be made are: 

 The only area in which Bainbridge stands out is the category of developmental delays (DD).  

These are children from age 3 through age 8 who are experiencing developmental delays that 



 

 8 

adversely affect their educational performance in physical development, cognitive development, 

communication development, social or emotional development and/or adaptive development  

(WAC 392-172A-01035(2)(d)(i)).  17.31% of Bainbridge’s 3-21 special education population is 

categorized as DD.  That is the highest percent among the comparison districts with Mercer 

Island having the lowest level with only 5.58% of its special education students identified as 

DD. 

 An area of interest is the category of autism (ASD).  Given the link between socioeconomic 

status and the prevalence of ASD (Durkin et al., 2010; Susser et al., 1985), it is not surprising 

that Bainbridge (13.44%), Issaquah (14.25%), Mercer Island (12.95%), and Vashon (14.51%) 

all hovered together in the 13-14.5% range while the state (8.27%) and Franklin Pierce (6.79%) 

are much lower.   

 During interviews, the review team repeatedly heard that the autism population was unusually 

large for a district Bainbridge’s size.  It was also suggested on a number of occasions that 

families move to Bainbridge in order to access the quality services available and this factor 

contributed significantly to the large number of students with ASD.  The data presented in 

Figure 3 don’t support these beliefs.   

 

 

Figure 3: Percent of District 3-21 Special Education Enrollment 

in Selected Disability Categories 

 

 
        Source: OSPI Child Count Report, November of 2013. 
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STUDENT PERFORMANCE 
 

To set the stage to report on curriculum, instruction, and services for struggling learners, it is helpful 

to examine student progress over time.  Based on Measurements of Student Progress (MSP) and 

High School Proficiency Exam (HSPE) performance in the 2012-2013 school year, Bainbridge did 

not meet adequate yearly progress requirements for the Elementary School Band (Grades 3-5) in the 

category of reading proficiency for special education students.   

 

Using arbitrarily selected measures of MSP/HSPE performance at the various school levels, the 

following pages provide observations and figures related to the percentages of  4
th

, 7
th

, and 10
th

 

grade students meeting standards for reading, math, and writing in the state, Bainbridge, and the 

other comparison districts over the past 5 years (Figures 4-6 on pages 10-12).   

 

 The charts eloquently paint the picture of Bainbridge as a high performing district.   

 4
th

 grade scores indicate that in 2012-2013 approximately 80-85% of Bainbridge’s students 

were successful on the MSP reading (84.6%), math (82.5%), and writing (80.7%) 

 Bainbridge’s scores on the 7
th

 grade 2012-2013 MSP testing indicate that 91.0% of its 

students were successful in reading, 89.0% in math, and 94.5% in writing. 

 Bainbridge’s 10
th

 graders out performed their younger schoolmates.  HSPE scores in reading 

for 2012-2013 showed 96.0% of students meeting standard, as did 96.6% in writing. 

 

Many districts would stop with an analysis like this, pat themselves on the back, and continue to go 

about business as usual.  As one administrator noted that in a high performing district like 

Bainbridge, there is often not an impetus to really “peel the onion” regarding disaggregation of data.   

 

To help readers of this report start to peel the onion, additional charts with MSP/HSPE data are 

include for two reporting categories – students identified as special education and those identified as 

low income.  Fourth, 7
th

, and 10
th

 grade scores are again reported for the state and the comparison 

districts on pages 13-18.  Readers are encouraged to spend some time analyzing these data and 

posing questions or identifying thoughts they have through this process. 

 

The MSP/HSPE data are included here as a conversation starter.  Additional grades can be 

analyzed, as can the performance of other students in various subgroups. While the MSP and HSPE 

data are easy to access from OSPI’s Washington State Report Card 

(http://reportcard.ospi.k12.wa.us/summary.aspx?year=2012-13), they are broad program evaluation 

or summative data.  Consistent district screening and progress monitoring data proved more elusive 

to the Program Review Team.   This is described in more detail under the section titled, Interviews, 

Site Visits, and Focus Groups.   
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Figure 4:  Percent of All 4
th

 Graders Meeting Standard between 2009 - 2013 
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Figure 5:  Percent of All 7
th

 Graders Meeting Standard between 2009 - 2013 
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Figure 6:  Percent of All 10
th

 Graders Meeting Standard between 2009 - 2013 
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Figure 7:  Percent of 4
th

 Graders in Special Education Meeting Standard – 2009-2013 
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Figure 8:  Percent of 7
th

 Graders in Special Education Meeting Standard – 2009-2013 
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Figure 9:  Percent of 10
th

 Graders in Special Education Meeting Standard – 2009-2013 
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Figure 10:  Percent of Low Income 4
th

 Graders Meeting Standard – 2009-2013 
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Figure 11:  Percent of Low Income 7
th

 Graders Meeting Standard – 2009-2013 
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DATA ANALYSIS:  FILE REVIEW 
 

 

The Program Review Team conducted a file review of 15 special education files that were randomly 

selected by the district’s Instructional Support Department.  The grade level and disabilities 

represented in this sample was: 

 

Grade Level 
Number 

of Files 

 
Disability Category 

Number 

of Files 

Primary 5  Autism 3 

Intermediate 3  Developentally Delayed 1 

Middle School 4  Health Impaired 2 

High School 3  Specific Learning Disability 9 

 

 

OBSERVATIONS 
 

 Overall, the files contained comprehensive and well-written evaluation reports.   

 The majority of the IEPs contained detailed and measurable goals.   

 The functional behavior assessments indicated a thorough analysis of the targeted behaviors, and 

the accompanying behavior plans included strategies and interventions that were connected to 

the needs identified in the functional behavior assessment.   

 Provision of services represented in the files sampled included:  

 

Service Area 
Number 

of Files 

Adaptive/Daily Living Skills 3 

Communication/SLP 5 

Functional Academic Skills 1 

Reading 8 

Math 9 

Occupational Therapy 2 

Organizational/Study Skills 4 

Physical Therapy 1 

Social/Behavioral 6 

Prevocational/Vocational Skills 1 

Written Expression 9 

 

 

 The IEPs indicated that 33% of the students (5) received the majority of their special education 

services in the special education setting and 67% (10) received the majority of their special 

education services in the general education setting.  Three files contained a discrepancy between 

the total number of minutes for the student’s instruction day as compared to the average 

instructional day for his/her school.  It is not clear if this discrepancy was a result of the students 

having shortened day or a calculation error.   
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 Twenty-seven percent of the students (4) had 1:1 paraeducator support for the school day 

indicated on their IEP and 1 student had full “shared” paraeducator support.    

 When examining the present levels and goals on the IEPs, three of the students had information 

included that indicated they were performing at grade level on all the academic skills for which 

they were receiving support.   

 Four of the IEPs reviewed were for students within the age range where a transition plan is a 

mandatory component of their IEP.  All of the transition plans reviewed appeared to have 

missing or incomplete components or components with insufficient or vague information.   

 Among the evaluations that were reviewed, nine appear to have insufficient data to establish or 

re-establish eligibility. Four of these were evaluations in which the General Ability Index (GAI) 

instead of full scale IQ score was used to establish LD discrepancy. 

 The system which the district currently uses for generating the IEP document is fairly low-tech 

and doesn’t contain many features that are available and in use by most school districts in the 

state.  Notably, the program in use does not allow for transfer of information between the 

district’s student information system and does not include the special education evaluation 

document and other special education forms.  An additional concern is the system’s inability to 

generate various data reports.  For this program review, information was requested of the district 

by the Review Team regarding the number of students who had the services of a 1:1 

paraeducator listed in their IEP, as well as a listing of students in special education disaggregated 

by their specific service areas (e.g., reading, math, learning strategies).  Using the current special 

educational data system, district staff was unable to generate the requested reports.  In this era of 

increased accountability and data reporting, the district’s current IEP and special education data 

systems are not going to be sufficient to meet increased reporting demands or internal data 

demands. 
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DATA ANALYSIS:  STAFF SURVEY 
 
In March, the Executive Director of Instructional Support Services sent an e-mail to building 

administrators, general education teachers, special education teachers and educational staff 

associates (i.e., psychologists, speech/language pathologists [SLPs], occupational and physical 

therapists [OTs & PTs]), and interventionists (i.e., ELL and Title/LAP teachers and counselors) at 

the seven schools asking them to take the time to respond to a brief survey on SurveyMonkey.  A 

total of 68 people responded: 

 3 Building Administrators; 

 41 General Education Teachers – 24 pre/K-4 teachers, 1 5-6 teacher, 12 9-12 teachers, a 

librarian, and 4 music/art teachers; 

 16 Special Education and ESA Staff – 6 special education teachers, 4 psychologists, 2 

OT/PTs, and 4 SLPs; and, 

 7 Interventionists – 3 counselors, 1 ELL teacher, and 3 Title/LAP teachers. 

 

The survey consisted of 14 questions, 6 open-ended requiring a written response from participants 

and 8 questions requiring a rating on a 4-point scale ranging from extremely positive to extremely 

negative (i.e., “almost never” to “almost always” and “almost every student” to “few students”) or 

selection of “don’t know.”  Appendix A contains a complete summary of the responses to the 

survey, including the comments that respondents made.  A quick summary based on survey ratings 

is contained on the following pages.  This includes Figures 7-14 each of which consists of two 

charts tied to the survey rating questions.  The first chart for each question shows the percentage of 

the total number of staff members who rated the question at each level (almost never, sometimes, 

frequently, almost always).  The second chart for each question shows the ratings by the four 

categories of respondents – general education, intervention, special education, and administration.   

 

This was a basic survey to get a taste of perceptions that building administrators, special educators, 

intervention personnel, and general educators have regarding general instructional practices and 

instructional and intervention practices related to students who are struggling with the core general 

education curriculum.  There are a couple of major shortfalls that should be acknowledged.  The 

first is the ambiguity of some of the questions, specifically questions 4-13.  These questions deal 

with various intensities on instructional interventions for students struggling with the core academic 

and behavioral curricula of the district.  The following instructions were included in the surveys to 

assist staff members in responding to the questions:    

 

An instructional intervention is a planned set of procedures that is aimed at teaching a 

specific set of academic or social/behavioral skills to a student or students (Howell, K., 

2009).  Interventions may be delivered in a variety of settings and by a variety of 

individuals.  A common framework is to organize instructional interventions into 3 levels or 

tiers: 

• Tier or Level 1 (Primary Level) – instruction in the district core curriculum and 

instructional practices that are research-based.  Instruction is aligned with state/district 

standards and incorporates differentiated instruction (OSPI & National Center on Response 

to Intervention, 2011). 
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• Tier or Level 2 (Secondary Level) – targeted, supplemental instructional interventions 

delivered in small groups which align with and support the core curriculum (OSPI & 

National Center on Response to Intervention, 2011).  This may occur in the general 

education classroom or other locations in the school and often includes Title/LAP programs. 

• Tier or Level 3 (Tertiary Level) -- intensive, supplemental instructional interventions 

delivered in small groups or individually (OSPI & National Center on Response to 

Intervention, 2011).  Special education is one of the Tier 3 options or is sometimes 

synonymous with Tier 3.  Tier 3 includes instructional interventions tied to the core 

curriculum and may also include replacement or alternative curricula. 

 

However, questions still lacked clarity.  As one respondent wrote in response to Question 3, 

“Question parameters are too vague.”  Another wanted a definition for student success.   

 

The second issue to be aware of in reviewing these data is the small number of building 

administrators (3) and interventionists (7) included in the survey.  Particularly among the 

administrators, one response has a much larger percentage impact within that class of staff members 

than within the other staff categories with larger numbers of respondents. 

 

QUICK SUMMARY OF SURVEY RATING QUESTIONS 
 

Question 2: To what extent do you think that the district’s teaching and administrative staff 

members ensure that appropriate instruction for all students is provided in the following areas – 

reading, writing, math, and behavior?  

 

 Overall, district staff members see themselves as ensuring that appropriate instruction is 

provided to all students in the areas of reading, writing, math, and behavior.  If one combines 

the percent of positive responses (“almost always” + “frequently”) shown in Figure 7-Q2A, 

reading and math had the highest percentage of respondents indicating that appropriate 

instruction is provided to all students with 89.2% and 83.9% ratings respectively.  These are 

followed by 77.4% for writing and 73.8% for behavior. 

 In examining the four categories of respondents in Figure 7-Q2B, building administrators had 

all positive responses (almost always + frequently).  Even though they perceive instruction in all 

four areas as appropriate (reading 25%, writing 38%, math 38%, behavior 31%), special 

educators had greater percentages of negative responses (“sometimes” + “almost never”) than 

the other groups. 

 General education was the only category in which there were ratings of “almost never.”  In each 

of the three areas – writing, math, and behavior, one individual indicated that s/he thought 

appropriate instruction for all students was almost never provided (writing 2%, math 2%, and 

behavior 2%). 
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Figure 7:  Survey Question 2 – To what extent do you think that the district’s teaching and 

administrative staff members ensure that appropriate instruction for all students is provided in the 

following areas?  

 

 
2A.  Percentages of All Staff Members Who Rated the Question 

 

 
    R W M B R W M B R W M B R W M B            

  General Ed Intervention  Special Ed   Administration 
 

2B. Percentages of Different Category Members Who Rated the Question 
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Question 3: For all students participating in general education, how effective is the curriculum for 

student success in the following areas – reading, writing, math, and behavior? 

 

 In all four areas (reading, writing, math, and behavior), survey respondents positively rated 

(“almost always” + “frequently”) the effectiveness of the curriculum for student success 

between 72.1% in the area of behavior to 87.3% for reading. 

 Again, the areas of reading and behavior were each rated by one general educator as “almost 

never” effective for student success. 
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Figure 8:  Survey Question 3 – For all students participating in general education, how effective 

is the curriculum for student success in the following areas? 

 

 
3A.  Percentages of All Staff Members Who Rated to the Question 
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3B. Percentages of Different Category Members Who Rated the Question 
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Figure 9:  Survey Question 4 – For students who struggle with the general education core 

curriculum, how many receive differentiated instruction (e.g., walk-to reading or math; small group 

comprehension and application activities for students who are unfamiliar with a particular concept 

in the core curriculum) within general education in the following areas? 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4A.  Percentages of All Staff Members Who Rated to the Question 
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Question 4:  For students who struggle with the general education core curriculum, how many 

receive differentiated instruction (e.g., walk-to reading or math; small group comprehension and 

application activities for students who are unfamiliar with a particular concept in the core 

curriculum) within general education in the following areas – reading, writing, and math? 

 

 When questioned about their ability to differentiate instruction in general education for students 

who are struggling with the curriculum, the split between positive responses (“almost every 

student” + “many students”) and negative responses (“some students” + “few students”) was 

close to even: 

o Reading – 56.2% positive and 43.8% negative 

o Writing – 42.6% positive and 57.4% negative 

o Math – 54.9% positive and 45.1 % negative. 

 Of the three areas, differentiation of writing was rated most negatively by 64.7% of people who 

responded to this question, meaning only “some students” or “few students” who struggle in the 

core curriculum receive such instruction (Level 1).   

 In looking at different member categories, three of the four categories rated writing more 

negatively than reading and math: 

o General education teachers –  44% of the 88% of general education teachers who took 

the survey; 

o Intervention personnel – 29% of the 43% who took the survey; and, 

o Special educators –  56% of the 82% who took the survey. 

 Administrators, on the other hand, thought that math was the area in which the fewest struggling 

students are receiving differentiated instruction (66.7% or 2 of 3 respondents saying “some 

students” and 33.3% saying few students receive such instruction). 

 

Question 6:  From your perspective, please rate the effectiveness of these Tier 1 instructional 

interventions in the following areas – reading, writing, and math? 

 

 All groups rated the effectiveness of instructional interventions in Tier 1 or the core curriculum 

in reading more positively (“almost always” + “frequently” effective) than writing and math 

interventions: 

o General education teachers –  73%; 

o Intervention personnel – 71%;  

o Special educators –  38%; and, 

o Administrators – 100%. 

 Special educators rated all Tier 1 or core curriculum interventions in all 3 areas more negatively 

than any other group: 

o Reading – 44% negative (“almost never” and “sometimes” effective) versus 38% 

positive; 

o Writing – 47% negative compared to 33% positive; and, 

o Math – 56% versus 25%. 

 Perhaps the most interesting “outlier” on Figure 7-Q6B is the rating of the effectiveness of 

writing interventions in the core curriculum.  28% of intervention personnel (2 people) rated the 

effectiveness of the interventions in writing positively and 28% rated them negatively. 
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Figure 10:  Survey Question 6 – From your perspective, please rate the effectiveness of these  

Tier 1 instructional interventions in the following areas? 

 

 
6A.  Percentages of All Staff Members Who Rated to the Question 
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Figure 11:  Survey Question 7 – For those students who struggle with the general education core 

curriculum, how many receive Tier 2 instructional interventions in the following areas? 
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Question 7:  For those students who struggle with the general education core curriculum, how 

many receive Tier 2 instructional interventions in the following areas – reading, writing, and math? 

 

 Looking at all staff members who responded to Question 7, the majority responded negatively 

(“few students” or “some students” who struggle with core curriculum receive Tier 2 

instructional interventions) to this question.  The largest percentage was in writing at 78.7% 

followed by math (68.1%) and then reading (52.8%).  These are somewhat similar to Question 

10 that asked how many struggling learners receive Tier 3 instruction. 

 With only one exception (reading as judged by the interventionists in which half responded 

positively and half negatively), members of all four staff categories thought only “some” and 

“few students” struggling with the general education core curriculum received Tier 2 

instructional interventions. 

  Negative  

(“few students” + 

“some students” 

Positive  

(“almost every 

student” + “many 

students” 

General Educators 

Reading 41% 38% 

Writing 48% 23% 

Math 38% 35% 

Interventionists 

Reading 43% 43% 

Writing 43% 14% 

Math 57% 29% 

Special Educators 

Reading 44% 38% 

Writing 75% 0% 

Math 63% 21% 

Administrators 

Reading 67% 33% 

Writing 100% 0% 

Math 100% 0% 

 

 

Question 9:  From your perspective, please rate the effectiveness of these Tier 2 instructional 

interventions in the following areas – reading, writing, and math? 

 

 Those who responded to Question 9 rated the effectiveness of Tier 2 instructional interventions 

for struggling learners positively (“almost always” and “frequently” effective) for math (61.3%) 

and reading (81.1%).  Tier 2 writing interventions received 50% positive and 50% negative 

ratings. 

 General education and intervention personnel viewed the effectiveness of reading, writing, and 

math Tier 2 instructional interventions more positively than special educators and 

administrators. 
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Figure 12:  Survey Question 9 – From your perspective, please rate the effectiveness of these Tier 

2 instructional interventions in the following areas?  
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Question 10:  For those students who struggle with the general education core curriculum, how 

many receive Tier 3 instructional interventions in the following areas – reading, writing, and math? 

 

 Responses to Question 10 are much like those to Question 7 that asked the same question 

relative to Tier 2 instructional interventions.  The majority responded negatively (“few students” 

or “some students” who struggle with core curriculum receive Tier 3 instructional interventions) 

to this question.  The largest percentage was in math at 66.0% followed by writing (64.7%) and 

then reading (60.8%).  

 Special educators had the highest ratings (“almost every student” + “many students”) for the 

numbers of struggling students receiving Tier 3 instructional interventions.  In the other three 

categories, the majority of staff members rated this question negatively. 

 

  Negative  

(“few students” + 

“some students” 

Positive  

(“almost every 

student” + “many 

students” 

Special Educators 

Reading 44% 44% 

Writing 44% 44% 

Math 40% 46% 

 

 

Question 12:  From your perspective, please rate the effectiveness of these Tier 3 instructional 

interventions in the following areas – reading, writing, and math? 

 

 The overall effectiveness of Tier 3 instructional interventions in all three curriculum areas is 

rated positively by the staff members who responded to this question.  Reading was rated most 

positively (“almost always” and “frequently” effective) at 80.9%, math at 73.2%, and writing at 

70.5%. 

 Interestingly, of the special educators who rated this question, 12.5% (2 of 14 special educators) 

indicated that Tier 3 instructional interventions in reading, writing, and math were “almost 

never” effective.    
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 Figure 13:  Survey Question 10 – For those students who struggle with the general education 

core curriculum, how many receive Tier 3 instructional interventions in the following areas? 
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Figure 14:  Survey Question 12 – From your perspective, please rate the effectiveness of these 

Tier 3 instructional interventions in the following areas? 
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INTERVIEWS, SITE VISITS, & FOCUS GROUPS 
 

In addition to the data collected from the staff surveys, the Program Review Team gathered 

information from interviews with building leadership teams, site visits and focus groups.  The 

information, perceptions and opinions gathered through these conversations and observations 

provided additional information regarding how Bainbridge Island School District staff and parents 

view their successes and challenges regarding the provision of services to students who struggle to 

achieve success in school. 

 

STRUGGLING IN A CULTURE OF EXCELLENCE 
 

While the success of Bainbridge Island School District as a high performing district is widely 

recognized and acknowledged, many staff felt that it is this success which complicates the district’s 

efforts to provide effective services for students who struggle to achieve school success.  It was 

noted that the population of students who struggle in Bainbridge differ from those who struggle in 

other school districts across the state.  Staff indicated that students, who demonstrate academic 

skills that are considered “average” in other districts, frequently struggle with the rigorous 

curriculum and learning expectations in Bainbridge.  Additionally, many staff members felt that 

students who qualify for special education services in Bainbridge, due to the adverse impact of their 

disability on academic progress, would not qualify in other districts.   Other staff shared anecdotal 

stories about students who were qualified as “highly capable” in other districts, but when they move 

to Bainbridge, they do not meet the standards to qualify as “highly capable.” 

  

Staff members also shared the perception that the negative impact of being a learner with academic 

struggles increases as the student grows older.   One staff member was concerned that at high 

school  “It is hard to be a learner with any difference” and, as reported earlier in the report, “Making 

a space for everybody is a challenge.  In noting the need to disaggregate the data on those struggling 

with school success, one variable to consider is free and reduced qualification.  Looking at the data 

through this lens would help staff identify the challenges that students and families from low socio-

economic status face and begin to address those challenges. One staff member reflected this 

challenge with the comment “this is a really hard place to be poor.” 

 

An additional challenge arising from the high performance standards of the district is the preferred 

post-secondary goal of a four-year college for all students and the fact that the majority of the 

secondary courses are college preparatory.  In contrast to this post-secondary goal, only 11%  (1 of 

9) of the parents of students receiving special education and/or Title/LAP services who attended the 

parent focus group indicated that a four-year college was the post-secondary goal for their children.  

These parents indicated that for their children the academic challenge of a four-year college would 

result in negative experiences for them.  These parents preferred secondary courses and experiences 

that allow their children to achieve post-secondary goals that facilitate them accessing work after 

high school graduation that aligns with their interests and which allows them to be as independent 

as possible.   
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DATA COLLECTION AND USE 
 

Another frustration identified was the lack of district-wide consistency and coherence surrounding 

the use of data to identify students who struggle to achieve academic success, as well as monitor 

their progress when interventions are delivered.  While there was agreement about the existence of 

district mandated tests, (e.g., MAPS and DRA), staff members reported that the use of these tests is 

not fully embraced and they are not used consistently across the district when identifying students 

who struggle to achieve school success.  Additionally, staff shared instances of staff members who 

feel that the district mandated assessments do not provide quality information and are not worth the 

administration time.  In some instances, staff reported tests not being administered or not being 

administered with fidelity.   Given these examples, many staff also voiced concerns about the 

validity of the assessment data. 

 

Regarding data, there were also concerns shared regarding the availability and instructional use of 

assessment data.  In one case a staff member was concerned that “We’re getting the data, but then 

what?  What do we do instructionally?  It’s up to every school & PTO.”  Others concurred that the 

data exist but felt there was not an impetus to really “peel the onion” regarding the disaggregation 

of the data to identify the students who are truly struggling.   Some staff members pointed to the 

creation of the district data dashboard as an area of success for putting the data in an accessible and 

useful format for triangulation and decision making, while others complained that the data 

dashboard was not updated frequently enough to be useful and wanted more staff training on how to 

navigate and use the site. 

 

Through the multiple conversations with staff across the district, it was clear that while all buildings 

were gathering student performance data at various levels of intensity and systematization, there 

was unanimous agreement that they had little in the way of direction from the district leadership 

about what to do with the data they had collected.   It was common to hear from teams that they felt 

overwhelmed by data and had no plan or system about using the data for instructional planning or 

identification of students who struggle to achieve academic success.  Some buildings described a 

formal and systematic structure for sorting, analyzing and interpreting the data in order to identify 

the appropriate academic interventions for individual students, while in most other buildings, 

academic interventions were planned using an informal discussion process, based on some 

assessment data combined with staff’s anecdotal information.  In a few situations, staff indicated 

that they selected and implemented academic interventions, using a priority system that allocated 

school-based interventions for those students who had little or no family resources to provide 

additional academic interventions outside the school setting.  When teams were asked, they 

indicated that they were unfamiliar with the protocols and frameworks for assessing student 

progress in the context of Professional Learning Communities (PLC).  Interviews with district 

leadership confirmed that PLC work has not been a district-wide initiative.   

 

The use of data to determine the progress students make when they are provided with interventions 

is also inconsistent across the district.  Many staff members indicated that this was problematic 

during the Student Support Team meetings (SST) meetings and referral process to special education 

and expressed a desire for data to show the effectiveness of interventions that were attempted prior 

to conducting evaluations to determine a student’s special education eligibility.  While it is 
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considered best practice within special education and remediation programs (such as Title/LAP), to 

conduct progress monitoring which is defined by National Center on Progress Monitoring 

(http://www.studentprogress.org) as “a scientifically based practice that is used to assess students’ 

academic performance and evaluate the effectiveness of instruction,“ this practice does not appear 

to be being implemented with a high level of fidelity across the district.   The National Center 

explains that “to implement progress monitoring, the student’s current levels of performance are 

determined and goals are identified for learning that will take place over time.  The student’s 

academic performance is measured on a regular basis (weekly or monthly).  Progress toward 

meeting the student’s goals is measured by comparing expected and actual rates of learning.  Based 

on these measurements, teaching is adjusted as needed.  Thus, the student’s progression of 

achievement is monitored and instructional techniques are adjusted to meet the individual students 

learning needs.”  Staff descriptions of their progress monitoring tools and practices reflected an 

unclear understanding regarding the technical aspects of progress monitoring including the 

importance of frequent measurement, the difference between pre-post testing and progress 

monitoring, and measurement of the students’ goals versus measurement of the isolated skills being 

taught in the instructional units being covered.   

 

In conversations with the parent focus groups, the lack of progress monitoring during and across the 

years was also noted.   Parents with students in special education indicated a high level of 

frustration around the lack of progress monitoring when students moved between grade levels and 

schools.  They shared multiple examples regarding instances when their child’s progress on specific 

IEP goals and skills were not communicated during the school year, as well as from year to year.  

They discussed the common experience of having the current year’s special education teacher 

writing a new IEP goal with the baseline not reflecting knowledge of the progress made on the same 

skill the previous year.  One parent commented that a “1:1 para is the best way to track progress 

over time.” 

 

TIERED LEVELS OF ACADEMIC INSTRUCTION 
 

Another component to consider when examining services for students who struggle with school 

success, is the quality and intensity of instruction provided to students.  When analyzing this 

component, many districts find it useful to categorize the intensity of instruction in a tiered system.  

Frequently, three tiers or levels are identified with Level 1 used to describe instruction that utilizes 

the general education core curriculum for ALL students in the general education setting with some 

differentiation.  Level 2 is frequently identified as short-term instructional interventions to assist 

students in gaining specific and targeted academic skills and is usually provided in small group 

settings.  Level 3 services are used to describe to a set of services that are very intensive and 

individualized.   In many districts, special education services are considered Level 3.  Another way 

to think about the levels of instruction is that Level 1 services are for ALL students, Level 2 are for 

SOME students and Level 3 are for a FEW students.   

 

Level 1.   With respect to Level 1 instruction, there was a high level of consensus regarding 

curriculum materials that had been identified by the district as the core curriculum.  Staff also 

agreed that despite the district-mandated curriculum, they did not feel there was any level of 

scrutiny to ensure that staff followed through with the implementation of the mandated curriculum.  

Additionally, staff reported that the district-mandated materials contained a level of flexibility and 

http://www.studentprogress.org/
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teacher choice, so there is variation in how the materials are used across the district.  At the high 

school level especially, staff indicated a concern that the flexibility in the district-mandated 

materials resulted in district standards being above the state standards.  One staff member 

commented that for students who struggle with academic success, they would like the general 

education classes have a section of each course taught at the state standard (average level) rather 

than the accelerated level of Bainbridge Island School District.  

 

When discussing the instruction delivered in the general education setting, many staff noted that 

because the teaching staff in Bainbridge School District is so skilled, many students benefit from 

the differentiation that teachers are able to provide.  They reported that differentiation of instruction 

frequently occurs.  However, they felt that differentiation alone is not enough to meet the needs of 

those struggling to learn the academic content of the class.  Staff also indicated that this 

differentiation of instruction is done more frequently for students who are identified as highly 

capable than for those students who struggle to achieve academic success.  The amount and 

consistency of differentiation is also dependent upon the availability of time, instructional materials 

and the skills of the general education staff.  Some staff interviewed did reflect on how the recent 

intensive focus on the implementing the common core state standards has increased for staff a 

clearer focus of the articulation of the skills being taught and that staff are gaining a clearer 

understanding about how the common core learning outcomes connect with instruction, which is 

providing staff with increased knowledge about how to differentiate their instruction.  

 

A common theme identified by staff when discussing Level 1 services was the gap in services, 

staffing, and materials to adequately serve students who struggle with the general education 

curriculum, even with differentiation.  When looking at Level 2 interventions, staff frequently 

repeated the concern that “there are not a lot of non-special education options for students who 

struggle to achieve academic success.”   

 

Level 2.  Staff consistently identified Title/LAP services as the most consistent Level 2 services 

implemented across the district.  Staff members feel that these services do address the needs of 

some students who struggle to achieve academic success, but not all.  Acknowledging the 

limitations of these services, one staff commented that Title/LAP services “work well for students it 

is able to serve.”  District-wide, the Title/LAP staff also identified common screening tools. Of 

MAPS and DRA.  However, differences do exist between buildings regarding qualifying criteria 

and cut scores, instructional materials and progress monitoring tools.  Staff from the Title/LAP 

programs across the district voiced a high level of frustration regarding their lack of time, materials 

and training to adequately serve all the students in their buildings that are struggling academically. 

Another source of frustration for district staff is the changing focus for the Title/LAP services.  Staff 

explained that over the years, with the frequent change of leadership in the Instructional Services 

Department, there have been changes regarding which academic areas Title/LAP services will 

address at various grade levels.  In previous years Title/LAP services have only been in the area of 

reading, then there was a switch to all math services, and now there is a combination of both areas, 

depending on grade level.  

 

Another source of frustration for Title/LAP staff involves scheduling and time limitations 

encountered when attempting to provide their services.  These scheduling difficulties seemed to be a 



 

 

 
 

39 

significant challenge at the intermediate level, somewhat of a difficulty at the secondary level, and a 

minor level of difficulty in the primary buildings.  

 

In addition to Title/LAP services, buildings are providing a variety of academic intervention 

services before and after school for targeted students.  Buildings are able to provide these services 

using various combinations of grant funding and volunteers (staff and parents).  Staff noted some 

difficulties with the provision of these services.  These include the fact that they are optional and 

frequently the students who need to attend do not or are unable to take advantage of the services.  

Some barriers to student participation in the before and after school services include lack of 

available transportation and a conflict for those students who have after school sports/activities. 

 

Another type of Level 2 services that buildings rely on heavily involves the use of volunteers.  

These volunteers most frequently provide “tutoring” services and help within classrooms.  Some 

teams also identified services and supports provided through 504 plans for individual students as 

Level 2 services.  In addition to academic supports, many buildings reported providing Level 2 

social/emotional supports.  As with the academic supports, who provided these services and how 

they were provided varied widely across the districts.  Bainbridge High School is unique in having a 

full time behavior specialist who is available to serve students in general education, as well as those 

who are qualified for special education services.  Bainbridge High School also has a collaborative 

relationship with Bainbridge Youth Services, which has their office located on the high school 

campus and provides counseling services for students at no cost to them.   

 

In conversations across the district, some staff also identified the educational programs at 

Commodore Options as a Level 2 intervention.  With the mission to provide “a more personalized 

education that is more whole student focused,” it was reported that students are often more 

successful with services at Commodore Option than they were in their home schools.  In discussing 

these services, it was acknowledged, “Commodore does not have the capacity to serve all the 

students who want to come here.” 

 

Level 3 – Special Education.  As is a common situation in many districts, special education is seen 

in Bainbridge as their Level 3 tier of services and is also seen by most staff as the only place to get 

substantial assistance/intervention.  

 

Continuum of Placement/Program Options.  All buildings across the district provide special 

education services.  As is common in many districts, the full continuum of placements options for 

students is available within the district, but not within each building.  There were some concerns 

voiced regarding the stress that the placement of multiple district special education programs placed 

upon Ordway.  Another concern noted regarding the availability of special education services across 

buildings involved Commodore Options and the recently implemented screening process to ensure 

that the needs of special education students applying could be met at the school.  Some view this 

process as problematic as it is seen to be in conflict with Commodore Options role as a school of 

school of choice.    

  

In terms of newly implemented processes, some staff also raised ESY as a concern.   They reported 

that in the past, the eligibility determination process for those students receiving ESY had been 

fairly informal.  With the change of leadership in Instructional Support Services, there was a shift in 
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this process to use data-based decision-making process.   The concerns of staff around this were that 

the new process was not clearly and consistently explained to both parents and teachers.    

 

Another issue around the delivery of special education services in Bainbridge is that specific 

configurations of services and programs fluctuate over the years depending on the learning needs 

and characteristics of students at various grade levels.  One staff member gave an example of this 

when explaining the history of the behavior program at the middle school.  Last year the middle 

school had a behavior program.  Since the students in that program were moving to the high school 

as 9
th

 graders, and there was a cluster of students transitioning into the intermediate school who 

needed a behavior program, the program was moved to the intermediate school beginning this 

school year.  While this practice reflects the agility of the district and schools to be responsive to the 

needs of students, it also results in confusion about the establishment and evolution of programs 

designed to serve specific groups of targeted students.   

 

The “Wings Program” is an example of this confusion.  There is agreement that development of the 

program was “driven by parents” who were advocating for appropriate services for their children 

with autism. There was also agreement that the autism spectrum disorders (ASD) specialist, who 

was originally hired to support the Wings Program, is a critical staff member for the delivery of 

services to students with ASD throughout the district.  However, some staff reported that the Wings 

Program no longer exists, and they didn’t know why or when it disappeared.  In contrast, one staff 

member insisted that a Wings Team is located in every school and described how Wings provides 

training for all teachers to understand autism, follows a cohort of students as they go through the 

district, and allows a place for the students to de-escalate.  It appears that the program no longer 

exists and has morphed into the service coordinated and provided by the ASD specialist and 

teaching staff across the district.  

 

Students with Autism Spectrum Disorders (ASD).  It is also interesting to note that when 

discussion of the Wings Program arose, staff frequently stated their belief that Bainbridge has a 

higher population of students with autism spectrum disorders than other districts.  Information 

shared at the parent focus group by parents of students with autism, reflected a high level of 

satisfaction with the services and supports for their children that are coordinated by ASD specialist.  

They indicated an appreciation of this person/position because it allowed a school staff member to 

become familiar with the students and their families over the years and allows for continuity of 

services, instructional methods, and behavioral interventions for the duration of the students’ time in 

the district.   The parents view the ASD specialist as a trusted person who they also feel has the 

respect and trust of building staff.    

 

Instructional Materials.  In contrast to the continuity of services provided by the ASD specialist, 

variability was a clear theme that emerged when staff discussed and described special education 

services across the district.  One area of high variability in special education involves the variety of 

instructional materials used.  Staff reported a high dependence on using and adapting general 

education materials that they have borrowed from other staff when they are providing specially 

designed instruction.  When the staff did find the need for materials that provided more explicit 

instruction, they frequently reported using a “hodge podge” of things and had infrequently received 

training on the implementation of those materials.  At one point in time, a staff member reported 

that many elementary special education staff members have been trained on the use of the Wilson 
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Reading Program.  Due to staff turnover, very few elementary special education teachers are 

currently trained to use Wilson, so it’s use has declined.  Staff also indicated, that like the changes 

that occurred with the Title/LAP programs depending on the current leadership in Instructional 

Services, certain instructional materials have been purchased for staff and others discarded.  This 

year, staff reported working as a special education team across buildings to begin planning a 

common list of desired instructional and classroom assessment materials that has some horizontal 

and vertical alignment.  They are working with the Executive Director of Instructional Support 

Services to purchase some of these materials.  Staff members reported that the approval and 

acquisition of materials used in both Levels 2 and 3 do not follow the same comprehensive 

curriculum adoption process used for general education curriculum.  While many of the intervention 

materials specifically used in Level 2 and 3 are evidence based, their use is so sporadic across the 

district that curriculum continuity is almost nonexistent.  

  

One area of consistency across special education involves the use of social thinking materials for 

the development of social communication and self-regulation skills.  Staff reported that these 

materials were introduced to staff by the special education related service staff, who have trained 

and coached their use.  In some cases, general education staff members are using these materials as 

well.  Everyone was clear that the implementation of the social thinking curriculum is supported at 

the district level but is not mandated.  

 

 Delivery of Instructional Services.  An additional level of consistency in special education is 

related to how services are delivered.  Services across the district were described and observed as 

relying heavily on 1:1 tutoring support and small group instruction.  It appeared that the special 

education programs and classrooms have a low staff/student ratio, with multiple paraeducators in 

many instances.  There was also agreement among the staff and parents that special education 

services at the lower grade levels seemed to be focused on the development of critical basic 

academic skills, while in the upper grades the focus of these services seems to focus on assisting 

students to complete and pass the requirements for their general education classes.  Consistency and 

quality of the special education services was also noted as a concern in the parent focus group.  

They felt that without their “vigilance,” the services, plans, and accommodations developed as part 

of their child’s IEP were not always implemented.  They shared that volunteering was a great way 

to “keep an eye on things,” and there was a high level of agreement that they all frequently checked 

in with their children’s teachers, even if it meant they were viewed as “helicopter parents.” 

 

In the parent focus group, there was agreement among the participants that special education 

services at the younger level were very student-focused.  One parent described his child’s preschool 

program as being “awesome.”  He also said that it “felt like we were stealing. We got all these 

services and didn’t have to pay.”  However, this same parent voiced the concern that in the higher 

grades, the special education services became predominately about how to get the students to pass 

tests.  Along that same theme, secondary staff reported that their learning strategies classes are 

designed to provide assistance to the students to complete the work for their general education 

classes.  Specially designed instruction frequently focuses on learning strategies (e.g. note taking, 

test taking, organization) with the math, reading and writing instruction incorporated into the 

general education academic work being completed.  
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With the intense focus on meeting the classwork and graduation requirements, especially at the high 

school, special services seem to be lacking time to focus on the transitional planning that is a 

required component of a high school student’s IEP.  Special education staff at the high school was 

unable to articulate the process and assessments used to complete the age-appropriate transition 

assessment portion of the IEP.  They also felt that beyond the programming available at the skills 

center, there are limited options for the students to explore and gain specific skills in career 

pathways of their choice.  Additionally, the staff reported that the student’s post-secondary goals 

frequently included a general reference to their “field of interest,” with most students graduating 

without a clearly defined career pathway. 

 

 

SUMMARY 
 

This section summarizes our major recommendations and addresses three themes that were 

identified during the program review and the critical questions that drove the program review 

process from its inception.  Bainbridge’s Instructional Support Services has had a number of 

changes in leadership over the past 6 years, leaving many people unclear about both the vision and 

travel plans for the department in the near and long-term.  Therefore, it is our hope that the 

recommendations offered in this report will be helpful in clearly articulating organizational 

philosophy, structures, and procedures to support those students who struggle academically and 

social/emotionally. 

 

THEMES 
 

In interviews, discussions with building leadership teams, and focus groups, there were three major 

themes that emerged over the course of the program review.  The three areas identified below 

represent cultural stories that are a good representation as to what the members in a cultural are 

using to explain their environment.  They also often absorb large amounts of energy while 

providing little in the way of moving the organization toward workable and effective solutions.  

While these issues emerged through the course of the review process and are unlikely to “be news” 

to anyone, the Review Team tried to address or clarify the issues for future action.   

 

“Bainbridge is a Destination District for Students with Autism and their Families” 

 

A number of Bainbridge administrators and staff members reported that the Bainbridge Island 

School District is a “destination district” where many families that have children with autism want 

their children to attend, more so than other nearby school districts.  The reasons that families are 

thought to desire Bainbridge are the excellent quality of instructional services and quality and 

quantity of resources.  The ability to be responsive to these families and students, a large number of 

whom are students who are high functioning with ASD, is a point of pride and requires a high level 

resources and supports. 

 

Response:  This issue was addressed through analysis of the district’s enrollment data for students 

ages 3-21 eligible for special education in a variety of disability categories, including autism.  The 

perception that Bainbridge is a destination district is not supported by these data.  All of the 

comparison districts of high socioeconomic status (SES) are similar in their enrollment percentages 
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and the state and the one comparison of relatively low SES have much lower percentages. This is 

consistent with the literature that links SES and the prevalence of ASD.  

 

 “We’re So Small, We Can’t Do It All” 

 

The Review Team heard this refrain or a variation periodically.  This kind of thinking has created a 

system in which 1) teaching and related services staff in general education, Title/LAP, ELL, and 

special education are individually and collaboratively working hard to fill gaps and address student 

needs and 2) individual schools are trying to strategically apply district and community resources to 

the highest needs.  Title/LAP is an interesting example.  One year math might be the focus due to 

need, but the next year it is reading.  This leaves math-needy students of the first year to the 

beneficence of staff, volunteers, and their families’ resources for support the second year. 

 

Response:  First, Bainbridge is small when compared to its neighbor across the water, but more 

than 65% of other districts in the state are smaller.  Those districts face a variety of challenges – 

many being similar to Bainbridge. 

 

Second, the band-aids being applied are a testament to the competence and caring of district 

personnel.  Yet they also offer the challenge to these same individuals and to the district to reshape 

their definition of reality and adopt a systems perspective.  And, the system the district created and 

continues to refine to serve one of its most diverse populations, students with ASD, can serve as one 

model.  In addition, other districts face the same or similar dilemmas and can offer other models and 

approaches that have worked for them.  It is time to change the mantra to “We’re small enough that 

we can intentionally apply our creativity to create system solutions to meet the learning needs of our 

students who struggle.”   

 

“Culture of the Exceptional” 

 

This report has identified a number of things that support the notion that Bainbridge sees itself as a 

“culture of the exceptional.”  These range from performance data, the district’s focus on Highly 

Capable Program, and staff and parent perspectives.  Even the district has a link titled “What Makes 

BISD Exceptional?” on its website. 

 

Response:  In short, the Review Team saw the district’s mission of “Every student future ready!” as 

a powerful vision – one to drive the actions and activities of Instructional Support Services, 

associated staff, and everyone in the district.  In the eyes of many, the actions of the district are 

focused on highest academic achievement for students and university grade points of graduates 

provide validation.  While such actions are very appropriate for Bainbridge and all districts, they are 

not sufficient to meet the totality of the district’s vision.  As Joel Barker said: 

 

Vision without action is merely a dream.  Action without vision is just passing the 

time.  Vision with action can change, and has changed the world. 

 

The district needs to broaden its actions to focus on students who struggle and embrace these with 

the same intensity as its focus on academic excellence for high achievers.  It is our hope that the 
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recommendations below provide some opportunities to add to the talk and actions within the school 

district. 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

The overall recommendation of the Program Review Team is for the district to develop and 

implement a unified system or framework of instructional support and procedures designed to meet 

the academic, social/behavioral/emotional needs of students who are struggling in the general 

education curriculum.  Whatever it is called or named, this system or framework must be designed 

to: 

 

 Prevent or minimize student failure by rapidly intervening with academic and 

social/behavioral instruction and support when needed.  It is a proactive and rapid response 

system. 

 Fit together with the framework for delivering educational services to students in general 

education including those needing enrichment and highly capable services. 

 Provide direction and structure while also relying on the expertise and experience that staff 

brings to instruction and their work within the schools. 

 

Initially, it is recommended that the district select one academic area on which to focus – math or 

reading and writing.  Given the new math adoption, it might be most appropriate to focus on 

reading/writing while people familiarize themselves with the new math curriculum and its effective 

implementation. 

 

Accountability, Program Evaluation, & Student Progress Monitoring 

 

 Adopt a common district-wide system of reading or math screening for elementary, 

intermediate, and middle school.  It should be a flexible system that can be used: 

 As a universal screener/general outcome measure to assess the students three times per year 

for early identification of those students needing additional, strategic instruction; 

 To monitor the progress of those at-risk students receiving strategic reading or math 

instruction in order to evaluate its effectiveness and, if needed, make timely changes to the 

instruction provided; and, 

 To monitor progress more frequently for those who need more intensive instructional 

services or special education. 

 

The general outcome measure should be correlated highly with outcomes, predict at-risk status 

accurately, and be reliable.  Because of the importance of early identification of students in need 

of intervention support, the screener selected should be implemented in kindergarten.  By high 

school, the district will have a variety of sources of information about students demonstrating 

reading or math difficulties.  The screening system at this point should shift to data sources such 

as norm-referenced tests, MSP/HSPE measures, previous screening and other factors (e.g., 

attendance, course failures, discipline referrals) to determining students at-risk for failure. 

 

Some districts have established a district-wide screening team to conduct screenings for all 

elementary, intermediate, and middle school students in the district three times a year.  Often 
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such teams include Title/LAP staff, special education staff, paraeducators, and 

parent/community volunteers.  Other districts have used their building staff (e.g., teachers, 

paraeducators, and counselors) to conduct screenings.  Whatever system is adopted, the key is to 

provide adequate training to ensure that screening is implemented with fidelity so that teachers 

and others have adequate data on which to base instructional recommendations. 

 

The Mercer Island School District has spent the past year focused on adopting and 

implementing a screening tool for reading.  A recent report to its Board of Directors (June 12, 

2014) may offer a template for Bainbridge to consider. 

 

 

During the 2013 summer, the Learning Services Department investigated numerous 

screening tools available for K-8 students in reading and narrowed the list to six 

viable options. Further investigation including speaking with researchers, screening 

tool representatives, other districts utilizing the tools and our own in house expertise, 

resulted in the selection of AIMSweb. More information about AIMSweb is available 

here: http://www.aimsweb.com/ . 

 

All K-6 students were screened in the fall with the benchmark assessments available 

in AIMSweb. All K-6 students were then screened with the winter and spring 

benchmark assessments. New K-8 students to the district were all given the 

AIMSweb reading assessment. This has helped to place students in appropriate 

classes and ensure access to programs. For grades 7-8, screening began in January for 

all targeted students receiving supports as a result of not having met reading standard 

the previous year. These students include, but are not limited to, students in focus 

block, special education, and foundations classes.  

 

Screening allows teachers to identify students who may need different or additional 

supports to make adequate progress in reading during the school year or possibly 

nominate students for additional testing. Teacher training to support the 

implementation of the AIMSweb tool was initially intensive and is now ongoing as 

the need arises. The district has offered overview, phase two progress monitoring, 

refresher classes and data analysis training to teachers, counselors, learning support 

staff, administrators and librarians.   

 

This year, we have found identification of students has allowed for quicker access to 

remediation help, and in some cases students have received successful remediation 

that has allowed them to exit the program. Plans are underway to continue utilization 

of AIMSweb for 2014-2015.  

 

 

Besides AIMSweb, there are other web-based assessment systems (e.g., EasyCBM) that can be 

used district-wide to collect and disseminate screening data.  For reference, AIMSweb and other 

tools are evaluated by the National Center on Response To Intervention at 

http://www.rti4success.org/chart/screeningTools/screeningtoolschart.html# or at the National 

http://www.rti4success.org/chart/screeningTools/screeningtoolschart.html
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Center on Intensive Intervention at American Institutes for Research website 

http://www.intensiveintervention.org/resources/tools-charts.  

 

 Create a similar system for behavior/social/emotional health.  Many staff members talked about 

concerns regarding a broad array of such behaviors from anxiety to cutting to depression.  There 

are a number of band-aids/short-term fixes in place currently, but there is need for a district-

wide early warning (screening) and evaluation system.  School counselors, psychologists, 

nurses, Bainbridge Youth Services, and other key service agencies can help to provide 

leadership for this effort. 
 

An integrated infrastructure of support is necessary for ensuring at-risk and struggling learners 

receive the response and interventions to prevent further learning disengagement.  Establishing 

an overall unifying system for prevention and intervention that effectively targets struggling and 

disengaged learners is essential to the district's overall success and core to the district’s vision 

— every student is future ready with a supportive learning environment that fosters a passion for 

learning, instills a sense of civic and social responsibility, and develops the intellectual, physical 

and social skill necessary for success in career, college and life in the 21st century. 
 

Struggling and disengaged learners often give warning signs years in advance.  This provides a 

system of early warning for selecting interventions in order to keep students engaged.  A 

district-wide system for identifying which students are at-risk of disengagement so that 

interventions can be effectively selected and rapidly implemented before it is too late and 

behaviors are entrenched in a pattern of disengagement is the goal.  Longitudinal studies reveal 

a certain set of general educational risk factors as highly predictive of school disengagement, 

and although not all students exhibit the same risk factors and follow the same pathway, districts 

can usually find two or three distinct sub-groups among those most at risk. (Jerald, C.D., 2006).   

 

In general, key indicators that researchers have identified as indicative of who is most at risk to 

disengage include: 

  

 poor grades in core subjects, 

 low attendance, 

 falling behind in course credits, 

 failure to be promoted to the next grade, and 

 disengagement in the classroom, including behavioral problems. 

  

The research behind an Early Warning System (EWS) is solid and substantial.  We know 

indicators of attendance, behavior and course performance (ABCs) are highly predictive for 

students at risk of school disengagement (Bentler, L., 2013).  Appendix B:  Early Warning 

Materials includes a review of the literature titled, Early Warning Indicators, systems and 

Intervention Strategies and other materials related to early warning.   

 

Consider high yield strategies that can be consistent and structured across the district.  For 

example: 

 

1) Accessing and analyzing district data for struggling learners at the elementary, middle 

http://www.intensiveintervention.org/resources/tools-charts
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and high school levels will identify key themes, early indicators and thresholds for when 

and how to intervene with students and families. 

2) Organize staff time and expertise around struggling learners. Middle school and high 

school counselors can best structure their support and caseloads when they are aware of 

at risk and struggling learners at key grade transitions. This way, guidance counselors 

and key support personnel can be strategic, consistent and intensive with their 

support/approach. 

3) Consider evidence-based programming targeting disengaged learners such as Check and 

Connect http://checkandconnect.umn.edu/model/default.html. 

4) Develop a framework for an integrated infrastructure of support.  

 

Key questions to ask and closely coordinate with the district's Health Advisory Team include: 

 Given the district's vision, how does the district achieve its vision for disengaged and 

struggling learners?  

 How might support personnel be better organized so that their services can be broaden in 

scope to meet the needs of disengaged learners in the areas/schools of most need, etc.?  
 

It should be noted that Bainbridge can benefit from learning more about research-based, high-

yield strategies and early warning indicators, but the district will need to reframe and customize 

research findings/recommendations to fit the unique needs of the district to target disengaged 

and struggling learners rather than dropout prevention/intervention efforts.  Figure 21on page 52 

describes an integrated infrastructure of support for early warning that combines a number of 

the recommendations offered in this report.  (For a link to a color version of the chart, go to 

http://psesd.org/services/special-services-p-21/special-services-p-21-resources-repository/. 

The document is located at the very top of the page.)  For more information/resources, see the 

Everyone Graduates Center http://new.every1graduates.org/team-playbook/.  Additional 

consultation, coaching and support is available from Puget Sound Educational Service District 

by contacting Dr. Kelly Goodsell at kgoodsell@psesd.org or 425-917-7825.   

    

 Use universal screening and other data (e.g., MSP/HSPE, demographic) to understand and 

evaluate the intervention (Title/LAP), ELL, and special education programs.  Among the 

questions to be asked:  

 What students are being served? 

 What are their needs? 

 How effective are the services provided? 

 For whom? 

Use this information to revise and refine all programs and ensure they fit into a solid framework 

designed to meet the needs of the district’s struggling learners.  

 

 Ensure that universal screening and other data meet the following criteria: 

 Easily accessible, 

 Purposely arranged, and  

 Publically discussed.  (Lopez, D., 2004) 

 

http://checkandconnect.umn.edu/model/default.html
https://mail.psesd.org/owa/redir.aspx?C=e45zgDP9J0q8fkl2J19MhxGOxrXrWdEI3ZtCFBrthq6XypzdXSgNR1_VKgdrKA3wUAfxf3XBYws.&URL=http%3a%2f%2fpsesd.org%2fservices%2fspecial-services-p-21%2fspecial-services-p-21-resources-repository
http://new.every1graduates.org/team-playbook/
mailto:kgoodsell@psesd.org
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Multi-level Prevention/Instruction/Intervention System 

 

The accountability/evaluation provides the girders the hold the systemic framework together and 

allow for structural shifts, but there needs to be a clearly defined system of supports at the center of 

the framework.  Because, at least informally, the district views its system of supports on a tiered or 

from a levels perspective, the Review Team is suggesting that the existing system be expanded and 

refined.  (See Appendix C to review Franklin Pierce School District’s RTI Pathways: Grades K-5 

Reading as an example of an multi-level, integrated infrastructure of support.)  

 

As we talked with district personnel, the levels are best described as: 

 

Level 1 – General education or the core curriculum.  This level includes differentiation to 

meet the needs of the range of students in general education (i.e., walk-to, small 

group instruction). 

Level 2 – Title/LAP which includes interventions of moderate intensity delivered by 

Title/LAP staff and volunteers.  

Level 3 – Special education which includes individualized interventions of increased 

intensity for students with disabilities who are eligible. 

 

There is a fourth level if this system of support is to be a unified one across the district.  That would 

be “core +” or that level of service provided by the Highly Capable Program. 

 

 Level 1:  Student performance data indicate that not many Bainbridge students are at risk for 

academic failure in reading, writing, or math.  The district will be implementing its new math 

curriculum in the coming years and has curriculum adoptions for both reading and writing.   

 

However, there are two areas of concern within the core curriculum.  One is the area of writing 

which a number of staff members commented on.  For writing it is recommended that the 

district adopt a supplemental writing program to address instruction in the essential conventions 

of writing (e.g., grammar, spelling, usage) to implement with Lucy Caulkins’ Unit of Study for 

Teaching Writing.  The second is the area of basic reading instruction.  While many students 

enter school with basic reading skills, those who do not, need explicit in the five essential areas 

of reading.  This seems to be occurring is some schools (e.g., use of Read Well) but not all. 

 

 Level 2:  This level of support where the greatest focus needs to occur as the instructional 

support system is developed and refined.  Within this level, there are a variety of evidence-based 

instructional programs across the buildings, all of which are implemented with varying degrees 

of fidelity.  And, Title/LAP staff focus on coordinating their efforts to support core instruction 

in general education.  However, the major issues at this level are: 

 

o Inability to serve all the students who need such services.  In many cases, this means that 

they are referred to special education in an attempt to get some form of services.  In 

others, services are cut down to 2 times a week to serve more students which has a 

negative impact on the effectiveness of such intervention. 

o The patchwork of instructional interventions used across the district. 
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o The lack of ongoing training and updated materials available to encourage fidelity of 

implementation. 

o Lack of consistent approaches to using data to determine student responsiveness the 

interventions. 

 

The greatest need at Level 2 is to systematize and expand options available.  Title/LAP 

resources have to be expanded to meet existing needs.  This may mean an increase in resources, 

but it definitely means a rearrangement of resources (e.g., paraeducators, volunteers, and staff).   

 

The Review Team recommends the use of a standard treatment protocol model for Level 2.  By 

examining student data to determine areas of most significant, common weakness in math or 

reading and writing, two or three evidenced-based interventions can be selected to address these 

needs.  Included in the protocol should be decision-making rules to determine the 

appropriateness of a student’s response to the intervention or need to change the intervention. 

However, lack of responsiveness to intervention over time would trigger a problem-solving 

approach in which a team makes instructional decisions based on the individual student’s 

performance.  (For a more indepth description of standard treatment protocols and problem-

solving protocol, see the Council for Exceptional Children’s RTI Blog at 

http://cecblog.typepad.com/rti/2008/09/response-to-int.html or The IRIS Center, Vanderbilt 

University at http://iris.peabody.vanderbilt.edu/module/rti01-overview/cresource/what-other-

information-might-a-school-find-helpful-when-choosing-which-approach-to-

adopt/rti01_05/rti01_05_link_stp/#content.) 

 

 Level 3:  Much like Level 2, there are a variety of evidence-based instructional programs being 

used, and there is a large focus on coordination with the core curriculum.  There also seems to be 

a desire across special education for horizontally and vertically alignment regarding the selection 

and use of intervention, remediation and alternate core instructional materials.  Differing from 

Level 2 services, special education services provided at level 3 have the legal requirement to be 

considered specially designed instruction.  “Specially designed instruction means adapting, as 

appropriate to the needs of an eligible student, the content, methodology, or delivery of 

instruction:  (i) To address the unique needs of the student that result from the student's 

disability; and (ii) To ensure access of the student to the general curriculum, so that the student 

can meet the educational standards within the jurisdiction of the public agency that apply to all 

students.  (WAC 392-172A-01175)   

 

While staff are clearly able to articulate how the special education services in Bainbridge are 

designed to ensure the students have access to the general curriculum and are working toward the 

educational standards, there is not a similar level of clarity around what is “special” about the 

instruction students receive and how it addresses their unique and disability related needs. 
 

Following are the specific issues that the Program Review Team suggests special education staff 

examine: 

o Instructional materials.  The Team noted the beginning work around the purchasing and 

implementation of instructional materials for consistency across the district.  This work 

should continue with particular attention to alignment both vertically and horizontally, 

combined with professional development regarding use of the evidence-based materials.   

Additionally, it will be important to provide ongoing supervision and coaching to ensure 

http://cecblog.typepad.com/rti/2008/09/response-to-int.html
http://iris.peabody.vanderbilt.edu/module/rti01-overview/cresource/what-other-information-might-a-school-find-helpful-when-choosing-which-approach-to-adopt/rti01_05/rti01_05_link_stp/#content
http://iris.peabody.vanderbilt.edu/module/rti01-overview/cresource/what-other-information-might-a-school-find-helpful-when-choosing-which-approach-to-adopt/rti01_05/rti01_05_link_stp/#content
http://iris.peabody.vanderbilt.edu/module/rti01-overview/cresource/what-other-information-might-a-school-find-helpful-when-choosing-which-approach-to-adopt/rti01_05/rti01_05_link_stp/#content
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fidelity of implementation and support for staff learning to adjust the instruction based 

on individual students’ progress. 

o Specially designed instruction (SDI).  To ensure and document the provision of 

specially designed instruction as outlined in students’ IEPs, the district will want embark 

on the development of a common vision and understanding regarding the definition of 

specially designed instruction to share with staff and families.  Additionally, procedures 

and practices need to be in place to document the design, delivery and evaluation of 

specially designed instruction in both the general and special education setting.  This 

clarifying work should focus on the traditional academic areas of reading, writing and 

math, as well additional areas often addressed in IEPs like learning strategies, life skills 

and social skills.  For information regarding specially designed instruction for learning 

strategies see The Power of Strategy Instruction by Stephen D. Luke (2006) at the 

National Dissemination for Children with Disabilities 

http://nichcy.org/research/ee/learning-strategies.  

o Creating student independence.  While there was not an examination of staffing 

patterns as part of this program review, the Team noted a relative large number of 

paraeducators providing support to students.  While that may be very appropriate, in all 

but the rarest of circumstances, every paraeducator assigned to a student(s) should come 

with a plan for developing decreased reliance on the pareducator and increased 

independence through learning needed skills, learning self-advocacy skills, and the use 

of environmental supports either temporarily or permanently (e.g., quiet zone, vibrating 

alarm system on a tablet or mobile phone).   See Michael Giangreco’s home page at the 

University of Vermont at http://www.uvm.edu/~cdci/archives/mgiangre/.    

o Preparing students to be future ready through the development of self-determination 

skills.  Self-determination involves many attitudes and abilities including: self-

awareness, problem-solving, choice-making, goal-setting and self-advocacy skills.  See 

the PACER CENTER at http://www.pacer.org/tatra/resources/self.asp for detailed 

information and a variety of resources for staff and families on this topic.   

o Special education IEP/evaluation system.   The district may want to consider the 

selection and use of an online system that will connect with the district’s student 

information system as well as contain all the special education records (e.g., IEP, 

evaluations, functional behavior analysis [FBA], behavior intervention plans [BIPs], 

written notices) in one location.  In this selection, also consider the data reporting 

capabilities of the system in order to generate reports which can be used for compliance 

monitoring as well as program planning. 

 

 Levels 2 & 3:  The development of learning strategies instruction and supports is a need across 

both these levels.  From about 5
th

 grade on, it appears that special education SDI morphs, in ever 

larger part, into support in completing school work and that this also becomes a larger focus for 

Level 2 intervention.  Since executive function and study skills/learning strategies are such a 

broad need, both Levels 2 and 3 should collaborate to provide consistent instruction and 

strategies in these areas.   

 

http://nichcy.org/research/ee/learning-strategies
http://www.uvm.edu/~cdci/archives/mgiangre/
http://www.pacer.org/tatra/resources/self.asp
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Professional Development 

 

 The lack of common system-wide intervention strategies, procedures, and curricula mean that 

professional development is often non-existent or done on a one-by-one or two basis with 

support from the central office, the school, or a grant.  Selecting common interventions at both 

Levels 2 & 3 and common, explicit writing or reading curricula at Level 1 will require a district 

commitment to both materials acquisition and associated professional development. 

 

Such professional development should be thoughtfully designed to build internal capacity, as 

well as encouraging and taking advantage of the talent and interests of teachers and 

paraeducators.  It should also be thoughtfully arranged so new staff are provided training, 

coaching, and support for implementation and “veterans” receive update or booster sessions to 

assure fidelity and problem-solve implementation issues. 

 

 In addition, periodic job-alike meetings should be conducted.  Some of these meetings should 

focus on horizontal alignment across schools or within schools and others on vertical alignment. 

 

Communication and Collaboration 

 

The Review Team has presented a variety of recommendations that will take time and take the time 

and energy of many.  Only if communication is clear, the vision and values associated with a 

unified system of instructional support consistently at the forefront, and the actions to be taken to 

develop and implement that system will change occur.  As Ysseldyke and Christenson (1988) 

stated, “Professionals have spent considerable time admiring problems and listing reasons why 

change would be difficult.” To avoid getting bogged down in admiration of the problem(s), the 

Review Team suggests the following: 

 

 Hire a consultant from outside the district who has a depth of understanding of curriculum and 

instruction for struggling learners to provide monthly coaching/consultation to the district to 

support its efforts to build an integrated system of supports for learners struggling in the core 

curriculum.   

 

 Formalize communication procedures from Instructional Support Services (ISS) during this 

process.  This means that a schedule for ISS Bulletins is identified and a simple format adopted 

that provides brief updates on department activities and topics of interest. 
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CONCLUSION 
 

The issues identified within this report do not exist in isolation – they interact as sets.  Solving them 

one at a time is like chipping away at an iceberg with an ice pick.  Instead, the problem set has to be 

addressed and solved.  To do so requires: 

 

 Understanding the problem set; 

 Clearly understanding what the future would look like if we successfully addressed the 

problem set – in other words, plan the ends;  

 Then plan the means; and  

 Move the department and district forward. 

 

This view of the problems and issues identified within this report reinforces the need to move 

Instructional Support Services into the role of providing leadership to encourage a culture of 

effective problem identification and problem-solving and utilizing the strong instructional staff and 

building leaders to chart a course.   

 

The challenge for the district is to build an integrated infrastructure that will provide intervention 

and supports for learners struggling with the core curriculum.  Fortunately, there is a highly 

dedicated staff throughout the district that can assist in the engineering of the infrastructure and 

administrators and staff throughout the district who are committed to improving services for all 

students. 

 

AND…A FINAL NOTE 
 

The Program Review Team appreciated the opportunity to assist Bainbridge Island School District 

in their quest to improve educational services for all of their students.  Not only was the staff 

welcoming of the Team throughout this process, the professionalism demonstrated by staff 

members across the district is admirable.  The staff at Bainbridge Island is dedicated, caring 

competent and collegial.  Additionally, many teachers have voluntarily taken on building and 

district leadership roles that are invaluable to carrying out many of the district initiatives.  Across 

the district, there is a strong culture of high expectations rather than a “culture of complaint,” and 

staff members are very willing to go the extra mile to develop and implement solutions.  It is clear 

that their mission is to support students.  

 

Another strength of the Bainbridge Island School District is the high level of community and parent 

support.  The volunteer and financial support provided by the community and parents contributes in 

substantial ways to the district’s successes.   
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BAINBRIDGE ISLAND INSTRUCTIONAL SUPPORT SERVICES SURVEY 
Summary Matrix of Respondent Comments to Each Question 
 

Questions 
Administrators 

(3 Respondents) 
General Education Staff  (42 Respondents) 

Special Education Staff 

(16 Respondents) 

Title/LAP, ELL, 

Counselors  

(7 Respondents) 

1:  Respondents?  

 24 Pre/K-4 General Education (GE) Teachers 

 1 5-6 GE Teacher 

 0 7-8 GE Teachers 

 12 9-12 Teachers 

 1 Librarian 

 4 Music/Art Teachers 

 0 PE Teachers 

 2 OT/PTs 

 4 Psychologists 

 4 SLPs 

 6 Special Education Teachers 

 3 Counselors 

 1 ELL Teacher 

 3 Title/LAP 

Teachers 

2:  To what 

extent do you 

think that the 

District’s 

teaching and 

administrative 

staff members 

ensure that 

appropriate 

instruction for all 

students is 

provided in the 

following areas? 

 Although 

teachers try, it's 

difficult to 

deliver the 

appropriate 

level of 

instruction to all 

learners at all 

times. LAP 

instruction is 

spread thin and 

support with 

highly capable 

students has 

been almost 

nonexistent. 

Need clear plan 

for both RTI and 

highly capable 

services. 

 We need a phonics based program for primary students. There is a 

real need for a social skills curriculum at the kindergarten level. We 

are asking too much of these young learners right off the bat and 

they are not even able to sit on their bottoms and overcome 

frustration without melt downs. The Second Step program is not 

engaging to my students.  

 CAST Meetings have really helped at our site.  

 Lucy Caulkins is not a great curriculum, especially for new teachers 

that have never used it before. There doesn't seem to be any direct 

instruction for teachers to use--i.e., DAY 1: do this; DAY 2: do that. 

AND there is no grammar curriculum which is ridiculous.  

 We have a need for social skills groups where social awareness is the 

focus and intentionally targeting students who struggle in these 

areas is needed. This is needed by students who are identified by 

their teachers.  

 We don't have tier 2 support for students who struggle with math.  

 Our policies regarding appropriate behavior at school are unclear 

and inconsistent.  

 There are a few weak links, but overall, there are support staff who 

pick up the slack.  

 Question parameters are too vague. Do you mean testing all 

students in all grades, or just the age group I work with? Do you 

mean instruction is individualized for all students? What does 

appropriate mean? Age level, skill level (assessed district wide or 

assumed that each teacher assesses their students skill levels 

informally?) What does provide mean? Individually or as part of 

Common Core recommendations or as part of general curriculum 

 We're preschool and would love a 

curriculum. My partners and I 

currently use Prek benchmarks but 

would love to have a common 

curriculum that feeds into k-4 

standards.  

 District has minimal title reading 

and math depending on grade 

level. Atypical learners or kids who 

are struggling are NOT provided 

with tier 2 interventions. Students 

have to fail first then hopefully 

qualify for special Ed. District needs 

to implement RTI district wide!!!  

 This is such a general question  

 There are students who continue to 

fall through the cracks due to the 

wait to fail/discrepancy model.  

 We have very few and inconsistent 

Tier II interventions or progress 

monitoring. For example Title I at 

the elementary level fluctuates 

between math and reading 

depending on the year. Also, no 

behavior supports other than 

discipline referrals. No writing Tier II 

supports. Some teachers at a 
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expectations and standards?  

 At Wilkes, we have an excellent and competent staff.  

building have started "Walk to 

Math" or grouping students but 

again inconsistent within a 

building.  

 I believe our school does an 

excellent job teaching to the 

many bright, motivated, and 

college-bound students that we 

have--which, frankly, is probably 

2/3 of our population. We are quite 

fortunate in that respect. However, 

we are less effective in 

understanding and appropriately 

teaching students who are 

considered "merely average", are 

not college-bound, or who have 

learning challenges. Therefore, I 

would reply "almost always" if the 

question referred to "most" 

students, but I have to reply 

"sometimes" if we are talking about 

ALL students.  

 While the teachers do an excellent 

job of providing instruction for the 

main 80%-90% of students, there 

are very few interventions 

available to struggling students. 

Because our population of 

students who are struggling or of 

low average intelligence is so low, 

almost all of these kids are 

immediately referred to special 

education before any type of 

research-based intervention has 

been tried. To me this seems like 

less a failing of the teachers and 

more a failing of the district to 

provide training/materials in 

research based intervention.  

 I am assuming you are talking 

about all students not just special 

needs students.  

 I'm not aware of what the 

administrative staff is doing to 

ensure appropriate instruction, nor 

do I know what other schools are 

doing.  

3:  For all  Still hard to meet  It is hard to measure the effectiveness of GHGR since it does not  This is completely different  There is no 
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students 

participating in 

general 

education, how 

effective is the 

curriculum for 

student success 

in the following 

areas? 

all needs of all 

students in the 

gen ed setting. 

have an assessment component. We use other tools (DRA 2) to 

measure fluency and comprehension in reading. The lack of 

formative assessment is disappointing.  

 We have new curriculum in both writing and mathematics. I think it 

will take some time before we can adequately judge the 

effectiveness of the new curriculum. At the moment based on 

assessments so far, Math seems to be very effective and the writing I 

am still not sure. Modified seating (behavior related). Also docent led 

groups in math and reading.  

 Few teachers actually use the Good Habits reading program--a 

testament of it just not being what teachers know their students 

need. The guided reading books are boring, and even the high 

frequency word for that particular book is sometimes only in the 

book once, so hardly a high frequency book, and the the word itself 

does not follow any sequence that would make sense in teaching 

phonetic readers. One week the word may be my, and the next it is 

see--no sequence introducing short vowel words before long, etc. 

Makes no sense and not a good one to use for instructing beginning 

skills. In writing, it is hard for the program to be effective when not 

everyone is truly using it, or using it as their main program.  

 The math curriculum is effective with the addition of frequent use of 

math manipulatives and models to demonstrate and teacher 

created hands-on reinforcement activities  

 I find myself supplementing to make sure that I can meeting the 

students needs, but the curriculum allows for enough space to let 

me do so.  

 I enjoy the my math curriculum. Though parents are concerned 

(especially in third grade) that Common Core has put their child 

below grade level, because the MSP and MAP are testing children 

on material they haven't received yet.  

 We have our school 4B's but children struggling with behavior and 

expressing their feelings appropriately are not getting extra support 

in this area. Classroom teachers try to develop social skills and 

communication in their classrooms. It would make a difference to 

have small social skills groups for children who need them. They 

could be identified by their teachers.  

 Define "curriculum for student success" If you mean most students are 

successful in developing reading and writing skills, then "almost 

always". For students with behavior modification plans on their IEP's 

who are also in general education classes, "frequently effective", 

because their behavior changes slowly and incremental changes 

are positive.  

depending on which grade level 

you are talking about and which 

learner you are targeting  

 It works for the high deceivers 

which is a majority of the student 

population but the struggling 

students often get lost very easily 

due to lack of differentiation and 

the fast pace. No other option but 

SPED  

 The curriculum is too difficult and 

advanced for many of our 

students. See response to #2.  

 The academic demands in the 

BISD are so high and the push to a 

lot of content doesn't seem to 

allow Gen Ed teachers to 

differentiate content delivery. In 

addition, GenEd teachers need 

further training in understanding 

the needs of students with ADHD 

and high functioning autism.  

adopted 

curriculum for 

behavior it is driven 

by the counselor  

 We are lacking 

effective phonics 

instruction for our 

youngest learners, 

grades pre-K-2. We 

also lack effective 

measures for our 

intermediate and 

middle schoolers in 

gen ed. 

4:  For students 

who struggle 

with the general 

education core 

curriculum, how 

  All differentiated instruction is planned and 

implemented/coordinated by classroom teachers , not through 

district resources, and so is not consistent from classroom to 

classroom.  

 I am confused by your term "students who struggle". Do you mean 

 Few and inconsistent with few 

measures  

 Our differentiation mostly consists 

of providing accommodations to 

students with 504 or IEPs. Some 

 Again this is school 

specific what we 

do at our school is 

different than what 

they do at other 
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many receive 

differentiated 

instruction (e.g., 

walk-to reading 

or math; small 

group 

comprehension 

and application 

activities for 

students who are 

unfamiliar with a 

particular 

concept in the 

core curriculum) 

within general 

education in the 

following areas? 

who qualify for Special Ed, or general ed kids who struggle?  

 differentiated by the classroom teacher in most cases  

 This is a teacher by teacher case. In my classroom, I assess frequently 

so I can organize small groups and target student needs. There is no 

walk to reading or math, nor is there a grade level structure for 

differentiation. I am not in other classrooms, so I can not speak to 

what happens to other classrooms. Materials used are ones I have 

secured and used throughout my career. The district has not 

supplied instructional resources.  

 I only know how many of my students receive this kind of instruction.  

 I mean differentiated instruction for 'comprehension and application 

activities'.  

 With the Lucy Calkins curriculum, there is a lot of room for 

differentiated assignments, goal-setting, and a focus on progress 

rather than simply achievement. The MyMath incorporates many 

intervention assignments, and is set up to allow differentiation on a 

specific-target basis.  

teachers are better at 

differentiation than others, but 

there continues to exist concern 

among teachers that 

differentiation = lowering 

standards.  

schools 

5:   What types of 

instructional 

interventions/diff

erentiation are 

offered in 

general 

education 

classes? 

 Flexible groups, 

walk to math in 

4th grade  

 MAP Testing 

helps to identify 

students at the 

9th & 10th level 

to receive Tier II 

intervention 

strategies.  

 Generally the 

gen ed teacher 

trying to work 1:1 

or in small 

groups to meet 

the needs of 

struggling 

students in the 

class.  

 We have math docents to work with small groups of students on 

specific reteach activities. In reading, we separate students into 

different reading groups using DRA levels and then target specific 

skills with the different groups.  

 EPGY, ST Math, Differentiated reading groups, volunteers work with 

all levels of reading, and volunteer works with expanded Math group  

 One on one review and practice daily.  

 Small groups working on differentiated and/or modified assignments. 

Working with a partner, having a scribe in certain cases.  

 Small groups, individualized instruction, differentiated reading groups 

by reading ability, one-on-one help with parent volunteers,  

 teacher created. teacher implemented (reading groups, writing 

conferences, partner/small group/individual math work, jiji)  

 As stated above, it varies within the different buildings and 

classrooms.  

 Many but most fall under the differentiation label. It is usually 

delivered by the gen ed teacher withing the regular classroom.  

 Differentiation, Centers, Leveled Groups, Spiraling, Cross Curriculum 

Themes, Small Group, One on One  

 Differentiated instruction/learning groups Adjusted work Buddy 

reading with an adult Reading parent coaches for lit groups Center 

time with teacher Centers for math, writing, and reading  

 spelling/word work reading, math writing  

 Our 4th Graders participate in Walk-to-Math. We have one in 

reading club. We have two in ELL, and one in speech.  

 Flexible Reading groups (by ability and reading strategy). Targeted 

math groups. Writer's Workshop  

 In my classes i use small groups for differentiation and also individual 

 Varies from grade to grade and 

teacher to teacher  

 not seen as much of this except 

maybe assigned reading novels  

 Walk to math  

 walk to math, grouping  

 I have not seen any planned, 

purposeful differentiation in 

general education. Only 

accommodations, as needed.  

 Walk to math, 

teacher driven 

differentiation, pull 

out groups by 

parents  

 Small group 

instruction, work 

with parent 

volunteers  

 Walk to math, 

individual/small 

group work with 

volunteers, small 

group reading 

instruction  

 Small groups with 

teacher Modified 

assignments Small 

group instruction 

Parent volunteers 

Parent volunteers  
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adjustments to assignments  

 Alternative assignments Home to school communication and 

practice skills Small Group with pre teaching of curric Small group 

with reading instruction leveled Small focus group on math concepts 

needed Extra practice on skill building Peer modeling Extra review 

prior to new skills being introduced  

 Differentiated problem solving, teacher initiated sub groups in class, 

after school help twice a week for 6 weeks  

 Walk to Math model. Smallmgroupminstruction. Parent led focus 

groups. Differentiated technology packages. Small group instruction 

by teachers and paras. Have before school tutor groups.  

 Small group or individual support from the teacher.  

 We have 504 plans for struggling students who do not qualify for 

special education services. Their "interventions" include extended 

time for tests and assignments, copies of notes, and alternative 

testing locations.  

 small group (study skills), modified assignments, modified 

timelines,alternative environments  

 Use of computer to type work, given typed class notes, shortening 

the number of problems to answer, given a typed summary of the 

lesson, use of notes for testing, taking tests in an alternative 

environment with support, setting up an outside tutor to assist student 

with homework.  

 Individual conferences on writing assignments, assignments and 

discussion points that have levels from basic understanding to 

advanced interpretation and analysis built into the structure of 

assignment, customized independent reading materials, practice 

questions as study guides, 'open-book' testing, portfolio assessments, 

optimizing multiple applications and presentations of materials 

(visual, auditory, connections to personal experiences, memory, 'real 

world', logical, sequential, global), conferencing with special ed 

teachers, parents, teaching team 'staffings', 504 plan 

accommodations.  

 alt assignments and assessments  

 Different assessments, sometimes different readings, individual 

instruction outside of class time, para-educator in the class.  

 I am not sure; I don't teach general ed  

 one on one help extended time alternate test settings  

 Whatever the classroom teacher deems appropriate and doabl 

based on the materials available  

 For English Language Arts, differentiation is built into the curriculum 

with choices in books, choices in projects, and choices in writing 

prompts. For struggling students, differentiation takes the form of 

group work/pairing with strong students, offering audiobooks or links 

to listen online rather than read, and giving essential questions that 

appeal to the range of students in the general ed classroom.  
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 reduce assignment modify type of work extra time not marked late 

one-on-one instruction peer assistance  

 Groupings, leveled task work  

 In my classroom, alternative reading material, differentiated math 

assignments, differentiated weekly spelling work, small group work on 

a daily basis in math and reading, writer's conferences focusing on 

specific goals for each student, writing groups centered around 

improving one aspect of writing. Students are also offered 

differentiated assessments in spelling, writing, and math.  

 At 4th grade, we offer differentiated instruction only in some reading 

areas, but not in content areas (social studies, science) Math: we 

have some targeted lessons.  

6:  From your 

perspective, 

please rate the 

effectiveness of 

these Tier 1 

instructional 

interventions in 

the following 

areas? 

  For some kids who are struggling, the modification is simply not 

enough time, the kids just need a smaller group more often than is 

possible.  

 1/1 reading support teacher and parent volunteers small group 

instruction graphic organizers checklists task specific rubrics self-

paced practice tools etc......  

 I most note that core curriculum is seriously lacking for Reading in 

primary grades. The district adopted a whole language reading 

program when students at this level need explicit phonics skills. 

Effectiveness of Tier 1 interventions is completely dependent on the 

skills and resources that the general education teachers possess in 

reading and writing. The math program has done a superb job of 

meeting my students' needs.  

 Test scores rise,so I assume they are working well  

 Very effective in my classroom and in colleagues classrooms.  

 Would love to do walk to math  

 Again depends on grade level 

and target audience. Math for 

high achiever is great after grade 

5. Writing I never see diff 

instruction.  

 For those few teachers who 

differentiate, I'd say it's sometimes 

effective.  

 We definitely need help having our 

Tier 1 instructional approaches 

identified and evaluated for 

effectiveness  

 With math, although teachers 

make themselves available often 

and are more than willing to 

provide extra support, there are 

frequently large numbers of 

students attending help sessions 

and consequently don't get the 

individual help they require.  

 We only have Title I 

in reading 

7:  For those 

students who 

struggle with the 

general 

education core 

curriculum, how 

many receive 

Tier 2 

instructional 

interventions in 

the following 

areas? 

 One LAP 

teacher doesn't 

stretch very far. 

 Kindergarten students rarely qualify for any Tier 2 help, or if they do, it 

takes the entire year to get them evaluated and there is but a few 

weeks remaining in the year to serve them. There needs to be more 

Tier 2 interventions for our youngest learners.  

 The need is so great at this grade level that I only have one student 

that is identified, but more need it.  

 Title 1 reading Otter Math for a few focus groups with skill targets  

 See above comments.  

 We don't have tier 2 for writing and math.  

 See Tier 1 answer.  

 As I do not have frequent written assignments, I have no real basis for 

judgment,but again, improved testing outcomes suggest 

effectiveness.  

 LAP only for reading OR math 

secondary to funding and what 

the MSP looks like.  

 I am aware of rigid guidelines for 

qualifying students for Title support. 

The cut off boundaries are too 

arbitrary- I have heard of students 

in need but who don't make the 

cut off.  

 There are no interventions in writing 

and only grades which are served 

by LAP or Title 1 receive 

intervention in either reading OR 

math. At the elementary level a 

 The only Tier 2 that 

is supported by the 

district is Title 
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 I am not clear on whether or not in-class, gen ed grouping would 

qualify as Tier I or Tier II. If they do, both reading and writing would be 

higher. In terms of outside-of-the-classroom options, my students 

have access to a LAP Math program and I have a student that works 

with a Math docent who tutors in basic skills.  

 4th grade: we have no Tier 2 READING intervention. We DO have Tier 

2 MATH intervention and it has been helpful.  

student rarely receives math and 

reading support in the same year 

through LAP or Title 1.  

 The focus is mostly on reading with 

math coming in second and 

writing last.  

8:  What types of 

instructional 

interventions are 

offered in Tier 2? 

 Title 1 Reading 

Club  

 Specified classes 

that focus on 

pacing and 

offer built-in 

differentiation 

that can provide 

for specific 

strategies and 

appropriate 

materials for 

ability.  

 LAP is the only 

official Tier 2 

intervention. We 

use lots of 

volunteers to try 

to help students 

who are 

struggling.  

 Title 1 reading and Math support pull-out group.  

 Reading Instruction with a reading specialist (was Title I reading)  

 A regular title 1 mathematics group.  

 Title/LAP  

 For K, teacher chosen, teacher implemented small group or 

individual work. (time constraints are a concern) no formal Tier 2 

interventions outside the gen. ed. classroom. For 1-4, Title/LAP and 

teacher implemented interventions  

 Title1/LAP  

 small group inst by the gen ed teacher/Title or Lap teacher  

 Same as above  

 Differentiation, Centers, Leveled Groups, Spiraling, Cross Curriculum 

Themes, Small Group, One on One, Pull Out, Front-loading,  

 Reading Title  

 Our 4th Graders participate in Walk-to-Math. We have one in 

reading club. We have two in ELL, and one in speech.  

 Title/ LAP for Reading only.  

 title 1 reading Otter Math for a few focus groups with skill targets  

 Title 1 for reading  

 See above comments.  

 We have a reading LAP program.,  

 See Tier 1 answer.  

 Alternate readings or responses.  

 Before and after school support on a voluntary basis. It depends on 

the student who wants help. During school hours, Learning Strategies 

does an excellent job helping out students who are struggling.  

 9th & 10th English reading emphasis classes with a maximum of 15 

students, focusing on developing reading comprehension, literary 

analysis, & writing. Students are selected for the class based on 

reading scores and teacher/counselor recommendation.  

 i work with the special ed teachers to offer instruction interventtions  

 Title/Lap services  

 reduce assignment modify type of work extra time not marked late 

one-on-one instruction peer assistance  

 Title  

 LAP Math support, math docents, parent volunteers, possibly 

 Title read and math ( not always 

avail)  

 Title reading, Otter math  

 See above, again never in writing 

which is core by the time you hit 

middle school  

 Title reading and math  

 Title for Reading Resource Room 

for Reading, Writing, Math  

 Title reading, math at intermediate 

level Title reading only at 

elementary.  No writing.  

 None  

 Title One  

 Again this is school 

driven, at our 

school we have 

walk to math to 

help with math 

intervention and 

after school math 

club  

 Title 1  

 Title 1/LAP reading 

and at some 

school math 

grades 1-8, after 

school 

intervention, 

alternative support 

materials used by 

gen ed teachers in 

some classes.  

 Small group pull 

out in math and 

reading with cert. 

teacher In class 

support  
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classroom groupings.  

9:  From your 

perspective, 

please rate the 

effectiveness of 

these Tier 2 

instructional 

interventions in 

the following 

areas? 

  Our Title 1 specialist does a great job to strengthen the math and 

reading skills of low-performing students.  

 There is too much focus on data. We need to keep data but some of 

our data does not impact the teachers who are on the front lines 

daily. Most staff meetings include data of some sort, presenting 

data, comparing data and test scores. What about other needs of 

our students. Need for time with someone. Need for checking in 

about behavior. Need for learning how to express feelings. Need for 

someone to help get a child to school. It is clear that collecting data 

to drive our curriculum has a place. But ultimately children are not 

measurable when it comes to their emotional intelligence and yet it 

affects their happiness which affects their success. Test scores are 

affected by a students emotional well being. The collection of data 

has taken over our administration and it drives our budgets and 

conversations. It drives our curriculum choices. Some in our 

administration, specifically in our curriculum dept are too quick to 

leap to an idea or new product in a new colored box without really 

weighing what the product is and is it really better than what we 

already know to be beneficial to our students? Quick leaps to 

change curricu or bring on something district wide just because 

someone thinks it's good. Shallow decisions don't help the classroom 

teachers and they tie our hands when it comes to helping our 

students.  

 Almost all develop more confidence in their reading ability as well as 

improved comprehension & ability to discuss and write about what 

they've read. Some 'graduate' out to a regular 9th or 10th English 

class after 1 - 3 semesters. Some are in the program all 4 semesters, 

and advance to American Studies with varying levels of success, 

depending on the seriousness of their disability or on their effort. 

Some qualify for special education, some do not.  

 Need more tier 2 for math, writing 

AND behavior support  

 Reading research suggests that Tier 

2-3 reading instruction group 

should include a limited number of 

students. I don't have that # at 

hand, but I know the title reading 

groups typically are larger than 

what the research recommends.  

 There is no Tier 2 writing support  

 

10:  For those 

students who 

struggle with the 

general 

education core 

curriculum, how 

many receive 

Tier 3 

instructional 

interventions in 

the following 

areas? 

  This year I do not have any students who receive special ed services. 

I have one student who is currently qualifying for writing support.  

 I only have 2 students that fit in this category  

 I have no students whom qualify for Tier 3 interventions.  

 I've answered this question with just my 150 students in mind.  

 Without the tier 3 support for some of my special education students, 

they would not be successful. The one on one instructional 

interventions are what help me stay focused and give adequate 

attention to all students in my class.  

 I think our school, (teachers, counselors, & administrators) are very 

proactive, finding good placements and learning programs for 

students who struggle. They look at the whole student, background, 

personal history, etc., and not just testing, to make decisions for 

instructional interventions.  

 Works very well with our students  

 I assume you mean "almost every 

student who struggles" and is not 

successful in Tier 2  

 very much the focus of our district 

with ALL efforts to Sp Ed kids and 

less to Tier 2 kids.  

 Often these students would have 

benefited from Tier II if there had 

been any. theyu would not have 

needed to be in SPED  

 This does not exist.  

 Our special 

education 

intervention is 

great but that is 

the only Tier 3 

intervention we 

have 
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11:  What types 

of instructional 

interventions are 

offered in Tier 3? 

 Special 

Education  

 SPED learning 

strategies, 

specific items 

written in IEP, 

specified 

general core 

classes such as 

Am. Studies that 

identify specific 

criterion for a 

section.  

 Resource room 

pull out 

instruction or 

para support in 

classroom  

 Special Education-The Whale Pod Para professional working one-on-

one in the classroom with student.  

 Whale Pod services. Small group instruction with alternative specific 

curriculum like Wilson Reading.  

 Special education services  

 Special Education  

 Only Special Education services.  

 individual or very small group inst in the Resource Room  

 Resource Room  

 Differentiation, Centers, Leveled Groups, Spiraling, Cross Curriculum 

Themes, Small Group, One on One, Pull Out, Front-loading, Para 

Assistance, Fidgets, OT Breaks, iPad Breaks, Resource Room  

 Special Ed classes  

 reading club  

 I have no students whom qualify for Tier 3 interventions.  

 small group instruction in Resource Room setting for 40 min per 

academic area. Adapted and modified individual plans.  

 Pull out for instruction in areas that the student qualifies for, a 

different curriculum model than the gen ed classroom  

 Special education services, Title 1 Reading.  

 Students are both served with pull out programs and support in 

class.,  

 Parapro support, extended time on tests and assignments, and 

alternative testing location are just a few of the interventions,  

 One-on one-instruction. Small group and/or individual academic 

support. Breaking down into smaller parts, mind-mapping. Repetition  

 One on one EAs, modified learning targets and formative 

assessments,modified summative assessments,alternative 

learning/testing environments  

 I work often with students, individually, before or after school. We 

develop plans for improving their study habits or comprehension skills 

and then we meet to follow up on how these plans are progressing. I 

find this to be very effective, but with such limited time before or 

after school and larger class sizes it has become harder for me to 

schedule time with all of the students that need help.  

 Classroom guidance, behavioral support, following directions during 

lab activities and note taking, homework due dates, and test taking 

support, etc.  

 Learning Strategies classes, behavioral counseling, audio books, 

"Basic"classes (modified assignments, expectations for success, 

reduced number of assignments, slower pace for in-depth instruction 

of skills and comprehension, extended deadlines, one-on-one oral 

testing, individual help) Too many to list completely!  

 pull out self contained  

 Special education  

 Alternative curriculum. Modified 

environment. Small group. One to 

one teaching.  

 SpEd small group, curriculum  

 everything except science and 

social studies (and electives)  

 Specially designed small group 

instruction via IEP  

 ILC Behavioral Classroom  

 Special Education  

 Special Education  

 Resource room, 

para support  

 Small group 

instruction In class 

support Social skills 

supports  
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 Again, I work with special ed teachers to offer interventions that help 

students organize and plan better, work with their difficulties in 

reading and writing.  

 Pull out special education services or in class support  

 reduce assignment modify type of work extra time not marked late 

one-on-one instruction peer assistance  

 Special Ed services, para support  

 SpEd pullout, IEP goals.  

 Wilson reading. Very effective.  

12:  From your 

perspective, 

please rate the 

effectiveness of 

these Tier 3 

instructional 

interventions in 

the following 

areas? 

   The work done in the resource Room is at the student's level as 

opposed to the level of inst in the gen ed room. It is almost always 

effective in helping the individual student grow, but it is not 

expected that they will "catch up" to their gen ed classmates.  

 I have no students whom qualify for Tier 3 interventions.  

 It all depends on the particular student and their parents.  

 It depends on the level of learning disability (or whatever the new 

term is). Students I have known well make great progress between 

their freshman year and graduation.  

 with heavy para support these all 

work well  

 N/A  

 

13:  If you have a 

parent who 

requests 

additional 

academic 

support for 

his/her 

child/young 

adult, what 

would you 

recommend? 

 Talking with 

teacher, 

counselor, SST 

(team), or 

considering one 

of our after 

school 

interventions.  

 Very student 

and situation 

dependent.  

 We do a lot of 

skirting around it 

as we don't 

have solid 

programs in 

place. Most who 

are really 

looking for 

something and 

don't qualify for 

LAP or SpEd will 

end up with out 

of school 

support.  

 First of all it depends if the parent wants support for a high achieving 

student or a struggling student. If the student is struggling I would start 

by seeing if I can support the student myself in the classroom. If my 

work with the student does not show a change, then I would speak 

with the Title 1 teacher to see if the teacher would qualify for pull-out 

support. Finally I would look into requesting a SST if the student's 

performance remained low.  

 ST Math, Use MY MATH resources, we discuss ways to increase 

effectiveness of the home reading programs provided to all 

students.  

 I work with the child to give additional academic support in the 

classroom. I give the parent academic materials for additional 

support at home.  

 First we try to modify instruction in class. Possibly provide additional 

practice for home. If more is sought and the student is not in need of 

review for more services, some families will elect to hire a tutor.  

 I would try to meet their child's needs in class, I would fill out an SST 

meeting to have them formally evaluated to see if they could be 

served by a Tier 2 or 3 intervention, I would inquire about tutoring 

services, I would recommend added support for home, I would 

provide additional practice for home.  

 additional in class support (as discussed with parent), outside 

assistance (ie. practice at home, reinforcement, tutoring), sped 

referral if applicable  

 Home based online resources or tutoring.  

 I would reccommend additional testing to see if they qualify for 

more RR time, If not that, I check with our couselor to see if she has a 

 Talking to gen ed teacher  

 If the distinct had Tier 1 and Tier 2 

options - these could be offerred. 

Walk to read and walk to math 

have been discussed for two years 

now but not implemented.  

 Depends on what the child seems 

to need, but usually yes  

 start with study hall and LAP 

programs  

 I would offer to bring their 

concerns to the Student Study 

Team, which they are a part of, 

and request an SST meeting  

 Difficult to recommend since there 

are few interventions. First, Title or 

after school supports such as math 

club. Homework club, 1:1 gen ed 

teacher support, Then we often go 

to an evaluation for SPED  

 Many parents are told to hire a 

private tutor or seek outside 

counseling. We do have NHS tutors 

available, which families 

sometimes use. Likewise, w 

encourage students to meet 

w/their teachers before or after 

 Tutoring. Resource 

Books. Counseling 

Interventions if 

applicable.  

 tutoring  

 Private tutoring  

 Tutoring, outside 

help, an 

evaluation within 

the school it 

depends on the 

severity of the 

support needed  

 Websites for skill 

practice, activities 

to do at home, 

NHS tutoring 

program  

 I have offered to 

work with students 

during recess time 

as well as online 

programs I have 

purchased for 

students to access 

at home. I also 

recommend 
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list of tutors that the family might seek tutoring from.  

 Hire a tutor.  

 tutor  

 Differentiation, Centers, Leveled Groups, Spiraling, Cross Curriculum 

Themes, Small Group, One on One, Pull Out, Front-loading, 

Chuncking, Breaks  

 I would look at the options we have to offer then decide 

accordingly.  

 Retesting to see if they could be placed in a more appropriate 

group or program.  

 There are many, many answers I could give. First, I would need more 

information. Is this student struggling or does this student need 

support in order to be excel and be challenged? What is the age of 

the student? Primary students need to be looked at in terms of 

maturity and giving them exposure and time to grow. Another 

question is where the need falls academically- reading, math, 

writing. We need to look at how the child is performing in the 

classroom and at home (ie. do they read every night). I need to 

consider what I am doing in the classroom and decide if more needs 

to happen outside the classroom. The student may need to be 

brought up for an SST meeting where it can be determined if we 

need a referral and evaluation from special education. There are 

many factors.  

 Talk to classroom teacher, counselor, or principal.  

 conference to review what is being done, areas of difficulty, home 

to school follow through, adjustments in curriculum, communication 

about daily work. Depending on the need I might fill out a referral for 

more information on the child and possible interventions.  

 A variety of resources and practical ideas  

 One of our Otter Math groups, or other after school groups, would 

discuss supports in special Ed or title if child qualifies. Would discuss 

what parents and I could do together. Special projects, before or 

after school small tutor groups.  

 Reading with the child. Games to practice math skills or ST math. 

Sometimes tutoring in the summer months.  

 Contact the student's counselor.  

 School sponsored tutoring programs. Meeting with the teacher.  

 Refer to counselor if it is a broad based concern. If it is specific to my 

class, I make level one accommodations. If more is needed, I would 

again suggest they see their counselor. I would also communicate 

my concerns or their requests to their counselor and administration.  

 First, I recommend that their child meet with me, independently, 

before or after school to make a plan or reflect upon their learning. I 

often hear from parents that their child works with a tutor after the 

fact, but would rather have them work with me (for free!) after 

school.  

school. But other than that, we 

have very little to offer. It's a 

shame.  

 Title 1/LAP if they are not yet 

qualified, pairing with parent 

mentor  

 I would recommend classroom-

based interventions, but the staff 

immediately recommend an 

evaluation for special education 

services because they say we 

don't have adequate interventions 

within the general education.  

 If they are a General Ed student, 

the counseling office has a list of 

tutors that can be contacted, 

attendance of Homework Club. 

For SpEd attendance to Study 

Club; smaller before school HW 

support for IEP and 504 students.  

 Attend before school homework 

support. We have two places they 

can go. One is for students with 

IEP's and the other is for all gen ed 

students. First come first served. We 

recommend tutors.  

 tutoring  

private tutoring. 

And, we often 

refer those 

students to the 

student study 

team for 

additional ideas 

from the team.  

 A Student Study 

team be 

convened.  
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 I usually set these students up with a tutor from National Honor 

Society. It's a win win situation. The NHS student earns community 

service hours for volunteering their time in tutoring and the tutoree 

gains a better understanding of the subject matter and they both 

build confidence.  

 I meet with parents and counselor, discuss student strengths and 

weaknesses, interests and passions, look at previous testing results, 

recommend further testing to see if there is a specific area where we 

can focus on improving skill levels, determine if other factors such as 

organizational skills, auditory or visual processing problems are 

present, in short do as much as I can to get to know the student as 

an individual, then make appropriate recommendations such as 

before or after school help with me or other tutors, come up with a 

plan for at school and at home. Go from there.  

 Tutor books on tape  

 Depends on the situation. This request would likely go through their 

counselor or learning strategies teacher.  

 I recommend meeting with a counselor and the student to help 

understand what type of academic support the student actually 

needs.  

 Tutoring or repeating a course  

 It depends on the student's needs. It could be differentiated 

instruction for a certain skill or it could be a referral to Title services.  

 Regular one-on-one time before or after school with their teacher 2. 

Tutoring (either professional or peer)  

 depends on each individual need or request  

 Parental help with homework tasks, some local tutors, small group 

support at school, some online sites  

 I provide parents with as many resources as I can - I've made up 

Reteach/Enrich packets for parents who require a different level of 

work for students, I've made recommended reading lists, and I'm 

happy to provide alternate assignments when possible. Outside of 

that, I have the phone number of a few people who tutor on the 

island if the parents are looking for a more formal arrangement.  

 Tutoring; materials purchased by parent  

14:  Any other 

comments that 

you would like to 

share and that 

might be helpful 

for the review 

team? 

   There seems to be a huge emphasis being placed on enriching our 

students, and not enough resources allocated towards helping the 

ones that are struggling or need support.  

 This district does not yet have a systematic process for implementing 

Tier 2 interventions.  

 Most of the time the support is great for students. It is also the case 

that there are students who fall between what can work for them in 

the gen.ed. classroom and qualifying for additional support 

(between tier 1 and tier 2) beyond what the classroom teacher can 

provide. It is incredibly frustrating when you have a student like that 

in your class. In my opinion it isn't okay for any child to fall through 

 RTI school wide and district wide!  

 It seems like it is the 

organizational/communicative 

aspects of ISS that get in the way 

of adequate instruction - I hope 

there is an opportunity to take a 

survey on leadership traits as part 

of this review. In many ways I think 

we do a great job because we are 

smart and work really hard in spite 

of leadership deficits, and the 

 I would like to see 

more Tier 2 options 

in our school and 

our school district. I 

often feel that are 

only option is to try 

to get a student 

and IEP if they are 

struggling because 

we lack RTI 

options. By 
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the cracks, but I have found it incredibly difficult to find support for 

those kids.  

 The Para that I have is amazing. I truly believe that she has help 

change and enhance the classroom experience in so many helpful 

ways. I am not sure how I'm going to do it next year without her. Her 

sub is also amazing!  

 We need to be selective about testing. Currently too much time is 

scheduled for testing. We need to eliminate tests that are too time-

consuming, subjective, redundant, and do not take advantage of 

our technology.  

 My #1 concern regarding special education at my school is the 

amount of time/ attention it requires of our principal. She spends a 

good amount of her day tending the needs of the self contained 

students. Clearly, the class requires this attention and this is a major 

part of her job description, but the result is that she is unavailable to 

the rest of the school. Other elementary schools do not have this 

concern because they do not house this program. Another concern 

I have is that we house the Spanish Immersion program at our 

school. To qualify for the program, the student needs to be on grade 

level academically. This disqualifies many special education 

students. With a district that embraces special programs, there 

seems to be a plethora of choice for some students and no choice 

of special education students.  

 These questions were difficult to answer for my specialist classes. I 

would like to be able to provide info. but I am uncertain how to do 

so with the questions given.  

 When we know someone has struggled and continues to struggle we 

fill out an SST form to get on the list to discuss this child. It can take 

months and months to even get to discuss the difficulties let alone 

move forward to determine if testing or other interventions should 

occur. This is a huge concern because meanwhile the child is 

slipping behind even more and often self esteem is even more of a 

concern. Our process needs to be faster! There seems to be a 

gatekeeper of moving someone along as far as getting the 

meetings scheduled. It seems that our counselor does not feel 

comfortable dealing with some families and some difficult students. It 

is uncomfortable to have to keep asking about a student who was 

referred no steps have been taken to set up a meeting with staff 

members. This is extremely frustrating. I do not refer students unless I 

have tried all the tricks in my bag and feel that it is my responsibility 

to refer when their needs are not being met and I have serious 

concerns for my student. One person should NOT be able to be the 

gatekeeper in determining if a child gets help or not.  

 I have had experiences where the special Ed team and principal 

made decisions about a special Ed student in my room...having 

never been in my room to observe my teaching or interaction with 

the student, who had no support in my room, tell me that I need not 

above questions won't get at that 

part of the issue.  

 We have so much potential in this 

district. Our teachers are 

phenomenal, in that they are 

smart, dedicated, and 

enthusiastic. Our level of parent 

involvement is enviable. But as a 

district, we are way, way behind in 

terms of acknowledging and 

working with students who are not 

bright, motivated, and college-

bound. There has been no district-

wide effort to develop and 

implement evidence-based 

interventions, or for those few 

schools who have done so, it's 

typically been done piece-meal or 

without integrity. And data-based 

progress-monitoring is pretty much 

nonexistent. Because of the lack of 

differentiation and interventions, 

coupled with the expectation that 

all students are above-average, 

we have a very high rate of 

referrals for special education. 

Furthermore, I have questions 

about the effectiveness of special 

education, as I see it as homework 

help for most of our students, with 

grades being the primary outcome 

of focus. We desperately need our 

district administrators to mandate 

a move to more of a MSST/RtI 

system, and provide the training to 

do so. It is not enough to say "yes, 

there should be general education 

interventions" without putting the 

training and support behind those 

words.  

 We have dramatically few 

interventions for struggling students 

and ongoing training opportunities 

are very rarely focused on helping 

struggling students and are far 

more likely to focus on enrichment 

activities. We have very few interim 

assessments to help teachers with 

developing non-

special 

education/RTI 

options for our 

general education 

students, I think we 

would make a 

good school 

district into a great 

school district.  

 I'm confused by 

the percentage of 

students served by 

Tier 2 & 3. All kids 

who struggle are 

assessed. They 

may not qualify.  
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be in the IEP, ask for no input on the IEP, then remove the student 

from my room and place the student in another room w support in 

place. From september to February, I was documenting plenty of 

good, but great concern for his anger, threats to myself and 

classmates. No one came in, but would say "were handling this 

carefully." I had a good relationship w the parent, but did not know 

what was being communicated to parents. It was a very humiliating 

experience and horrible communication. To have colleagues make 

decisions based on what went on in my classroom without being 

there ever was wrong. I've taught over 30 years and often have 

challenging special Ed students successfully engaged in my room. It 

is not about the better placement for the child, it is about the 

presumptions of my classroom atmosphere. I hope they will not do 

that to anyone else in the future. I wrote them a straightforward 

letter about it and never got a response. Not healthy.  

 Sometimes there are outside stressors that are causing students to 

perform poorly academically and having many Heidi McKay's 

(school nurses) on site to help with these students would be very 

helpful.  

 Smaller class size for all classes.  

 Most of my truly struggling students also struggle with organization 

and project completion, not just reading and writing skills. It would 

be so very helpful if BHS incorporated a home room model with time 

for these and ALL students to check in with their home room teacher 

and get organized, get started on looming projects/assignments, 

etc.  

differentiation and the data points 

that we do have are often either 

not tied to the curriculum and/or 

are highly subjective. It is VERY 

common for struggling students to 

be referred directly to special 

education with little research-

based intervention before that.  

 This school system is in dire need of 

a tiered intervention framework.  

 The need for understanding by the 

district on the intense demands of 

some students and the value of 

SpEd teachers being able to meet 

and plan with paraeducators 

during the school day instead of 

on-the-fly or by email/text.  

 Instructional curriculum for our self 

contained classrooms is lacking. 

There is no consistency between 

our self contained classes in both 

assessments or curriculum. They are 

left to create materials and 

scrounge for curriculum that is 

dated.  

 
 

 

 



 

 

 
 

 

 

APPENDIX B 
 

Early Warning System Materials 

 



 

 

 
 

Mapping Early Warning Indicator Interventions 
  

List each intervention in column 1.  In the other columns, indicate the purpose or features of that intervention with an “x”.  After all the 

interventions are described, analyze the chart to answer such questions as: 

 Are there interventions in place that address each indicator? 

 Are interventions designed for each tier? 

 Do other characteristics of interventions fit the needs of students? 

 Where are resources most focused and most needed? 

 Other . . . 

Interventions Indicators addressed by the interventions Tier Focus of the interventions 
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Adapted from: National High School Center, Early Warning System Implementation Guide 

(http://www.betterhighschools.org/documents/NHSCEWSImplementationGuide.pdf) 

http://www.betterhighschools.org/documents/NHSCEWSImplementationGuide.pdf
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 
 

The Road Map Project is a collective action initiative of seven school districts and their 

communities in South King County aiming to dramatically improve student achievement from 

cradle to college and career.  An essential step in improving student achievement and closing the 

opportunity gap is reducing the high school dropout rate in this region through establishing and 

maintaining an Early Warning Indicator System (EWIS).  In 2011, only 72 percent of Road Map 

region students graduated on time (Road Map Annual Results Report, 2012) and the rate is even 

http://www.psesd.org/
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lower for students of color (OSPI, 2010) such as Hispanic (46 percent), American Indian (50 

percent), Multi-Racial (63 percent) and Black (64 percent). 

Puget Sound Educational Service District (PSESD) is facilitating the EWIS project, funded by the 

Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation.  The EWIS project’s goal is for Road Map districts to have 

fully functioning Early Warning Systems that provide reliable and predictive information on which 

staff use to intervene as early as possible in the student’s school career.   This report summarizes 

the literature about early warning indicators and systems as an initial step in meeting the project’s 

systems development goal.   

INDICATORS:  What does research tell us are the most predictive early warning indicators 

for students dropping out of high school?   
Based on longitudinal student cohort studies conducted in Chicago, Philadelphia and Baltimore 

(Allensworth & Easton, 2005 & 2007, Balfanz, Herzog and MacIver, 2007, MacIver M.A., 

2010) and then replicated in other areas nationally and locally (Celio, 2009), the most highly 

predictive early warning indicators appear to be the ABC’s: 

A.  Attendance   Less than 80 percent attendance 

B.  Behavior   An unsatisfactory final behavior mark in middle school, a 

 suspension in ninth
 
grade or two behavior infractions or suspensions 

C.    Course Performance Failing math or English in middle school or two ninth grade courses 

 

In addition to these indicators, institutional factors (organization, relationships and practices) 

also contribute to student success or failure (Allensworth & Easton, 2007, Mac Iver M.A. & Mac 

Iver D.J., 2009, Bruce, Bridgeland, Fox & Balfanz, 2011).   

Early warning indicator research suggests that districts build EWIS that identify “off track” 

students early, with an emphasis on ninth grade as a “make or break it” year and the district’s 

first year in middle school as an important transition year.   Elementary indicators (such as 

absenteeism, failure to read by third grade, etc.) are often also included in EWIS, but are not as 

reliable at predicting whether students are at risk of dropping out.  

SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT:  What are the essential elements of establishing and 

maintaining an effective early warning system? 

       Existing guides are excellent resources for EWIS system development and should be utilized:  

1.  The National High School Center’s Early Warning System Implementation Guide 

(Therriault, Heppen, O’Cummings, Fryer, & Johnson, 2010) is an excellent (and free) tool. 

2. On Track for Success: The Use of Early Warning Indicator and Intervention Systems to 

Build a Grad Nation (Bruce, Bridgeland, Fox & Balfanz, 2011) clarifies data issues. 

3.  John Hopkins University’s Team Playbook: Using Data to Keep Students on Track for 

Graduation is a practical and complete resource for EWIS Teams and systems. 

INTERVENTIONS:  Which interventions are best practices in responding to early warning 

indicators? 

According to the literature, best practice suggests utilizing the three-tiered approach of 

universal prevention methods for all students, followed by targeted and intensive interventions 

for those students with indicators.   

Universal Prevention:  This stage involves approaches for all students to encourage regular 

attendance, positive behavior and strong course performance, and also encompasses district 

and school-wide reforms aimed at providing quality instruction, teacher/student relationships 

and family engagement. 
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Targeted:  These interventions focus on 10-25 percent of students to overcome the root causes 

of poor attendance, behavior issues or academic struggles through mentoring, extended 

learning, ninth grade transitional supports, etc. These interventions are most often provided in 

small groups. 

Intensive:   These interventions are often provided one-on-one by specialists to 5-10 percent of 

students.  Services focus on mental health, tutoring, credit retrieval, reengagement, etc. 

The root causes of an indicator are identified before an appropriate intervention is assigned and 

monitored.  Absenteeism is of particular concern as recent research shows that chronic 

absenteeism leads to course failure, and course failure is highly predictive of dropping out 

(Balfanz and Brynes, 2012).  Therefore, EWIS teams who interpret the data need options for 

interventions that crosswalk ABC indicators with the universal, targeted and intensive tiered 

levels (see Table Three).    

Disproportionate rates of special education designations and disciplinary sanctions among 

certain racial groups of students need to be examined closely to eliminate concerns and to 

devise effective interventions. 

FOCUS AREAS 
For our region, how does the research inform supports for English Language Learners and 

Special Education Students? 

English Language Learners (ELL):  An ELL study in Chicago (Gwyne, Pareja, Enrlich & 

Allensworth, 2012) confirmed that the same ABC indicators were relevant for ELLs with grade 

point average (course performance) as the most accurate predictor of graduation among ELLs.  

However, subtle differences remained between different ELL groups, especially with new ELLs 

(identified in sixth grade or later) who had the lowest graduation rates.  Assuming the findings of 

the Chicago study generalize to the Road Map region, this information supports carefully 

monitoring ELLs with EWIS indicators, especially new ELLs and long term ELLs, and 

strengthening ELL education in general. 

Special Education Students (SPED):  The on time graduation rate for students with disabilities is 

46 percent in the Road Map region (OSPI, 2010).  Students with disabilities who dropout face 

much higher rates of unemployment, social isolation, crime and a lack of post-secondary options.  

Offering alternative diplomas, alternative courses to graduation and intensive interventions for 

special education students are needed to improve the graduation rate for this population.   

For our region, how can both student mobility and family engagement influence students’ risk of 

dropping out of school? 

Mobility:  Over 20 percent of Road Map students switched schools in the last year, and of these 

students, almost three-quarters transferred between districts (Road Map Annual Results Report, 

2012).  Mobility disproportionately affects high-poverty schools, compounding issues faced by 

these students and disrupting learning (Smith, Fein and Paine, 2008).  Studies confirm that 

changing secondary schools coupled with the ABC indicators significantly increases the likelihood 

of dropping out.  Since preliminary results indicate that more than 50 percent of the Road Map 

region’s dropouts changed schools the year prior, it is critical for Road Map districts to better track 

and share information regarding their mobile students. 

 

Family Engagement:  A positive relationship between family engagement and improved academic 

achievement exists.  Thus to improve the graduation rate, parents and guardians need to be 

involved.  However, teachers and parents/guardians can easily misinterpret each other in an effort to 

help struggling students, and these disconnects exacerbate issues for eventual dropouts.  Districts 
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can support families with practical and simple forms of ongoing communication and implement 

best practices in family engagement as an essential part of improving graduation rates. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 

 

Every year, thousands of young people slowly disengage from school—giving up on school and on 

themselves, or schools give up on them.  Even though the nation’s graduation rate rose to 78 percent 

in 2010 (NCES, 2013), there is still an unacceptable number of students who are not graduating and 

face a bleak future.  How costly is it to drop out of high school?  Here are some statistics highlighted 

in Public Broadcast System’s Frontline feature Dropout Nation (Beslow, 2012): 

 The annual income of $20,241 for a high school dropout is $10,386 less than a typical high 

school graduate, and $36,424 less than someone with a bachelor’s degree (US Census, 

2012). 

 

 In August 2011, the unemployment rate reached 12 percent for those without a high school 

degree vs. 8.1 percent average. 

 

 Dropouts experience a poverty rate of 30.8 percent, while those with at least a bachelor’s 

degree have a poverty rate of 13.5 percent (US Department of Education, 2011). 

 

 Incarceration rates are 63 times higher for dropouts between the ages of 16 and 24 than 

among college graduates (Sum, Khatiwada & McLaughlin, 2009).  

 

 A dropout will end up costing taxpayers approximately $292,000 over a lifetime vs. a 

typical graduate due to many factors including how much less they pay in taxes (Sum, 

Khatiwada & McLaughlin, 2009). 

In addition, significant gaps between graduation rates for students of certain ethnic backgrounds 

persist.  For example, 93 percent of Asian students graduated within four years while only 69 

percent of Alaska Natives and 66 percent of African Americans graduated on time nationally 

(NCES, 2013).  Without an accurate and timely means to identify struggling students and 

intervene effectively, thousands of at-risk students fall through the cracks. 

The Road Map Project is a collective action initiative of seven school districts in South King 

County  (Auburn, Federal Way, Highline, Kent, Renton, Seattle and Tukwila) aiming to 

dramatically improve student achievement from cradle to college and career.  An essential step in 

improving student achievement and closing the opportunity gap is reducing the high school 

dropout rate through establishing and maintaining an Early Warning Indicator System (EWIS).  In 

2011, only 72 percent of Road Map region students graduated on time (Road Map Annual Results 

Report, 2012) and the rate is lower for certain subgroups.   

Puget Sound Educational Service District (PSESD) is facilitating the Early Warning Indicator 

project.  The PSESD team is led by Dr. Kelly Goodsell, Director, Interagency Relations and 

Special Services.  Dr. Goodsell leads the EWIS Action Team of representatives from each of the 

seven school districts.   Funded by the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, the project’s first steps 

were to conduct an inventory of the current status of early warning systems within the seven 
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school districts, and complete a review of relevant literature of both national and local longitudinal 

studies regarding early warning indicators and systems.   

The inventory was completed in fall 2012 by Dr. Bruce Cunningham, Director of Evaluation and 

Research, and Stephanie Van Alstyne, Evaluation Coordinator, of PSESD.   

This report, written by Linda Filley Bentler, Program Manager at PSESD, summarizes the 

literature examined for the project.  PSESD colleagues provided thoughtful review, source 

references and comments including Dr. Goodsell, Dr. Cunningham, Dr. Debora Boeck, Director, 

Grants and Development, and Dr. Hilary Loeb, Director, Puget Sound Caucus and Road Map 

Support.  Sarah Jordan of the Road Map Project assisted with statistical data specific to the region. 

The literature review focuses on answering five key questions:   

1. INDICATORS:  What does research tell us are the most predictive early warning 

indicators for students dropping out of high school?   

 

2. SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT:  What are the essential elements of establishing and 

maintaining an effective early warning system? 

 

3. INTERVENTIONS:  Which interventions are best practices in responding to the early 

warning indicators? 

 

4. FOCUS AREA:  Students with Special Learning Needs  

For our region, how does the research inform supports for English Language Learners and 

Special Education students? 

 

5. FOCUS AREA:  Mobility and Family Engagement 

For our region, how can both student mobility and family engagement influence students’ 

risk of dropping out of school? 

  



 

Puget Sound ESD – EWIS Literature Review – January 2013                 3 

 

 

Part One:  INDICATORS 

 

What does research tell us are the most predictive early warning indicators for students dropping 

out of high school? 

 

 

Background 

The first step in addressing the high school dropout problem is to accurately identify the most 

highly predictive indicators of dropping out.  Just as in health care, if the wrong indicators are 

chosen, valuable time, money and resources are wasted on “false positives;” that is, the 

identification of individual students who are not at risk for dropping out.  On the other hand, the 

goal is also to reduce “false negatives” because otherwise we miss the critical opportunity to 

intervene with students who will drop out without additional support.   

In the past, checklists of risk factors were used in an attempt to identify potential dropouts.  Some 

of these risk factors included demographic characteristics such as low income, membership in 

ethnic minority groups, limited English proficiency, disabilities, or overage for their grade.  Other 

descriptive indicators on checklists included family factors (single parent, parents with less 

oversight, education or expectations for school success, etc.), adult responsibilities (teenage 

parents, holding a job, etc.) or academic disengagement (low grades, absenteeism, poor 

relationships with teachers, etc.)   

As Jerald (2006) noted, predicting dropouts based on most of these risk factors is neither sufficient 

nor particularly accurate.   While 40 percent of eventual dropouts exhibit a risk factor, 60 percent 

of dropouts did not exhibit a risk factor making it difficult to target resources wisely.  Therefore, a 

more precise means of identifying highly predictive indicators of high school dropouts is critical 

through longitudinal research studies of student cohorts.   

 

Landmark Studies on Early Warning Indicators 
In 1993 Roderick studied a cohort of fourth grade students from a small urban district in Fall 

River, Massachusetts and discovered that a group of early dropouts could be identified in 

elementary school by their low grades or absenteeism, but later dropouts could not be predicted 

until middle or high school.  Roderick also found that the “transition years” were a tipping point 

for many future dropouts. While other students’ performance declined during the transition to 

middle or high school, future dropouts deteriorated at a much faster pace.  (Roderick, 1993) 

Roderick’s work was followed by various studies in Chicago and Philadelphia that built on and 

extended her findings.  For example, in Chicago, Allensworth and Easton (2005, 2007) discovered 

that absenteeism, especially in the first semester of high school, and course performance F’s were 

highly predictive of dropping out.   In fact, only 55 percent of students with two “F” course grades 

graduated in four years.   

In Philadelphia middle schools, other researchers (Balfanz, Herzog and MacIver, 2007) identified 

these same two indicators of attendance and course performance with thresholds at less than 80 

percent attendance and receiving an “F” in either sixth grade math or English.  In addition, a third 

indicator was added—receiving an unsatisfactory final behavior mark in any class.  If any of their 

multiple indicators were present, then the likelihood of graduating dropped from 56 percent with 

one flag, 21 percent with two flags and 13 percent with three flags.   



 

Puget Sound ESD – EWIS Literature Review – January 2013                 4 

In Baltimore (MacIver M.A., 2010), researchers confirmed that chronic absenteeism, at least one 

suspension and/or core course failures, were found in the years prior to dropping out.  In fact, 

chronic absenteeism is highly predictive of course failure and multiple course failures are highly 

predictive of dropping out. 

At this point, the ABC’s of Indicators (Attendance, Behavior and Course Performance) began to 

be used consistently in most studies, and the results replicated as highly predictive in numerous 

findings across the nation and in studies locally in Kent and Seattle districts (Celio, 2009).   Table 

One summarizes a sample of these research studies.  Even though particular thresholds vary 

somewhat from study to study, the strongest and most common early warning indicators with a 

high yield of dropouts are:  

 

The ABC’s of Early Warning Indicators: 

C.  Attendance   Less than 80 percent attendance 

D.  Behavior    An unsatisfactory final behavior mark in middle school, a 

                                               suspension in ninth
 
grade or two behavior infractions/suspensions 

C.    Course Performance Failing math or English in middle school or two ninth grade courses 

 

When to Start:  Elementary School, Middle School and/or High School? 
Few districts have the resources to conduct their own longitudinal study to confirm the ABCs in 

their community and determine at what educational level (elementary, middle school or high 

school) to start an EWIS system.  Luckily, national research conducted to date is fairly consistent 

in the best practice conclusions: 

 The ABCs are most highly predictive in high school, in particular those indicators 

exhibited during the ninth grade year.  (Heppen & Therriault, 2008) 

 

 However, it is possible to predict up to 50 percent of eventual dropouts during middle 

school (Balfanz, Herzog & MacIver, 2007) and patterns of chronic absenteeism during 

middle school persist into high school (MacIver & Messel, 2012). Therefore, an ideal early 

warning indicator system includes middle schools and high schools.   

 

 In elementary school, absenteeism, low grades or failure to read by third grade set up 

students for serious problems and need to be addressed, but are not as reliable in predicting 

dropouts accurately.   

   

 Transitions to middle school and high school matter.  Many dropouts demonstrate ABC 

indicator(s) in the first month(s) of middle school and high school.  Paying particular 

attention to sixth grade and ninth grade early absenteeism and first semester course 

performance is critical in keeping students on track to graduate (Neild, 2009). 

As a result, most early warning indicator research recommends focusing on middle and high 

school years, with an emphasis on ninth grade as a “make or break it” year and sixth grade (or the 

district’s first year in middle school which may be seventh grade) as an important transition year.   

If necessary, districts and schools could start their EWIS at one recommended level (high school or 

middle school), and then expand to the other level as soon as resources allow.  Table Two 

summarizes the early warning indicators organized by grade level, the tipping point thresholds for 
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each indicator, and five suggested prevention priorities (Mac Iver M.A. & Mac Iver D.J., 2009) 

including: 

1. Decreasing absenteeism, which is strongly linked to course failure. 

 

2. Addressing the root causes of high absenteeism (and intervening effectively during the 

middle school years to increase attendance) 

 

3. Addressing the root causes of behavior problems (and intervening effectively during the 

middle school years to improve behavior) 

 

4. Providing academic interventions in middle school so that students enter ninth grade 

prepared for high school course work 
 

5. Reducing the number of students failing courses, thereby increasing the percentage of 

students earning high school credits on time. 

Institutional Factors 
Early Warning Indicators identify individual factors that predict dropping out of high school.  

However, it is important to consider institutional factors of organization, relationships and 

practices that also contribute to student success or failure.  For example, factors such as supportive 

relationships, high academic expectations, solid administrative leadership, and quality instruction 

are just a few of the elements that contribute to student success.  In a learning environment where 

these elements are missing, it is much more difficult for students to overcome barriers and stay on 

track.  In addition, large concentrations of high-needs students in some schools intensify this risk 

and result in lower levels of student engagement (Mac Iver M.A. & Mac Iver D.J., 2009). 

Chicago studies (Allensworth & Easton, 2007, page 33), revealed that course performance is 

related to the “degree to which school is seen as relevant for the future and strong teacher-student 

relationships.” In addition, course performance was better than expected in schools where strong 

cooperation among teachers was evident.  Their findings indicate that it is not just what happens in 

the classrooms that make a difference, but the overall quality of relationships within the school 

building.  In buildings where teachers shared a sense of joint responsibility for students and robust 

“coherence in instructional programming,” students benefited with better attendance rates and 

course performance grades. 

Other school and teacher practices exacerbate issues for students at risk of dropping out.  For 

example, in large urban high schools, the need to organize instruction by ability or readiness leads 

to concentrations of high-risk students in certain classrooms.  By tracking these students into 

different level classrooms for algebra or other subjects, a daunting task is given to the teachers in 

some classrooms to get the additional support they need to effectively intervene with the high 

needs students (Mac Iver M.A. & Mac Iver D.J., 2009).    

Finally, teacher perceptions of students make a difference.  If teachers perceive a student as 

challenging or unmotivated, then they are sometimes prone not to persist in their intervention 

efforts.  Often unintended bias or lack of cultural awareness contributes to teacher perceptions and 

expectations of students.  EWIS reflects the belief that every student can succeed with the 

appropriate supports and this collective vision must be shared by district, school and teacher 

leadership (Bruce, Bridgeland, Fox & Balfanz, 2011).  These institutional factors demonstrate the 



 

Puget Sound ESD – EWIS Literature Review – January 2013                 6 

importance of strengthening school reforms in practices and culture while building and refining an 

EWIS system. 
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Table One:  Research Snapshot of Early Warning Indicators – The ABC’s 

 

 

 

Early 

Warning 

Indicator 

Fall River, 

MA 

Roderick, M. 

(1993) 

Chicago 

Allensworth, 

E., & Easton, 

J. (2005, 

2007) 

Philadelphia 

Balfanz, R., 

Herzog, L. & 

Mac Iver D.J. 

(2007) 

Baltimore 

Mac Iver, 

M.A. & Mac 

Iver, 

D.J.(2009), 

Mac Iver, 

M.A. (2010) 

Tennessee 

Balfanz, R., 

Wang, A. & 

Byrnes, V. 

(2010) 

Delaware 

Uekawa, K., 

Merola, S., 

Fernandez, F. 

& Porowski, 

A. (2010) 

Kent 

Celio, M.B. 

(2009) 

Seattle 

Celio, M.B. 

(2009) 

 

A. 
Attendance 

 

Very low 

attendance in 

grade 4 

Absent 1-2 

weeks in the first 

semester of high 

school or 

missing more 

than 10% of 

instructional time 

 

Attend school 

80% or less 

 

Chronically 

absent (missed 

more than 20 

days) 

 

 

Attend school 

85% or less 

 

Attend school 

88% or less in 

high school 

 

4 or more 

unexcused 

absences 

 

Unexcused 

absences 

(graduation rate 

drop 20-35 

points after 5 

unexcused 

absences) 

 

B. 
Behavior 

 

   

Unsatisfactory 

final behavior 

mark 

 

 

At least one 

suspension 

 

Suspended two 

or more times 

  

Suspensions or 

offenses in high 

school 

 

One suspension 

of any kind 

 

More than one 

out of school 

suspension 

 

 

C. 
Course 

Performance 

 

Significant 

decline in GPA 

from 

grade 5 to 6 or 

from grade 8 to 

grade 9 

 

 

70% of students 

with one 

semester F and 

only 55% of 

students with 

two semester Fs 

graduated in 4 

years 

 

Fail Math or 

English in sixth 

grade 

 

Course failure:  

Failure to 

complete 

assignments and 

pass courses 

 

 

Two or more 

course failures 

 

Math grade 

English grade 

 

F’s in core 

courses and 

Cumulative 

course failures 

 

 

Fs in core 

courses  

or GPA’s below 

1.5 in middle 

school 

 

Other 

Being retained in 

any grade 

On-track 

indicator: earn 

(a) at least five 

full-year course 

credits and (b) no 

more than one F 

in one semester 

in a core course 

If multiple ABC 

flags, then the 

likelihood of 

graduating drops 

from 56% if one 

flag, 21% if 2 

flags and only 

13% if 3 flags 

Overage for 

grade by the time 

they enter ninth 

grade for the first 

time 

If no indicators, 

almost 90% 

graduated.  If 

one indicator, 

only 40% 

graduated, and if 

two or more, 

then less than 

25% graduated 

 Late entry into 

cohort 

 

Not passing state 

test in 8
th

 grade 

Graduation rates 

lower for those 

who entered 

district after 

sixth grade 

 

Overage in any 

grade 

 

Table Two:  Early Warning Indicators Research Synthesis – The ABC’s by Grade Level  

(Mac Iver M.A. & Mac Iver D.J., 2009, page 9 - 10) 
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Middle School 

 

 

High School 

 

A. 
Attendance 

 

Less than 80 percent attendance is a strong predictor of dropping out and requires intensive intervention 

 

Missing more than two days of school per month (less than 90 percent attendance) should prompt targeted intervention 

(even though many students with this level of attendance manage to graduate in urban districts) 

 

B. 
Behavior 

 

An unsatisfactory behavior grade or suspension 

 

 

Suspension, particularly in ninth grade 

 

 

C. 
Course Performance 

 

Failing mathematics 

 

Failing reading/language arts 

 

Any two semester course failures in ninth grade (particularly in 

core academic courses required for graduation) 

 

Any one semester failure probably should prompt intervention 

and ideally, a pattern of course performance likely to lead to a 

failing report grade would prompt intervention from the 

classroom teacher to prevent failure and off track credit status 

 

Preventing Dropouts will require: 

1. Decreasing absenteeism, which is strongly linked to course failure. 

2. Addressing the root causes of high absenteeism (and intervening effectively during the middle school years to increase attendance). 

3. Addressing the root causes of behavior problems (and intervening effectively during the middle school years to improve behavior). 

4. Providing academic interventions in middle school so that students enter ninth grade prepared for high school course work. 

5. Reducing the number of students failing courses, thereby increasing the percentage of students earning high school credits on time. 
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Part Two:  SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT 

 

What are the essential elements of establishing and maintaining an  

effective early warning system? 

 

 

EWIS System Steps 

The National High School Center’s Early Warning System Implementation Guide (Therriault, 

Heppen, O’Cummings, Fryer, &  Johnson, 2010) provides an invaluable overview on the 

essential components required to establish and maintain an early warning system.  This guide 

recommends that a core team take responsibility for the early warning indicator system and 

interventions.  Typically launched by a district leader, principal or assistant principal, the EWIS 

team ideally meets weekly at a structured time/place and is usually comprised of the school 

counselor, teachers, intervention specialists, social workers, volunteers, etc.  The team reviews 

indicator information on students in a timely fashion while also tracking and monitoring progress 

of assigned interventions.  Depending on the size of the district, it may be necessary to establish 

both a district team and school level teams.  The Guide recommends a seven-step 

implementation process: 

Step One:   Establish Roles and Responsibilities  - team members clarify roles & resources 

Step Two:   Use an EWIS tool  – filter data through a tool to create student dashboard 

Step Three:   Review the EWIS data  – students with indicators reviewed regularly by team 

Step Four:   Interpret the EWIS data  – discuss/identify root causes students’ indicators 

Step Five:   Assign and provide interventions  – pick best intervention and begin offering 

Step Six:  Monitor students and interventions - evaluate progress, continue/alter course 

Step Seven:   Evaluate and refine EWIS process  – use success/failures to improve system 

Clearly, some of these steps are much simpler than others.  For example, while the ABC indicator 

data is readily accessible and available, it may be currently recorded in different data systems that 

are not coordinated.  As a result, analytical software may need to be created to pull data from 

various places into a comprehensive system and display the information in a simple yet 

meaningful way for the EWIS team (or individuals, e.g. teachers) to read easily.  Data also needs 

to be accurate, in real time, and reliable in its recording methods.  Consistency in how graduation 

rates are defined (five year graduation rate, on-time graduation rate, etc.), what constitutes an 

excused or unexcused absence and how behavior occurrences or suspensions are applied and 

recorded by staff are all sample factors that influence the quality and usefulness of the raw data 

and impact reliability.   

In addition, the research on which interventions are best to assign for which ABC indicator 

(attendance, behavior or course performance) is much less studied than the indicators themselves.  

Therefore, interpreting the data through team discussions may be critical because the reasons for 

absenteeism, for example, may vary widely from health issues to academic disengagement to 

family crises—all of which require a different intervention.  Finally, schools and districts should 

consider assembling and maximizing their resources to create, introduce and integrate an EWIS 

system into school and classroom operations.  Tapping into community and philanthropic 

resources to supplement and enhance school efforts may be necessary to sustain an ongoing 

system. 
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Key Questions for EWIS Planning and Implementation 

A good starting place for EWIS planning is documented in On Track for Success: The Use of 

Early Warning Indicator and Intervention Systems to Build a Grad Nation (Bruce, Bridgeland, 

Fox & Balfanz, 2011).  This guide recommends gathering all stakeholders to discuss the 

following four key questions: 

1. What types of data will be recorded? 

Put students first.  Use research-based indicators and thresholds and respond to student 

behavior well before triggers for more intensive interventions are reached. 

 

2. How will data be recorded? 

EWIS can be implemented as early as elementary school years but should cover key 

transitions to middle and high school.  Pull data from the simplest and most direct source 

possible.  Ensure data quality and utility through well-designed definitions, dashboards 

or protocols and staff trainings for recording. 

 

3. How will EWIS Data be used? 

Transform data into easy to understand reports/dashboards.  Explore issues of privacy 

while also leveraging data to effectively promote student success.  Provide training to 

teach people how to understand and use the data, and follow up with coaching. 

 

4. Who should be consulted in the planning and implementation phases of EWIS and what 

are their roles? 

Involving stakeholders from education, private, public and non-profit communities will 

maximize results through strategic partnerships and additional resources.  Develop a 

timeline for project development and implementation.  Listen to end-users and find out 

what they want before going too far.  Convene focus groups and build a pilot. 

Another excellent guide for school and district teams working on their early warning indicator 

system is John Hopkins University’s Team Playbook: Using Data to Keep Students on Track for 

Graduation.  This practical resource presents everything from indicators and interventions to 

pedagogical and professional development.  It also provides useful support for team development 

and meetings by describing examples of “just getting started” to “making progress” to “we’re on 

top of it” to gauge progress on each step along the way.   

It is evident from the research literature that while there are numerous successful EWIS systems 

currently in place in many parts of the country; it is more challenging to find an EWIS system 

example that embodies all of the recommended best practice elements. Typically, mobilizing 

technical expertise and resources to create a simple and useful data dashboard for staff can be 

challenging.  In addition, finding the time to provide adequate training and support for staff to 

fully understand the EWIS system, and prioritizing regular meetings for interpreting the data and 

recording results of the interventions are other common areas of weakness.  Therefore, an 

understandable gap between the theory of how an EWIS should be planned and implemented and 

the actual reality of how it is being used on the ground in most schools right now often exists. 
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An Ideal EWIS System 
Nonetheless, a few excellent cases of EWIS systems that demonstrate the vast potential for 

positive effects on student success can be found.  For example, Diplomas Now (DN) is one of 

the first whole-school improvement models to explicitly incorporate an EWIS.  It is designed to 

help the most challenged urban schools succeed.  The EWIS system is paired with enhanced 

student supports and interventions offered in conjunction with three partners:  John Hopkins 

University’s Talent Development Secondary Schools, Communities in Schools and City Year.   

Diplomas Now “sets goals based on students’ attendance, behavior and course performance.  

They develop a strategic plan, implement an early warning system to identify struggling students 

and regularly review the data.  For the neediest students, Diplomas Now helps form support 

groups and connects them with community resources such as counseling health care, housing 

food and clothing” (Bruce, Bridgeland, Fox & Balfanz, 2011, page 38).  

The DN site team includes a school transformation facilitator from the John Hopkins 

University’s Talent Development Secondary Schools program.  This facilitator aids the principal, 

supports teaching teams, helps oversee the EWIS and analyzes data regarding which types of 

supports are most effective.  A typical DN site also partners with a “second team of adults” of 

10-12 City Year corps members who spend their year of service providing near-age mentorship 

and support for students identified through EWIS in a particular homeroom.  Finally, a DN site 

partners with Communities in School staff to organize case managed supports and connect 

students with community resources (Herzog, Davis & Legters, 2011). 

Diplomas Now operates in middle and high schools in California, the District of Columbia, 

Florida, Illinois, Louisiana, Massachusetts, Michigan, New York, Pennsylvania and Washington 

(Denny and Aki Kurose middles schools in Seattle), and they plan to expand to 60 schools in 10 

districts.  Highlighted outcomes include “reducing the number of students showing off track in 

attendance and behavior by half and the percent of students failing courses by three-fourth, with 

some variation by site and implementation conditions” (Bruce, Bridgeland, Fox & Balfanz, 

2011).  
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Part Three:  INTERVENTIONS 

 

Which interventions are best practices in responding to the early warning indicators? 

 

 

A Comprehensive Three-Tiered Approach to Interventions 

In the Road Map region, 2,590 students dropped out of high school in 2011-12, and the on-time 

graduation rate of 72 percent is lower than the rest of the state (Road Map Annual Results 

Report, 2012 & OSPI 2012).  A sense of urgency is shared among educators in the region who 

want to figure out how to intervene effectively.  Emerging research recommends a systematic 

plan for dropout prevention that integrates evidence-based practices into a coherent model.  This 

model mirrors the public health prevention model by using a three-tiered approach of universal 

prevention methods for all students, followed by targeted and intensive interventions for those 

students demonstrating early warning indicators.  Similar to tiered intervention structures used in 

Response to Intervention (RtI), multi-tiered system of supports (MTSS) and positive behavior 

models (such as PBIS); the diagram below reflects an integrated approach: 

Tiered Intervention Model 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Ideally, districts and schools develop a comprehensive set of strategies and interventions that 

address climate, curriculum, and credit accumulation, and adequately prepare students for high 

school courses.  Careful attention must be paid to the “treacherous” ninth grade year (Neild, 

Balfanz and Herzog, 2007).  In low income urban schools, the majority of ninth graders may be 

up to two or three years behind in mathematics and reading comprehension when they enter high 

school.  They need proactive ninth grade transition planning and age-appropriate curriculum and 

that allows them to catch up and stay on track for graduation.  While other factors influence the 

often rocky transition from middle school to high school such as reduced parental supervision, 

increased peer influence and breaking bonds formed with middle school teachers and students 

(Neild, 2009), identifying ninth grade students in the first few months with early warning 

indicators is critical to improve graduation rates. 

Interventions for “A”:  Attendance 

Attendance is vital for student success.  Achievement, especially in math, can be strongly 

influenced by daily attendance.  Attendance also strongly impacts test scores, course performance 

and graduation rates.  Unfortunately, student absenteeism is not mandated to be measured in most 

states, and as a result, chronic absenteeism of individual students (missing 10 percent or more of 

the school year) is often not acted upon.  “A school can have average daily attendance of 90 

Intensive 

5-10 % 

percent 

Targeted 

10-25 % 

Universal Prevention 

ALL 

Intensive:   These interventions are often provided one-on-

one by specialists to 5-10 percent of students in mental 

health, tutoring, credit retrieval, reengagement, etc. 
 

Targeted:  These interventions focus on 10-25 percent of 

students working in small groups to overcome the root 

causes of poor attendance, behavior issues or academic 

struggles through mentoring, extended learning, ninth 

grade transitional supports, etc.  

Universal Prevention:  This stage involves approaches for 

all students to encourage regular attendance, positive 

behavior and strong course performance, and also 

encompasses district and school wide reforms aimed at 

providing high instructional quality, teacher/student 

relationships and family engagement. 
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percent and still have 40 percent of its students chronically absent, because on different days, 

different students make up that 90 percent” (Balfanz & Byrnes, 2012, page 3).   

In addition, chronic absenteeism is most prevalent among low-income students, the youngest (K) 

and oldest students (high school), and it rises quickly during middle school and continues 

climbing through high school years.  This pattern is also true for the Road Map region (Road 

Map Region Annual Report, 2012).  In Florida, one of only six states to individualize student 

attendance patterns, the data showed that 20 percent of their students missed on average almost 

one full year of school from middle school to high school (Balfanz & Byrnes, 2012).  

In designing interventions to address attendance, the first step is to discover WHY a student is 

absent.  These reasons can be divided into three categories (Balfanz & Byrnes, 2012): 

1. Students who cannot attend (illness, need to work, involvement in juvenile justice, 

housing instability, etc. 

 

2. Students who will not attend (bullying, unsafe conditions, harassment, etc.) 

 

3. Students who do not attend (see little value/relevance to school, rather skip, etc.) 

Obviously, it is essential to understand what category a student falls into before assigning an 

appropriate intervention.  A student who is missing school due to asthma or the flu is very 

different than a student who is missing school due to babysitting a younger sibling or a student 

who regularly oversleeps because they find school boring and irrelevant.   

Sample attendance interventions include (Mac Iver M.A. & Mac Iver D.J., 2009): 

Universal:  Every absence brings a response 

  Create a culture that says attending every day matters 

  Establish positive social incentives for good attendance 

  Data tracking by teacher teams 

 

Targeted: Two or more unexcused absences in a month brings a brief daily check by adult 

                           Team investigates and problem solves “why isn’t a student attending?” 

 

Intensive: Sustained one-on-one attention and problem solving 

                           Provide appropriate social services or community supports 

Chronic absenteeism is not an unavoidable by-product of poverty or demographics.  Several 

reports document the benefits of concentrated, systematic efforts to improve attendance.  New 

York Mayor Bloomberg launched a public campaign to curb absenteeism that included 30,000 

students getting wake up calls from celebrities or the Yankees, and trained an army of Success 

Mentors who each spend 15 hours a week at a school mentoring students, among other elements.  

Thus far, this effort has significantly reduced chronic absenteeism in 50 schools (Balfanz & 

Byrnes, 2012).   

 

Attendance Works is a national and state initiative that improves school success by reducing 

chronic absenteeism by building public awareness through state campaigns and improved 

policies.  It encourages local innovation, data use and accountability.  For example, by analyzing 

Oregon student history, Attendance Works found that one fifth of Oregon’s students were 

chronically absent, and it impacted every part of the state, all ages, and children of all ethnic and 
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racial backgrounds.  The report prompted the governor to change policy to require schools to 

report any student missing 18 days or 10 percent of school (Balfanz & Byrnes, 2012).  

Interventions for “B”:  Behavior 

Since it is critical for students to be present in class regularly, it is also critical to prevent 

disciplinary offenses and suspensions for behavior—especially out of school suspensions.  Zero 

tolerance punitive actions are “ineffective in the long run, do not increase school safety, and are 

related to a number of negative consequences, including increased rates of school dropout and 

discriminatory application of school discipline” (Canter & Wright, 2005).   

 

Positive discipline strategies benefit all students.  For example, the Positive Behavior 

Interventions and Supports (PBIS) program that fosters social and emotional skills, academic 

achievement and staff decision-making, provides a research-based option for a universal 

prevention program.   The Check and Connect program is another model that promotes resiliency 

and home-school collaboration through a combination of monitoring and intervention.  It 

emphasizes trusting relationships, ongoing data checks of academic performance and behavior, 

and a two-year mentorship of each student.  According to What Works Clearinghouse, Check 

and Connect was one of the few dropout prevention programs found to have positive effects on 

staying in school (WWC Intervention Report, 2006). 

It is also important to acknowledge disproportionate rates of disciplinary sanctions on students of 

color, and the relationship between the use of school expulsion/other sanctions and the 

opportunity gap.  Unfortunately, discussion of this sensitive issue is often limited by simplistic 

contrasts of individual characteristics (aggression, disengagement, etc.) against systemic factors 

(administrator bias, community violence, etc.) to explain why some groups are overrepresented 

in suspensions and expulsions (Gregory, Skiba and Noguera, 2010).   Yet, it is essential that 

disproportionate rates of discipline be examined closely and deeply, in order to begin to alter this 

occurrence and improve the graduation rates for all students.   

Some typical qualities of successful positive behavior programs are (Canter & Wright, 2005): 

 Strong relationships with caring adults coupled with engaging curriculum; 

 Discipline that is fair and consistent, and includes therapeutic relationship building; 

 Strategies to foster whole school safety and promote effective learning environments; 

 Reducing alienation through peer relationship models, advisory groups or “schools within 

a school” approaches; and 

 Provide appropriate education in a supportive environment; and 

 Social and emotional skill building; practicing communication and problem solving. 

Sample behavior interventions organized by tiers include (Mac Iver M.A. & Mac Iver D.J., 

2009): 

Universal:  Teaching, modeling and expecting good behavior 

  Positive social incentives and recognition for good behavior 

  Advisory 

  Data tracking by teacher teams 

 

Targeted: Two or more office referrals brings involvement of behavior team 

                        Simple behavior checklist that students bring from class to class, and checked by  

      adult 
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    Mentor assigned 

 

Intensive: In-depth behavioral assessment (why is student misbehaving?) 

      Behavior contracts with family involvement 

                        Provision of appropriate social services or community supports 

 

Interventions for the “C”:  Course Performance 
Students must pass their core classes and achieve enough credits to be promoted to the next 

grade and stay “on track” for graduation.  Promoting high attendance and positive behavior 

models are essential, as well as other school-wide components to ensure a strong instructional 

base including (Mac Iver and Mac Iver, 2009): 

 Equipping teachers to provide high quality instruction; 

 Developing a culture that promotes a personalized and orderly learning environment; and  

 Building strong connections to students’ families. 

The importance of relevant curriculum and useful assessments that allow teachers to tailor 

instruction to student needs must be emphasized.  In focus groups, dropouts indicate that 

“uninteresting courses” contributed to their decision to leave school (Bridgeland, DiLulio & 

Morrison, 2006).  In fact, nearly 40 percent of students in 6th, 8th, 10th, and 12th grades in 

Washington are at high risk of disengagement from school (Loeb, Magarati & Pfingst, 2010). 

 

Sample course performance interventions include (Mac Iver M.A. & Mac Iver D.J., 2009): 

 

Universal:  Research based instructional programs 

  In classroom support to enable active and engaging pedagogies 

  Data tracking by teacher teams 

 

Targeted: Elective extra help courses—tightly linked to core curriculum—previewing 

                           upcoming lessons and fill in knowledge gaps 

                        Targeted, reduced class size for students whose failure is rooted in social and 

                           emotional issues 

 

Intensive: One-on-one tutoring 

                           English Language Learners or Special Education Services 

                           Credit retrieval options 

          Reengagement 
 

Table Three summarizes sample tiered interventions for the ABC indicators.                       
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Table Three:  Intervention Tiered Plan for Keeping Students on Track for Graduation  

(adapted from Mac Iver M.A. & Mac Iver D.J., 2009, page 23) 

 

 Universal Prevention 

ALL students 

Targeted Intervention 

10-25% 

Intensive Interventions 

5- 10% 

 

A. 
Attendance 

 

Every absence brings a response 

 

Create a culture that says attending every day 

matters 

 

Positive social incentives for good attendance 

 

Data tracking by teacher teams 

 

Two of more unexcused absences in a 

month brings a brief daily check by an 

adult. 

 

Attendance team (teacher, counselor, 

administrator, parent) investigates and 

problem solves (why isn’t student 

attending?) 

 

Sustained one-on-one 

attention and problem 

solving 

 

Appropriate social service or 

community supports 

 

B. 
Behavior 

 

Teach, model and expect good behavior 

 

Positive social incentives and recognition for 

good behavior 

 

Advisory 

 

Data tracking by teacher teams 

 

Two of more office referrals brings 

involvement of behavior team 

 

Simple behavior checklist students bring 

from class to class, checked each day by an 

adult 

 

Mentor assigned 

 

In-depth behavioral 

assessment (why is student 

misbehaving?) 

 

Behavior contracts with 

family involvement 

 

Appropriate social service or 

community supports 

 

 

C. 
Course 

Performance 

 

Research-based instructional programs 

 

In-classroom support to enable active and 

engaging pedagogies 

 

Data tracking by teacher teams 

 

Elective extra help courses—tightly linked 

to core curriculum—preview upcoming 

lessons and fill in knowledge gaps 

 

Targeted, reduced class size for students 

whose failure is rooted in social-emotional 

issues. 

 

One on one tutoring 

 

Credit retrieval options 

 

Reengagement 



 

 

 
 

 

Part Four:  FOCUS AREA--Students with Special Learning Needs 

 

For our region, how does the research inform supports for English Language Learners and 

Special Education students? 

 

 

English Language Learners 

The Road Map Region represents a highly diverse area of south King County.   Students from the 

seven Road Map districts speak 167 different primary languages and 16 percent of students are 

English Language Learners (ELL).  ELLS are primarily represented in the elementary school 

grades, and make up approximately 10 percent of the high school graduation cohort in the Road 

Map region.  Currently, the high school graduation rate for these ELL students lags behind that of 

the typical population, and stands at 50 percent (PSESD Ends Report, 2012).  This sobering statistic 

indicates that simultaneously learning to speak, read and write English and mastering courses for 

graduation creates unique obstacles for ELL students that are worth consideration and action.   

What does the research literature say about specific additional steps for preventing dropouts among 

ELL students? 

 

In Chicago, 30 percent of students in the district are designated as ELL at some point.  Many of the 

resources targeted towards ELL populations are concentrated in elementary schools.  But the 

growing number of ELL students in their middle and high schools led to a recent study to determine 

the impact of different categories of ELL student experiences on their graduation rates.  The ELL 

categories included (1) New ELLs who were first identified in sixth grade or later; (2) Long Term 

ELLs who were identified earlier but had not yet attained proficiency by ninth grade; (3) Long 

Term Proficient ELL were former ELL students who achieved proficiency before sixth grade; (4) 

Recently Proficient ELL students who achieved proficiency during middle school; and (5) Never 

ELLs who scored high enough on proficiency screening initially.   

 

The Chicago findings were as follows (Gwyne, Pareja, Enrlich & Allensworth, 2012): 

 

1. Ninth-grade course performance indicators predicted graduation in much the same way for 

all students (whether ELL or not); 

 

2. Ninth-grade course performance was a much stronger predictor of graduation than either 

language proficiency level or interruptions in students’ education; 

 

3. Long Term Proficient ELLs performed relatively well on ninth grade indicators and had the 

highest graduation rates of any group of Hispanic students;  

 

4. Recently Proficient ELLs had middle –tier performance on ninth grade indicators and their 

graduation rates reflected this performance; 

 

5. Long Term ELLs had the worse course performance and graduation rates of any Hispanic 

group;  

 



 

 

 
 

6. New ELLs did as well as or better than any other group on ninth grade indicators but they 

graduated at lower rates than all other ELLs, except long term ELLs, indicating that factors 

may be at play later in high school that knock them off track; 

 

7. Ninth grade ELLs (new ELLs and long term ELLs) were less likely to graduate than other 

students who had similar grades and attendance in ninth grade. 

 

These finding suggest that schools can use the same early warning indicators to identify ELL 

students who are not on track to graduate.  In particular, Chicago researchers revealed grade point 

average (course performance) to be the most accurate predictor of graduation among ELLs.  Long 

term ELLs who were Asian or white had the strongest overall performance of any ELL group.  Yet 

it was harder to explain for differences between the ELL categories.   By comparing new ELLs with 

Long Term Proficient peers, researchers surmised that three factors might influence new ELLs 

dropping out:  (1) lower educational expectations or aspirations to attend college; (2) tendency to 

enter high school at an older age; and (3) the likelihood that they were enrolled in academically 

weaker high schools.   Unfortunately, these three factors only explained about half of the gap of the 

new ELLs.  Finally, researchers noted that despite Hispanic ELLs comparable course performance 

to other ELLs during high school, they graduated in lower rates.  These differences merit further 

study. 

 

While the ELL demographics of Chicago and the Road Map region differ, these findings reconfirm 

the strength of the existing early warning indicators for all students, including ELLs.  However, 

given the significantly lower graduation rate of ELLs in the Road Map region vs. other students, 

there are implications for strongly monitoring and supporting ELL students sooner when an 

indicator is present, and strengthening ELL education in general (Dianda, NEA, 2008). 

 

 Recruitment of teachers who are specifically trained and credentialed to teach the ELL 

population; 

 

 Working to ensure ELLs have adequate instructional materials in English and in students’ 

primary languages and safe school facilities; 

 

 Providing professional support for ELL teachers using research based best practices; 

 

 Ensuring that ELLs receive the full range of services they need to bring them to proficiency; 

and  

 

 Advocating for dual immersion schools that benefit students academically and linguistically.  

Dual immersion schools integrate ELLs and language majority students (English speakers) 

in order to develop their bilingualism and bi-literacy in English and another language. 

 

Special Education Students 

In a similar fashion to English Language Learners, the graduation rate for students in special 

education (SPED) is also significantly lower than for other students in our region.  Nationally, only 

50 percent of students’ ages 14 through 21 who exited IDEA graduated with a regular high school 



 

 

 
 

diploma (US Department of Education, 2010).  Likewise in the Road Map region, only 46 percent 

of SPED students currently graduated on time (OSPI, 2010). 

Dropping out is the end result of a long process of disengagement and alienation.  In the context of 

rigorous standard-based reforms and the associated high-stakes testing, careful attention needs to be 

paid to students with disabilities who are at the greatest risk of dropping out—those with learning, 

emotional or behavior disabilities.  

Another factor to consider is the “disproportionate number of racially, ethnically, and linguistically 

diverse students who may have been misidentified as needing special education services” (Dianda, 

NEA, 2008).  Local data in the Road Map school districts demonstrates varied degrees of 

disproportionate numbers for both special education designations and disciplinary actions for 

certain groups of students.  Understanding the extent of the problem is a good first step, followed by 

reforms in the referral process, eligibility procedures and assessments.   Reducing class size to allow 

for personalized instruction also helps diminish misidentifications of students who actually are in 

need an academic, behavior of ELL intervention. 

For the 50 percent of special education students who currently drop out, they are much less likely to 

enroll in postsecondary school/training, be involved in crime or incarcerated, and lack gainful 

employment. For example, unemployment is twice as likely compared to peers without disabilities 

(Thurlow & Johnson, 2011).  For people with disabilities, employment not only provides financial 

security and meaningful connections to others, it reduces social isolation. 

Three strategies are advocated for addressing the unique needs of helping special education students 

to graduate.  First, districts alter school completion document (alternative diploma option).  A 

challenge of this strategy is that future employers may not value these alternatives well and may 

limit future employment options.  Second, districts provide options for students to earn a regular 

diploma (alternative route to regular diploma).  For example, exempting a student from an exit 

exam and providing an alternative test.  A limitation of this strategy is that students may graduate, 

but perhaps without the skills and knowledge needed to succeed in employment or postsecondary 

studies.  In a third strategy, districts implement specific robust strategies with the goal of shifting 

the student’s trajectory from dropout to graduate.  The intervention approaches vary from targeted 

intervention to increase social/emotional skills or academic achievement, to mentorship of the 

student and personalized instruction (Thurlow & Johnson, 2011).   

In the early 1990’s, three projects successfully implemented interventions to prevent student 

dropouts among the special education population.  Five intervention strategies were used (Thurlow, 

Christenson, Cinclair, Evelo & Thornton, 1995). 

1. Persistence, Continuity and Consistency – there is someone who was not going to give up 

on them or allow them to be distracted from completing school, and available to them 

throughout the school year and summer. 

 

2. Monitoring – the occurrence of risk behaviors and early warning indicators was consistently 

tracked as were the responses to various interventions. 

 

3. Relationships – a caring relationship between adult connected to the school and the student 

was established and maintained. 

 



 

 

 
 

4. Affiliation – a sense of belonging to school was encouraged through participation in school-

related activities. 

 

5. Problem Solving Skills – skills taught to help students survive and thrive in challenging 

school, home and community environments. 



 

 

 
 

 

 

 

Part Five:  FOCUS AREA—Mobility and Family Engagement 

 

For our region, how can both student mobility and family engagement influence students’ risk of 

dropping out of school? 

 

 

Mobility 

Over 20 percent of Road Map students switched schools in the last year (or were new to the Road 

Map region), almost three-quarters of these students transferred between districts (Road Map 

Annual Results Report, 2012).  This high mobility underscores the importance of focusing on the 

issue, especially since preliminary results for 2011 indicate that more than 50 percent of the Road 

Map region’s dropouts changed schools the year prior (Road Map statistics, 2011).  This 

preliminary finding for the Road Map region supports the nationwide statistic that highly mobile 

students are about as half as likely as their non-mobile peers to graduate (GAO, 2010). 

It is possible for the change in schools to be a positive step—getting a fresh start in a new peer 

group that is more responsible or moving to a higher performing school.  However, mobility is 

much more common among inner city youth, low income families and those families who do not 

own their home (GAO, 2010).  Mobile students must also cope with differences in what is taught 

and how it is taught across the multiple schools they attend.  In addition, changing schools may only 

exacerbate previous issues with attendance, behavior and course performance.  If early warning 

indicators were already evident for a student and this information was not able to be shared in a 

complete and timely fashion with the new school or district—then the likelihood of the student 

falling through the cracks increases.   

Local studies in Kent and Seattle (Celio, 2009) found that joining a sixth grade or ninth grade 

cohort late increased the chances of eventually dropping out.  Other studies confirmed that changing 

secondary schools coupled with the ABC indicators increases dropping out significantly 

(Rumberger & Larson, 1998).  Mobile students who also qualify for assistance under IDEA are 

especially vulnerable from delays in timely assessments, records transfers and continuity of 

services.   

There are proactive steps that schools and districts can take to assist their mobile students.  For 

example, implementing strategies in (1) advance of their arrival (establishing routines for smooth 

transfers, educating faculty, creating welcome activities, etc.); (2) on arrival (providing welcome 

packets, making personal contact when registering, completing an intake interview form with 

previous school, train student buddies or coaches, coordinating assessments, etc.); and (3) at 

departure such as creating closure activities and a record file for student to take with them (New 

England Comprehensive Center, 2008).  For low income, mobile students (and foster students), 

schools also rely on eligibility for federal programs (Title 1, ESEA, etc.) to provide clothing, school 

supplies, tutoring, transportation assistance and other support services.  

It is difficult to know whether mobility is a cause of dropping out, a symptom of the underlying 

process of disengagement that causes dropping out, or a byproduct of the recession/other factors.  

Nonetheless, the strong correlation of mobility with dropping out indicates that better tracking and 

student data sharing among Road Map districts of their mobile students is required.  If this 



 

 

 
 

information sharing is combined with proactive strategies to support mobile students then the 

collaboration may yield positive results for students and the region’s graduation rate. 

Family Engagement 

Parents are children’s first teachers--and their influence, values and involvement during their child’s 

education makes a significant impact.  A research synthesis (Henderson & Mapp, 2002) found a 

positive relationship between family engagement and improved academic achievement. This is true 

across socioeconomic, racial/ethnic, and educational background for students of all ages (Mapp, 

2004).   

By facilitating open discussions between student dropouts, teachers and parents/guardians in four 

different U.S. cities, researchers discovered significant disconnects inhibiting communication 

between these constituents (Bridgeland, Balfanz, Moore & Friant, 2010).  For example, teachers 

expressed frustration that parents did not respond to repeated attempts to support the students who 

needed it the most.  In addition, teachers were overwhelmed by the growing tasks given to them 

each year, and want to spend their energy teaching vs. time doing “social work.”   

Meanwhile, parents/guardians in these discussion groups reported that they felt teachers sometimes 

prejudged them, and often did not understand the multiple barriers they faced juggling work, 

parenting responsibilities and other challenges.  Parents wanted to be involved in helping their child 

graduate, and needed more practical and consistent ways of communicating with teachers and 

school staff (text updates, for example).   

Practical suggestions to overcome these challenges specific to student dropouts included: 

 establishing a single point of contact within the school that could keep parents informed 

regarding attendance, behavior, course performance, credits for graduation, etc; 

 

 setting up a computer in a central location for parents to access school technology to monitor 

student progress if there is not a computer at home; 

 

 making sure parents/guardians understand the importance of keeping their contact 

information up to date with the school/district; and 

 

 prioritizing family engagement as a essential piece of school reform, especially at the 

secondary level, and not left up to teachers and parents to sort out alone. 

The Road Map region’s vision includes strengthening family engagement plans for cradle to college 

and career to harness the power of parents towards student success.  As these family engagement 

plans continue to be developed and enhanced, researchers (Henderson and Mapp, 2002) suggest the 

following action steps to establish effective family engagement programs: 

1. Recognize that all parents/guardians, regardless of income, education level, or cultural 

background are involved in their children's education and want their children to do well in 

school; 

 

2. Link family and community engagement efforts to student learning; 

 



 

 

 
 

3. Create initiatives that will support families to guide their children's learning, from preschool 

through high school; 

 

4. Develop the capacity of school staff to work with families; 

 

5. Focus efforts to engage families on developing trusting and respectful relationships; and 

 

6. Embrace a philosophy of partnership and be willing to share power with families. Make sure 

that parents and school staff understand that the responsibility for children's educational 

development is a collaborative enterprise (Mapp, 2004). 

 

A Harvard Family Research Project report (Westmoreland, Rosenberg, Lopez & Weiss, 2009) came 

to similar conclusions.  The report identified core components, best practices and policy 

implications in districts with successful family engagement programs (which included Federal Way, 

a Road Map district): 

 

 

 

Components Practices Policy Implications 

Fostering District-wide 

strategies 

 

Building School 

Capacity 

 

Reaching out to and 

engaging families 

A shared vision of family 

engagement 

 

Purposeful connections to 

learning 

 

Investments in high quality 

programming with staff 

 

Robust communication systems 

 

Evaluation for accountability 

and continuous learning 

Create infrastructure for district 

wide leadership for family 

engagement 

 

Build capacity for family 

engagement through training and 

technical assistance 

 

Ensure reporting, learning and 

accountability for family 

engagement 

 

Help districts understand, design 

and implement strong evaluation 

strategies 

 



 

 

 
 

 

 

CONCLUSION 

 

 

Schools and communities in the Road Map region share the sense of urgency to close the 

opportunity gap and prepare ALL students for college and careers.   We now have the opportunity 

to utilize the growing body of research supporting the power of early warning indicators and 

systems to intervene with struggling students and help them graduate.   

A brief summary of this EWIS literature review is as follows: 

• ABCs are researched-based, highly predictive indicators. 

• Launching EWIS in both middle and high school with emphasis on the transition years is 

clearly recommended by the literature. 

• Existing guides for EWIS are excellent resources for system development. 

• Adequate resources for technology, staff training and EWIS core team/stakeholder meetings 

must be allocated and prioritized. 

• Identifying root causes of indicators guides which interventions to assign that use three tiers 

of universal, targeted and intensive interventions. 

• For English Language Learners and students with disabilities, EWIS indicators are relevant 

but require prompt interventions and special considerations.  

• Mobile students must be tracked and information shared between districts, especially given 

the high mobility rate in the Road Map region. 

• Parents/guardians must be full partners, and best practices in family engagement used by the 

district. 

The Road Map region’s recent award of the Race for the Top grant from the U.S. Department of 

Education provides ample opportunity and additional resources to propel this project forward.  

Given the unacceptable costs of dropping out for students and society alike, there is no alternative 

but to act, and to act effectively.  Together, the Road Map region will continue to enhance EWIS to 

identify, intervene and support students who would otherwise fall through the cracks and gradually 

improve the region’s graduation rates.  There is much to do, and the time is now. 
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EARLY WARNING SYSTEM DISTRICT ACTION PLAN 

 

This planning guide is adapted from the National High School Center, Early Warning System Implementation Guide.  A more full version can be 

found at http://www.betterhighschools.org/documents/NHSCEWSImplementationGuide.pdf).  The diagram below summarizes the cycle of steps in 

planning an early warning system.  The text before each set of the following sections summarizes the key points in each of the seven steps of the 

EWIS cycle.  In most cases, each step includes two perspectives – a focus on the individual student, and a focus on larger structures, policies and 

practices that may contribute to or alleviate student disengagement.  The boxes provide space to summarize what your district has in place, needs to 

have in place and the steps to take.  While no one district has all of these steps in place, each district has several of the steps in some form.  

 

Early warning implementation process 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
EWIS Component List Specific Action Steps to Be Taken As Needed to Timeline Persons Responsible 

Step 1 

Establish roles and 

responsibilities 

Step 2 

Use a EWIS tool 

Step 6 

Monitor students and 

interventions 

Step 7 

Evaluate and refine 

the EWIS process 

Step 5 

Assign and provide 

interventions 

Step 4 

Interpret the EWIS 

data 

Step 3 

Review the EWIS 

data 

http://www.betterhighschools.org/documents/NHSCEWSImplementationGuide.pdf


 

 

 
 

(National High School Center, Early Warning System Research) Complete EWIS Development or to Move EWIS Forward  

Step 1 – Establish roles and responsibilities.  A group or groups take 

on the overall responsibility for implementing a EWIS. This may be a 

new team or some existing team that already performs similar functions. 

The team should have broad representation, the authority to make 

decisions, time to meet regularly as reports become available during the 

year, and familiarity with EWIS processes. Depending on size of the 

district, there may be a district level team as well as a high school or 

middle school team. 

 

   

Step 2 – Use a EWIS data tool.  When a student crosses a threshold, 

benchmark or tipping point for each indicator, the EWIS flags the 

student for closer examination. EWIS data tools can consist of vendor 

software, custom designed systems created by internal or external 

parties, or existing tools. Characteristics of a EWIS data tool include:  

• Data that is in real time or near real time, from readily available 

existing sources, that is valid and reliable 

• The ability to produce a variety of reports – individual student level 

reports , school and district level aggregated reports, reports filtered 

on different variables such as schools or other student characteristics 

• EWIS teams should be trained on how the EWIS works, how to 

navigate the tool, and how to generate and view reports. 

 

   

Step 3 – Review the data.  EWIS teams review the EWIS reports to: 

• Identify individual students who are flagged on one or more indicators 

as being at risk for dropping out.  

 Strategize ways to support individuals and groups of students 

 Consider how resources can best be used to support individual 

students and groups of students. 

• Understand patterns in student engagement and performance within a 

school or across a district in relationship to district policies or school 

improvement initiatives. 

 

   

Step 4 – Interpret the EWIS data.  EWIS teams interpret the reports 

to: 

• Examine additional information from different sources – for example 

by talking with classroom teachers, students and parents. 

• Challenge existing assumptions about individual students or groups of 

students as to why they are at risk. 

• Think about appropriate intervention strategies for individual students 

and groups of students with common profiles of risk. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 

 
 

Step 5 – Assign and provide interventions.  The EWIS team makes 

decisions about resources and strategies to provide interventions in a  

coordinated, systematically applied and clearly aligned with the 

indicators of risk. Steps in assigning and providing interventions 

include: 

• Following a tiered approach including universal, targeted and 

individualized interventions.  

• Documenting the interventions to which students are assigned so that 

progress and effectiveness can be monitored 

 Informing both the student and the family about the reason for the 

intervention and the ongoing progress of the student.  

 

   

Step 6 – Monitor students and interventions 

EWIS teams monitor progress and success of the interventions by 

monitoring subsequent EWIS reports and gathering information from 

other sources such as counselors and classroom teachers.  Monitoring 

includes: 

• Exploring possible causes for successful and unsuccessful 

interventions such as participation in the intervention or the match 

between the student and the intervention 

• Examining effectiveness of the interventions by looking at the progress 

of groups of students participating in the same or similar 

interventions.  

 Exploring new interventions. 

 

   

Step 7 – Evaluate and refine the EWIS process.  EWIS teams reflect 

on cycle of steps, identify successes and challenges, make 

recommendations and document the reasons for the recommendations.  

Additional tasks include: 

• Identify and train new EWIS team members.  

• Examine trends in time regarding the numbers of students flagged for 

different indicators and what might this mean in terms of the 

interventions that are implemented? 
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RTI Pathways:  Grades K-5 Reading 

Franklin Pierce School District 
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Principal 
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Franklin Pierce School District 

 

 Kindergarten   3/6/2011 

Kindergarten 

Pathway 
Benchmark (T1) Strategic (T2) Intensive (T3) 

Focus Instructional emphasis on 

phonemic awareness, 

alphabetic principle, 

fluency, vocabulary,  

comprehension and oral 

language development 

Instructional emphasis on 

phonemic awareness, 

alphabetic principle, 

fluency, vocabulary,  

comprehension and oral 

language development 

Instructional emphasis on 

oral language development, 

phonemic awareness and 

alphabetic principle/ 

decoding, fluency, 

vocabulary 

90 Minute 

Reading Block 

ALL STUDENTS 

with Tier 1 interventions as 

needed 

STRATEGIC 

Tier 2 interventions 

INTENSIVE 

Tier 3 interventions 

Delivery Read Well Whole Group (30 

minutes)  

              + 

30 minutes daily for core 

small group *teacher-led 

instruction at the students’ 

instructional level using 

Research-based instructional  

strategies 

              + 

30 minutes of 

centers/meaningful practice 
 

(minimum of 180 minutes for 

Kindergartens on alternating schedule) 

In addition to Benchmark 

Column: 

  

30 – 60 minutes small group 

intervention using research 

based instructional strategies 

 

 

 

 

 

 

If instructional recommendation is 

Intensive, student has been 

unsuccessful in Tier 2 

interventions  
 

Alternate Core  

90 - 180 minutes of small 

group intervention 

 

Emphasis on Teacher-

Directed Instruction 

 

No independent time during 

reading block 

Materials 

 

 
 

· Language for Learning  
(per placement test) 
 

· Read Well K 

          whole group  

          small group 
 

· Read Well 1(Assess from 

U16 until properly placed) 
 

· Read Well Plus 
 

· Language for Learning  
(per placement test) 
 

· Read Well K 

          whole group  

          small group 
 

· Read Well 1(Assess from 

U16 until properly placed) 
 

· Reading Mastery 
 

·  Language for Learning 

(per placement test) 

· Reading Mastery 

 

Instruction 

Provided by: 

· Classroom Teacher 

· Title Staff 

· ELL Staff 

· Classroom Teacher 

· Reading Specialist 

· Title Staff 

· ELL 

· SLP 

· SPED Staff 

· Reading Specialist 

· Title Staff 

· ELL 

· SLP 

· SPED Staff 

· Classroom Teacher 

Duration of 

Intervention 

 Adjust intervention based on progress monitoring; using 

three or more data points 

Small Group Size 

Guidelines 

Met Benchmark: Ideal: 7 
 

Ideal:  6 Ideal: 4 

 

 



 

 

 

 

Franklin Pierce School District 

 

 Kindergarten   3/6/2011 

Benchmark/ 

Screening 
 

Fall 
 

Follow testing protocols in 

the Learning Support folder 

 

AIMSweb Assessments 

Subtests 

· Letter Naming (FWS) 

· Phonemic Segmentation 

(WS) 

· NWF (WS) 

· DIBELS benchmark 

targets. 

 

AIMSweb Assessments 

Subtests 

· Letter Naming (FWS) 

· Phonemic Segmentation 

(WS) 

 

AIMSweb Assessments 

Subtests 

· Letter Naming (FWS) 

· Phonemic Segmentation 

(WS) 

Winter 
 

 

LNF 

 

PS  
 

  

Spring 
   

Assessment 

Resources 

· Language for Learning 

(Fall) 

· Read Well K Unit 

Assessments 

· District Common 

Assessments 

 

· AIMSweb 

· Phonics Screener 

· CORE Reading 

Assessments 

· Error Analysis of 

Benchmark screening 

· In Program Assessments 

 

Progress 

Monitoring 

· Establish and Follow 

Group Pacing Goals  

· Unit Assessments (extra 

pull-out support for weak 

passes) 

 

· AIMSweb Early Literacy 

Subtests 

· STAR Early Literacy 

· Oral Reading Fluency 
*Rate of improvement targets 

*Utilize established growth 

rate/pacing goals 
 

Minimum every two weeks at 

instructional level.  

Monthly at grade level (optional) 

 

· AIMSweb Early Literacy 

Subtests 

· STAR Early Literacy 

· Oral Reading Fluency 
*Rate of improvement targets 

*Utilize established growth 

rate/pacing goals 
 

 

Minimum every week at 

instructional level 

 

 

 

 

Research Based Instructional Strategies  

 Effective Use of Instructional Time 

   Explicit Vocabulary Instruction 
 Maximizing student responses 

  Correct Turns 
  Levels of Scaffolding 

  7-up sentences 

Partner Reading / Turn and Talk 

Choral Reading 

My Turn/ Your Turn 

Don’t Ask Just Tell 



 

 

 

 

Franklin Pierce School District 

 

 Kindergarten   3/6/2011 

Think, Pair, Share 

Avoid “Who can…” 

 

   Explicit measurement of student responses 

 

 



 

 

 

 

Franklin Pierce School District 

 

  First Grade   3/9/2011 

1
st
 Grade 

Pathway 
Benchmark (T1) Strategic (T2) Intensive (T3) 

Focus Instructional emphasis on 

phonemic awareness, 

alphabetic principle, 

fluency, vocabulary,  

comprehension and oral 

language development 

Instructional emphasis on 

phonemic awareness, 

alphabetic principle, 

fluency, vocabulary,  

comprehension and oral 

language development 

Instructional emphasis on 

oral language development, 

phonemic awareness and 

alphabetic 

principle/decoding 

90 Minute 

Reading Block 

ALL STUDENTS 

with Tier 1 interventions as 

needed 

STRATEGIC 

Tier 2 interventions 

INTENSIVE 

Tier 3 interventions 

Delivery Read Well: 

Whole Group (30 minutes) 

alphabet chant; poem; write 

well, read alouds,  

              + 

Small Group (30 minutes) 

daily for core small group 

*teacher-led instruction at 

the students’ instructional 

level  

              + 

30 minutes of 

centers/meaningful practice 

In addition to Benchmark 

Column: 

  

30 – 60 minutes small group 

intervention using research 

based instructional 

strategies 

If instructional recommendation is 

Intensive, student has been 

unsuccessful in Tier 2 

interventions  
 

Alternate Core  
90 - 180 minutes of small 

group intervention 

 

Emphasis on Teacher-

Directed Instruction 

 

No independent time during 

reading block 

Materials · Read Well 

· Read Well Plus 

· Read Well 2 

· Trophies – 1
st
 grade (for 

high students) 

 

· Read Well 

· Read Well Plus 

· Read Well 2 

· Read Naturally 

 

 

· Reading Mastery 

· Reading Mastery Fast 

Cycle 

· Read Well 

 

 

Instruction 

Provided by: 

· Classroom Teacher · Classroom Teacher 

· Reading Specialist 

· Title/LAP Staff 

· ELL 

· SLP 

· SPED Staff 

· Reading Specialist 

· Title/LAP Staff 

· ELL 

· SLP 

· SPED Staff 

· Classroom Teacher 

Duration of 

Intervention 

 Adjust intervention based on progress monitoring; using 

three or more data points  

Small Group 

Size Guidelines 

Met Benchmark: Ideal: 7 Ideal:  6 Ideal: 4 

 

Benchmark/ 

Screening 
 

Fall, Winter, Spring  
 

Follow testing protocols in 

the Learning Support 

folder 

AIMSweb Assessments 

Subtests 

· Nonsense Word Fluency 

(FWS) (DIBELS 

benchmark targets) 

· Oral Reading Fluency 

(WS) (Hasbrouck and 

Tindal) 

 

AIMSweb Assessments 

Subtests 

· Nonsense Word Fluency 

(FWS) 

· Oral Reading Fluency 

(WS)  

 

AIMSweb Assessments 

Subtests 

· Nonsense Word Fluency 

(FWS) 

· Oral Reading Fluency 

(WS)  

 



 

 

 

 

Franklin Pierce School District 

 

  First Grade   3/9/2011 

Assessment 

Resources 

· Read Well Unit 

Assessments 

· District Common 

Assessments 

 

 

 

· DIBELs 

· Phonics Screener 

· CORE Reading 

Assessments 

· Error Analysis of 

Benchmark screening 

· ELL Diagnostic Tool 

 

· In Program Assessments 

 

Progress 

Monitoring 

· Establish and Follow 

Group Pacing Goals  

· Unit Assessments (extra 

pull-out support for weak 

passes) 

 

· AIMSweb Early Literacy 

Subtests 

· STAR Early Literacy 

· Oral Reading Fluency 
 

Minimum every two weeks at 

instructional level.  

Monthly at grade level (optional) 

 

· AIMSweb Early Literacy 

Subtests 

· STAR Early Literacy 

· Oral Reading Fluency 
 

Minimum every week at 

instructional level 

 

 

 

Research Based Instructional Strategies  

 Effective Use of Instructional Time 

   Explicit Vocabulary Instruction 

 Maximizing student responses 

  Correct Turns 

  Levels of Scaffolding 

  7-up sentences 

Partner Reading / Turn and Talk 

Choral Reading 

My Turn/ Your Turn 

Don’t Ask Just Tell 

Think, Pair, Share 

Avoid “Who can…” 

 

   Explicit measurement of student responses 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

Franklin Pierce School District 

 

Second Grade    3/9/2011 

Second Grade Benchmark (T1) Strategic (T2) Intensive (T3) 

Focus Instructional emphasis on 

Fluency, vocabulary and 

comprehension.  

Supplement with phonics 

instruction. (green phonics book) 

Instructional emphasis on 

phonemic awareness, 

phonics, fluency, 

vocabulary and 

comprehension 

Instructional emphasis on 

phonemic awareness, 

phonics, fluency, vocabulary, 

and comprehension.  

90 Minute 

Reading Block 

ALL STUDENTS with 

Tier 1 interventions as 

needed 

STRATEGIC 

with Tier 2 interventions 

INTENSIVE 

with Tier 3 interventions 

Delivery 60 minutes Whole Group 

Core Instruction (Read 

To/With)  

+ 

30 minutes daily for core 

teacher-led instruction 

at the student’ 

instructional level 
 

Modify core lesson as needed 

for strategic/intensive readers 

In addition to 

Benchmark Column: 

  

30 – 60 minutes small 

group intervention  

If instructional recommendation is 

Intensive, student has been 

unsuccessful in Tier 2 interventions  
 

Alternate Core:  
(90 - 180 minutes of small group 

intervention) 

 

Emphasis on Teacher-

Directed Instruction 

 

No independent time during 

reading block 

Materials · Trophies 
       (supplemented as  

        needed) 

· Read Naturally 

· Six Minute Solution 

 
Small group instruction varies 

dependent on student 

instructional needs 

· Read Well 

· Read Well Plus 

· Trophies Intervention 

· Read Naturally 

· Phonics for Reading 

· Six Minute Solution 

· Reading Mastery 

Signatures –Language 
           (Language for Learning)                                  

           (Language for Thinking) 
· Florida Notebooks 

· Trophies ELL 

· Reading Mastery 

· Reading Mastery Fast 

Cycle 

· Read Naturally 

· Read Well 

 

 

 

Instruction 

Provided by: 

Classroom Teacher · Classroom Teacher 

· Reading Specialist 

· Title/LAP Staff 

· ELL 

· SLP 

· SPED Staff 

· Reading Specialist 

· Title/LAP Staff 

· ELL 

· SLP 

· SPED Staff 

· Classroom Teacher 

Duration of 

Intervention 
 

Adjust intervention based on progress monitoring; using 

three or more data points 

Small Group 

Size Guidelines  

 Ideal:  6-8 Ideal: 4-6 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

Franklin Pierce School District 

 

Second Grade    3/9/2011 

Benchmark/ 

Screening 
 

Fall, Winter, Spring  
 

Follow testing protocols in 

the Learning Support 

folder 

· Oral Reading Fluency 

(ORF) 
 

Optional 

· MAP  

· MAZE  

· Oral Reading Fluency 

(ORF) 
 

Optional 

· MAP  

· MAZE 

· Oral Reading Fluency 

(ORF) 
 

Optional 

· MAP  

· MAZE 

Assessment 

Resources 

· Selected Trophies 

Assessments  
 

· District Common 

Assessments 

· DIBELs 

· Phonics Screener 

· CORE Reading 

Assessments 

· Error Analysis of 

Benchmark screening 

· QRI 

· ELL Diagnostic Tool 

 

· In Program Assessments 

 

Progress 

Monitoring 

Review trends in 

Trophies Assessment to 

ensure adequate progress 

Oral Reading Fluency 

(ORF) and/or 

MAZE 
 

Minimum every two weeks at 

instructional level.  

Monthly at grade level 

(optional) 

 

Oral Reading Fluency (ORF) 
and/or 
MAZE 
 

Minimum every week at 

instructional level 

 

 

 

Research Based Instructional Strategies  

 Effective Use of Instructional Time 

   Explicit Vocabulary Instruction 

 Maximizing student responses 

  Correct Turns 

  Levels of Scaffolding 

  7-up sentences 

Partner Reading / Turn and Talk 

Choral Reading 

My Turn/ Your Turn 

Don’t Ask Just Tell 

Think, Pair, Share 

Avoid “Who can…” 

 

   Explicit measurement of student responses 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

Franklin Pierce School District 

Third Grade  3/9/2011 

Third Grade Benchmark (T1) Strategic (T2) Intensive (T3) 

Focus Instructional emphasis on 

Fluency, vocabulary and 

comprehension.  

Supplement with phonics 

instruction. (green phonics book) 

Instructional emphasis on 

phonemic awareness, 

phonics, fluency, vocabulary 

and comprehension 

Instructional emphasis on 

phonemic awareness, 

phonics, fluency, 

vocabulary, and 

comprehension.  

90 Minute 

Reading Block 

ALL STUDENTS with 

Tier 1 interventions as 

needed 

STRATEGIC 

with Tier 2 interventions 

INTENSIVE 

with Tier 3 interventions 

Delivery 60 minutes Whole Group 

Core Instruction (Read 

To/With)  

+ 

30 minutes daily for core 

teacher-led instruction at 

the student’ instructional 

level 
 

Modify core lesson as needed for 

strategic/intensive readers 

In addition to Benchmark 

Column: 

  

30 – 60 minutes small group 

intervention  

If instructional recommendation is 

Intensive, student has been 

unsuccessful in Tier 2 

interventions  
 

Alternative Core: 

 90 - 180 minutes of small 

group intervention   

 

No independent time during 

reading block 

Materials · Trophies 

· Read Naturally 

· Six Minute Solution 

 
Small group instruction varies 

dependent on student instructional 

needs 

· Trophies Intervention 

· Read Naturally 

· Phonics for Reading 

· Six Minute Solution 

· Reading Mastery 

Signatures – Language 
           (Language for Learning)                                  

           (Language for Thinking) 
· Florida Notebooks 

· Trophies ELL 

· Reading Mastery 

· Read Naturally 

 

 

Instruction 

Provided by: 

Classroom Teacher · Classroom Teacher 

· Reading Specialist 

· Title/LAP Staff 

· ELL 

· SLP 

· SPED Staff 

· Reading Specialist 

· Title/LAP Staff 

· ELL 

· SLP 

· SPED Staff 

· Classroom Teacher 

Duration of 

Intervention 
 

Adjust intervention based on progress monitoring; using 

three or more data points 

Small Group 

Size Guidelines  

 Ideal:  6-8 Ideal: 4-6 

Benchmark/ 

Screening 
 

Fall, Winter, Spring  
 

Follow testing protocols in 

the Learning Support 

folder 

· Oral Reading Fluency 

(ORF) 

· MAP-Reading 
 

Optional 

· MAZE  

 

· Oral Reading Fluency 

(ORF) 

· MAP-Reading 
 

Optional 

· MAZE  

· Oral Reading Fluency 

(ORF) 

· MAP-Reading 
 

Optional 

· MAZE  

Assessment 

Resources 

· Selected Trophies 

Assessments 
 

· Phonics Screener 

· CORE Reading 

Assessments 

· In Program Assessments 

 

 



 

 

 

 

Franklin Pierce School District 

Third Grade  3/9/2011 

· District Common 

Assessments 

· Error Analysis of 

Benchmark screening 

· QRI 

· ELL Diagnostic Tool 

 

Progress 

Monitoring 

Review trends in Trophies 

Assessment to ensure 

adequate progress 

Oral Reading Fluency (ORF) 
and/or 
MAZE 
 

Minimum every two weeks at 

instructional level.  

Monthly at grade level (optional) 

 

Oral Reading Fluency 

(ORF) and/or 

MAZE 
 

Minimum every week at 

instructional level 

 

 

 

 

Research Based Instructional Strategies  

 Effective Use of Instructional Time 

   Explicit Vocabulary Instruction 

 Maximizing student responses 

  Correct Turns 

  Levels of Scaffolding 

  7-up sentences 

Partner Reading / Turn and Talk 

Choral Reading 

My Turn/ Your Turn 

Don’t Ask Just Tell 

Think, Pair, Share 

Avoid “Who can…” 

 

   Explicit measurement of student responses 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

Franklin Pierce School District 

 

Fourth Grade   3/9/2011 

Fourth Grade Benchmark (T1) Strategic (T2) Intensive (T3) 

Focus Instructional emphasis on 

Fluency, vocabulary and 

comprehension 

Instructional emphasis on 

phonemic awareness, 

advanced phonics, 

fluency, vocabulary and 

comprehension 

Instructional emphasis on 

phonemic awareness, 

phonics, fluency, 

vocabulary, and 

comprehension.  

90 Minute 

Reading Block 

ALL STUDENTS with 

Tier 1 interventions as 

needed 

STRATEGIC 

with Tier 2 interventions 

INTENSIVE 

with Tier 3 interventions 

Delivery 60 minutes Whole Group 

Core Instruction (Read 

To/With)  

+ 

30 minutes daily for core 

teacher-led instruction at 

the student’ instructional 

level 
 

Modify core lesson as needed for 

strategic/intensive readers 

In addition to 

Benchmark Column: 

  

30 – 60 minutes small 

group intervention  

If instructional recommendation 

is Intensive, student has been 

unsuccessful in Tier 2 

interventions  
 

Alternative Core: 

 90 - 180 minutes of small 

group intervention   

 

No independent time during 

reading block 

Materials · Trophies 

· Read Naturally 

· Six Minute Solution 

 

 
Small group instruction varies 

dependent on student instructional 

needs 

· Trophies Intervention 

· Read Naturally 

· Phonics for Reading 

· Six Minute Solution 

· Read 180 

· REWARDS 

(Intermediate) 

· Reading Mastery 

· Language! 

· Read Naturally 

 

 

 

Instruction 

Provided by: 
 

Classroom Teacher · Classroom Teacher 

· Reading Specialist 

· Title/LAP Staff 

· ELL 

· SLP 

· SPED Staff 

· Reading Specialist 

· Title/LAP Staff 

· ELL 

· SLP 

· SPED Staff 

· Classroom Teacher 

Duration of 

Intervention 
 

Adjust intervention based on progress monitoring; using 

three or more data points 

Small Group Size 

Guidelines  

 Ideal:  6-8 Ideal: 4-6 

 

Benchmark/ 

Screening 
 

Fall, Winter, Spring  
 

Follow testing protocols in 

the Learning Support folder 

· Oral Reading Fluency 

(ORF) 

· MAP-Reading 
 

Optional 

· MAZE  

· Oral Reading Fluency 

(ORF) 

· MAP-Reading 
 

Optional 

· MAZE  

· Oral Reading Fluency 

(ORF) 

· MAP-Reading 
 

Optional 

· MAZE  

Assessment 

Resources 

· Selected Trophies 

Assessments  

 

· District Common 

Assessments 

· Phonics Screener 

· CORE Reading 

Assessments 

· Error Analysis of 

Benchmark screening 

· QRI 

· ELL Diagnostic Tool 

· In Program Assessments 

 

 



 

 

 

 

Franklin Pierce School District 

 

Fourth Grade   3/9/2011 

Progress 

Monitoring 

Review trends in Trophies 

Assessment to ensure 

adequate progress 

Oral Reading Fluency 

(ORF) and/or 

MAZE 
Minimum every two weeks at 

instructional level.  

Monthly at grade level 

(optional) 

 

Oral Reading Fluency 

(ORF) and/or 

MAZE 
 

Minimum every week at 

instructional level 

 

 

Research Based Instructional Strategies  

 Effective Use of Instructional Time 

   Explicit Vocabulary Instruction 

 Maximizing student responses 

  Correct Turns 

  Levels of Scaffolding 

  7-up sentences 

Partner Reading / Turn and Talk 

Choral Reading 

My Turn/ Your Turn 

Don’t Ask Just Tell 

Think, Pair, Share 

Avoid “Who can…” 

 

   Explicit measurement of student responses 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

Franklin Pierce School District 

 Fifth Grade 3/9/2011 

Fifth Grade Benchmark (T1) Strategic (T2) Intensive (T3) 

Focus Instructional emphasis on 

Fluency, vocabulary and 

comprehension 

Instructional emphasis on 

phonemic awareness, 

advanced phonics, 

fluency, vocabulary and 

comprehension 

Instructional emphasis on 

phonemic awareness, 

phonics, fluency, 

vocabulary, and 

comprehension.  

90 Minute 

Reading Block 

ALL STUDENTS with 

Tier 1 interventions as 

needed 

STRATEGIC 

with Tier 2 interventions 

INTENSIVE 

with Tier 3 interventions 

Delivery 60 minutes Whole Group 

Core Instruction (Read 

To/With)  

+ 

30 minutes daily for core 

teacher-led instruction at 

the student’ instructional 

level 
 

Modify core lesson as needed for 

strategic/intensive readers 

In addition to Benchmark 

Column: 

  

30 – 60 minutes small 

group intervention  

If instructional recommendation is 

Intensive, student has been 

unsuccessful in Tier 2 interventions  
 

Alternative Core: 

 90 - 180 minutes of small 

group intervention   

 

No independent time during 

reading block 

Materials · Trophies 

· Read Naturally 

· Six Minute Solution 

 

 
Small group instruction varies 

dependent on student instructional 

needs 

· Trophies Intervention 

· Read Naturally 

· Phonics for Reading 

· Six Minute Solution 

· Read 180 

· REWARDS 

(Intermediate) 

· Reading Mastery 

· Language! 

· Read Naturally 

 

 

 

Instruction 

Provided by: 

Classroom Teacher · Classroom Teacher 

· Reading Specialist 

· Title/LAP Staff 

· ELL 

· SLP 

· SPED Staff 

· Reading Specialist 

· Title/LAP Staff 

· ELL 

· SLP 

· SPED Staff 

· Classroom Teacher 

Duration of 

Intervention 
 

Adjust intervention based on progress monitoring; using 

three or more data points 

Small Group 

Size Guidelines  

 Ideal:  6-8 Ideal: 4-6 

 

Benchmark/ 

Screening 
 

Fall, Winter, Spring  
 

Follow testing protocols in 

the Learning Support 

folder 

· Oral Reading Fluency 

(ORF) 

· MAP-Reading 
 

Optional 

· MAZE  

 

· Oral Reading Fluency 

(ORF) 

· MAP-Reading 
 

Optional 

· MAZE  

· Oral Reading Fluency 

(ORF) 

· MAP-Reading 
 

Optional 

· MAZE  

Assessment 

Resources 

· Selected Trophies 

Assessments  
 

· District Common 

Assessments 

· Phonics Screener 

· CORE Reading 

Assessments 

· Error Analysis of 

Benchmark screening 

· QRI 

· ELL Diagnostic Tool 

· In Program Assessments 

 

 



 

 

 

 

Franklin Pierce School District 

 Fifth Grade 3/9/2011 

Progress 

Monitoring 

Review trends in Trophies 

Assessment to ensure 

adequate progress 

Oral Reading Fluency 

(ORF) and/or 

MAZE 
 

Minimum every two weeks at 

instructional level.  

Monthly at grade level (optional) 

 

Oral Reading Fluency (ORF) 
and/or 
MAZE 
 

Minimum every week at 

instructional level 

 

 

Research Based Instructional Strategies  

 Effective Use of Instructional Time 

   Explicit Vocabulary Instruction 

 Maximizing student responses 

  Correct Turns 

  Levels of Scaffolding 

  7-up sentences 

Partner Reading / Turn and Talk 

Choral Reading 

My Turn/ Your Turn 

Don’t Ask Just Tell 

Think, Pair, Share 

Avoid “Who can…” 

 

   Explicit measurement of student responses 

 

 





 

 

 
 

 


