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CHALK TALK PROTOCOL 



(Kate Kinsella, Kevin Feldman, 02/04) 
 

Classroom Observation Tool: Effective Comprehension Instruction in Mixed-Ability Classrooms 
 

 

Instructional Practices 

 

Strong OK Weak 

+  - 

 

Observations & Comments 

Apparent preparation for comprehension instruction 

(especially the Pre-Reading phase). 

  

Structuring engagement so ALL students are responding 

to prompts, questions, etc. (e.g. using partners) during 

discussions throughout the lesson. 

  

Pre-Teaching of critical lesson specific (isthmus) and 

academic “tool kit” (consequences) terms. 

  

Previewing the chapter or selection by actively teaching 

students how to pre-read (e.g. headings, introduction, 

text structure, etc.). 

  

Peaking curiosity, interest, & building background 

knowledge (e.g. using an Anticipation Guide). 

  

Ensuring all students have basic access to the text (e.g. 

oral cloze), including re-reading difficult sections at least 

twice (e.g. once w/oral cloze, once silently with a question 

to answer). 

  

Directly teaching & coaching the use of key 

comprehension strategies such as question 

generation, 

identifying main ideas, & summarization. 

  

Dividing the reading into manageable sections and guiding 

students in constructing meaning from each section 

(especially those most essential to the lesson). 

  

Teaching students how to take notes as they read, using 

graphic organizers or note-taking guides. 

  

Providing appropriate post reading written activities that 

require a synthesis of information & application of target 

lesson vocabulary. 

  

 



                                                                                                                                                        (Kate Kinsella, Kevin Feldman, 10/03)  

       Classroom Observation Tool:  Effective Vocabulary Instruction in Mixed-Ability Classrooms 
 

 

Instructional Practices 

 

Strong   OK    Weak 

  +         - 

 

Observations & Comments 
 
 

Apparent preparation for vocabulary instruction 
  

Assessing students’ current knowledge level of 

the target lesson vocabulary 
  

Prompting students to assume an active role 

(e.g. listening, responding, taking notes) during 

instruction of new vocabulary terms 

  

Pre-teaching central lesson concepts and terms 

essential for comprehension (lesson “brick” words) 
  

Pre-teaching “tool kit” academic vocabulary 
(“mortar” or high incidence academic words) 

  

Following a consistent “multi-modality” 

instructional sequence for teaching a new word 
  

Pronouncing new words clearly and prompting 

students to repeat the word chorally 

  

Providing accessible synonyms and definitions 
(e.g. explanations that use language & examples 

students are familiar with – clear connections) 

  

 

Helping students develop “mental anchors” 

with visuals, examples, showing sentences etc. 

  

Providing a note-taking scaffold for  

less proficient readers and English learners 

  

 

Checking for understanding with a concrete 

task/question that requires critical thinking  

 

  

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Ask Clarifying Questions to Create a Hypothesis 
to Guide Intervention Changes 

Question Bank 

Purpose: The team should ask clarifying questions in order to analyze the data and develop a 

hypothesis to guide future intervention planning (e.g., skill deficit, function of behavior). The 

following questions may be used to help prompt discussion with your team. 

 

Consider the Tier 2 intervention 

 Did the student receive a secondary intervention? 

o Was the Tier 2 intervention evidence-based? 

o Was the Tier 2 intervention an appropriate fit for the student, given skill 

deficits and/or function of behavior? 

o Was the intervention delivered with fidelity? (Did any factors prevent the student 

from receiving the intervention as intended?) 

o How frequently and by whom was it delivered? 

Consider student needs and background information 
 

 Does the student have an IEP? Is the student an English language learner? 

o If so, be sure the team is aware of the student’s accommodations and present 

levels of performance. 

 Has the teacher communicated with the student’s previous teachers and parents to get a 

better sense of his/her performance? 

 What previous interventions or supports has the student received? How has he/she 

responded to these interventions or supports? 

 Does the data warrant a referral to special education, given the district’s policies? 
 

Consider contributing behavioral factors 
 

 What does the team believe the student is trying to accomplish with the behavior? (What 

is the function of the behavior?) 

o Avoid or escape something (e.g., difficult task or social interaction) 

o Gain or obtain something (e.g., attention or stimuli) 

 Is the student motivated or engaged in the current intervention? 

 What motivates or engages the student? 

 
 

 

 

Adapted from National Center on Intensive Intervention Ask Clarifying Questions to Create Hypothesis—1 

 
July, 2014 



 

Consider contributing academic factors 
 

 What specific skill deficits may be contributing to problem? 

 Are the academic tasks on the right level for the student? 

 Are progress monitoring data being collected at the appropriate level, or is the assessment 

too difficult? 

Consider other contributing factors 
 

 What other factors may be contributing to the problem? (Home life, health, vision, 

hearing, absences, behavior, etc.) 

 Are behavioral and academic struggles related? 

 What conditions affect the problem? For instance, does the problem occur in a particular 

setting or at a certain time of day? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Adapted from National Center on Intensive Intervention Ask Clarifying Questions to Create Hypothesis—2 



 

Adapted from National Center on Intensive Intervention  Intensification Strategy Checklist—1 
 July, 2014 

Note: Before adapting or intensifying an intervention, always consider whether the current 
intervention program has been implemented with fidelity, and for a sufficient amount of time. 

 
Possible Quantitative Strategies (Try First) 

 Increase the length of intervention sessions 

 Increase the number of intervention sessions per week 

 Decrease the group size 

 Increase the total number of sessions 

 Decrease the heterogeneity of group (group student with others of a closer performance level) 

 Consider an intervention setting with fewer distractions 

 ___________________________________________________________________________ 

 ___________________________________________________________________________ 

 ___________________________________________________________________________ 

 

1. Possible Qualitative Strategies (Try Next) 
 

Elements of Explicit Instruction 

 Use precise, simple language to teach key concepts or procedures.  

 Model new concepts with examples and “think aloud” as you work through steps  

 Fade steps from examples, so that students gradually assume responsibility for completing more 

and more steps.  

 Break tasks into smaller steps, compared to less intensive levels of instruction/intervention. 

 Break behavior goals into small chunks or steps 

 Provide concrete learning opportunities (including role play and use of manipulatives).  

 Have students explain new concepts, in their own words, incorporating the important terms you 

have taught. 

 Use explicit instruction and modeling with repetition to teach a concept or demonstrate the 

steps in a process.   

 When introducing a concept, provide worked examples and show the steps in writing. 

 Present a completed work example. Explain why the step is important, have the student 

complete that step, and explain its importance. 

 ___________________________________________________________________________ 

 ___________________________________________________________________________ 

 
 
 

 



National Center on Intensive Intervention Intensification Strategy Checklist—2 

Building Fluency through Practice 
 Once students can complete entire examples and explain their work, incorporate fluency 

building activities to develop automaticity of skills.  

 Once students can fluently produce correct work, move to a new concept. Provide ongoing 

practice opportunities to facilitate skill maintenance. 

 Increase opportunities for student response and practice through unison choral responding, 

peer activities, and opportunities for the student to perform with adult feedback. 

 ___________________________________________________________________________ 

 ___________________________________________________________________________ 

Error Correction 
 Provide immediate and explicit error correction when mistakes are made, and have the student 

repeat the correct response before moving on. Provide repeated opportunities to correctly 

practice the step. 

 Increase the frequency of error correction and corrective feedback. 

 ___________________________________________________________________________ 

 ___________________________________________________________________________ 

Other 
 Change to an interventionist with more expertise such as a reading specialist, behavior 

specialist, social worker, or special education teacher, depending on the student’s needs.  

 ____________________________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________________________ 

 



Instruction and Intervention Inventory 

 

Adapted from the National Center on Intensive Intervention  
  

How does your school currently differentiate Tier 2 from Tier 3 intervention? 

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________ 

Question Reading Mathematics 

What core instructional materials are 
used in your school? 

Elementary: 

 

 

Secondary: 

Elementary: 

 

 

Secondary: 

What standardized intervention 
programs are currently available at 
the Tier 2 level in  
your school? 

Elementary: 

 

 

Secondary: 

Elementary: 

 

 

Secondary: 

What standardized intervention 
programs and/or replacement core 
programs  are currently available at 
the Tier 3 level in  
your school? 

Elementary: 

 

 

Secondary: 

Elementary: 

 

 

Secondary: 
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Four Steps to Implement RTI Correctly 

By Amanda VanDerHeyden, Matthew Burns, Rachel Brown, Mark R. Shinn, Stevan Kukic, Kim Gibbons, George 

Batsche, & W. David Tilly  

With the 2001 passage of the No Child Left Behind Act, the national education agenda shifted from a 

focus on process and access to a focus on results. In this new education climate, Response to 

Intervention, or RTI, spread like the latest diet fad because it offered schools a way to get better 

results for students. 

RTI refers to a collection of practices that involve identifying academic risk, intervening prior to full-

blown academic failure with increasingly intensive interventions, and monitoring student growth. RTI 

is designed to remove the oh-so-human temptation to speculate and slowly mull over learning 

problems, and instead spur teachers into action to improve learning, see if the actions worked, and 

make adjustments in a continuous loop. 

Guided by assessment data, children progress through a series of instructional tiers experiencing 

increasingly intensive instruction as needed. We—a group of education leaders and researchers—have 

heard it said, "Being against RTI is like being against motherhood." After all, who does not want 

children to grow? 

However, knowing what works and doing what works are two different endeavors. It is difficult for 

people to successfully follow diets, stick to budgets, and, yes, to implement RTI. The key challenge, 

we believe, is getting the already-busy people in schools to implement RTI like an effective weight-

loss plan, with a commitment to attaining long-term improvements for all students. 

What are the actions that count in RTI? Here are four common implementation pearls for schools that 

want to attain better results with RTI: 

First, it is time for smarter screening. Schools are in an overtesting reality. Time spent on 

assessments is costly both in resources and lost instructional time. We routinely work with school 

systems that allocate 25 percent or more of their time to assessment. Because most schools are not 

clear about how they will use the assessment information—or what their actual decisionmaking needs 

are, for that matter—schools often hedge their bets and opt to collect more data. Most administrators 



have heard how powerful assessment can be, so they feel confident that more assessment is not 

harmful, even if it does not seem incredibly helpful. This type of blind screening does more harm than 

good. 

Year-end test scores can be used to indicate program health, and one or two single universal 

screenings can be used to reflect midstream performance. Use of planned instructional trials between 

assessment occasions, or "gated screening," improves the accuracy and efficiency of screening 

decisions to pinpoint the small group of students who really need stepped-up interventions—Tier 2 or 

Tier 3, in RTI parlance—when core instruction is working well. 

In jargon-free terms, schools should administer only one low-cost screening tool to rule out or address 

a systemic, core-instruction problem first. They should conduct a series of brief follow-up 

assessments, with only the small group of students who appear to be at risk on either the first 

screening or the year-end test from the preceding year. Schools can minimize screening costs by 

selecting efficient measures and administering them well. 

These assessments, however, cannot be allowed to interfere with teaching. Assessments are powerful, 

but there is a point of diminishing returns. We believe that most schools are in this zone of diminished 

returns because they are not assessing strategically. 

Second, the focus of effective RTI implementation must be core instruction. Core instruction 

is where the teacher, student, and content meet every day for roughly 32 weeks. Every teacher 

should be supported to know exactly what students are expected to learn within their grade level, to 

map a calendar of instruction onto that timeline using resources beyond the textbook, and to assess 

student mastery of skills. 

When core instruction is strong, a majority of students perform in the "not-at-risk" range on 

screening. When there is a systemwide problem, it is foolish to try to provide interventions to all of 

those children as a first step in RTI. When many children score in the "risk" range on a screening, it is 

not possible to figure out who truly needs help. As a result, a teacher will likely end up providing 

intervention to the wrong students, if he or she works only with a select group. 

The process of trying to provide intervention to more than 20 percent of students rapidly overwhelms 

the system's resources. When large numbers of children are at risk, the first step should be core-

instruction improvements and effectively delivered classwide intervention. 



Classwide intervention is a high-yield and easy-to-deploy intervention tactic that, while not new, is not 

as widely used as it could be. One experimental study found that for every seven children who 

received classwide mathematics intervention, one child was prevented from failing the year-end state 

test in mathematics. Improvements to core instruction require serious teamwork, trust, and a 

paradigm shift in schools in which teachers may be accustomed to working in isolation. These teachers 

may even fear a loss of autonomy or vulnerability in doing the work required to upgrade their core-

instructional program. 

Third, schools need effective intervention systems that match student need. Many schools 

struggle to implement effective supplemental interventions. At the surface level, targeting reading 

fluency, comprehension, vocabulary, phonics, and phonemic awareness for the weakest students 

sounds great. But intervening without consideration for what a student specifically needs is like 

choosing an antibiotic without identifying the bacteria causing an infection. 

For some children, the intervention will appear to work because they would have done fine without 

intervention. For some children, the intervention will work because it happened by chance to be a 

good match. And for others, the intervention just won't work. 

In most schools, Tier 2 or 3 intervention is a prescription that lasts about 20 weeks, in which all 

students get the same thing, whether they need it or not. It is time to align Tier 2 and Tier 3 practices 

with student learning needs and require adults to be more responsive to whether these tactics actually 

improve learning. 

Fourth, intervention intensity is not the same as "longer and louder." The ways in which RTI 

has tried to operationalize intervention intensity are out of sync with the best available evidence on 

what makes for more intensive instruction. Schools can improve implementation by considering 

research evidence to select instructional actions that produce strong returns on student learning. Such 

tools include aligning intervention strategy with student proficiency, increasing the number of learning 

trials within an intervention session, providing more frequent and precise feedback to students, and 

adjusting intervention tactics between sessions based on student growth (or lack thereof). 

Research has shown that RTI practices can work to improve student outcomes. Yet, the most 

pernicious threat to RTI—and the Achilles' heel of all promising practices in education—is poor 

implementation. Implementers can work smarter by investing in core-instructional support with 

renewed vigor, implementing classwide intervention supplements, paring down screening while using 

the data more effectively, and changing the way they operationalize intensity. 



If the number of students attaining proficiency does not grow across screenings and years, then RTI is 

not working for your school and should be adjusted. Knowing how to adjust is pretty clear, but getting 

people to do the work with you is the hard part. 

Amanda VanDerHeyden is president of Education Research & Consulting in Fairhope, Ala. Matthew Burns is the 

associate dean for research for the college of education at the University of Missouri. Rachel Brown is an associate 

professor of educational and school psychology at the University of Southern Maine. Mark R. Shinn is a professor of 

school psychology at National Louis University in Chicago. Stevan Kukic is the consulting director for school 

transformation at the National Center for Learning Disabilities. Kim Gibbons is the associate director of the Center 

for Applied Research and Educational Improvement at the University of Minnesota. George Batsche is the director 

of the Institute for School Reform and co-director of the Florida MTSS Project at the University of South Florida. W. 

David Tilly is the deputy director at the Iowa Department of Education and the administrator of the Division of 

Learning and Results. 
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Assessment Methods and Sources Matrix 
 

Assessment Domains/Data Sources 

Domain:  Instruction 

 R  Review  I  Interview  O  Observe  T  Test 

Lesson plans 

Permanent products (e.g. 
written pieces, worksheets, 
projects) for skill/degree of 
difficulty requirements 

Benchmarks/ standards 

Teachers about: 
 effective teaching practices 

 instructional decision making regarding 
choice of materials, placement of students 

 sequencing/pacing of instruction  

 choice of screening, diagnostic and formative 
assessments 

 product methods  
 (e.g. dictation, oral retell, paper 
 pencil, projects)  

 groupings used  

 decision making regarding instructional 
change 

 accommodations/ modifications used 

 reinforcement strategies 

 allowable repetition or direct instruction 

 who is providing the supplemental/intensive 
instruction 

 what supportive technology is used 

Teacher’s instructional 
style/preferred style of 
presenting 

Clarity of instructions/ 
directions 

Effective teaching practices 

Communication of 
benchmarks/expectations and 
criteria for success 

How new information is 
presented 

Percent of time with direct 
instruction, whole group 
instruction, practice time, etc.  

How the teacher gains/ 
maintains student attention 
 

Instructional 
Placement Tests 
(diagnostic 
assessments) 

Assessment 
alternatives  
(e.g. projects, 
portfolios, retell) 

Progress data 
(formative 
evaluation) 
 
 

 

Domain:  Curriculum 

 R  Review  I  Interview  O  Observe  T  Test 

Curriculum selected  
 scientific researched 

based 

 implemented with 
integrity 

Scope and sequence of text 
books 

Permanent products  

(e.g. books, worksheets, 
curriculum guides) 

Benchmarks/ Standards 
 

Teachers/Curriculum Director 
 core curriculum 

 support curriculums used for supplemental 
and intensive instruction 

 supplemental teaching materials 

 Teachers/Counselors 

 expanded core curriculum (e.g. friendship 
skills, study skills) 

Teacher(s) 
 philosophical orientation of curriculum (e.g. 

whole language, phonics) 

 expectations of district for pacing/coverage 
of curriculum 

 content/outcomes of course 

 modifications of benchmarks made for 
students 

 readability of textbook 

 prerequisite skills/prior understanding 
needed for success 

 allowable repetition for 
mastery/understanding 

 technology integration 

Peer group response to 
curricular demands 

Variety of practice 
opportunities  

Allowance for peer sharing/ 
mentoring during work time 
 

Readability/ 
level of text 
books 

End of chapter/ 
unit tests 

Readability 
level/difficulties 
of tests 

Manual TOC Appendix TOC 
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Domain:  Environment 

 R  Review  I  Interview  O  Observe  T  Test 

School/ classroom rules 

Physical layouts of school, 
classrooms, property, and 
busses as appropriate 

 

 

Teacher(s) 

 classroom routines, rules, behavior 
management plans, situational 
expectations  

(e.g. classroom vs. hallway, phy ed, 
recess) and how rules were developed 

 make-up of peers 

 (re)organization of room’s layout (e.g. desk 
location selection, changes) 

 limited distractions area 

Principal 
 school wide discipline 

Parents 
 discipline used at home 

 what does study area look like 

Student 
 impact of environment 

 impact of peers 

Other school staff as appropriate 

Classroom’s physical 
layout/arrangement 

Lighting/sound sources, 
temperature, noise levels 

Environmental/other student 
distractions 

Posting of classroom rules 
and/or daily schedule 

Signal for transitions 

Social expectations 

Established routines versus 
new/novel expectations 

Peer makeup 

Interaction patterns 

Classroom 
mapping 

Setting analysis 

Systematic 
Observation 

Sociogram 

 

Domain:  Learner 

 R  Review  I  Interview  O  Observe  T  Test 

Product vs. peer product 

Cumulative file/ records 

Health records, including 
vision and hearing 

Teacher’s grade book 

Assignment notebook 

Previous interventions if 
available 

Patterns of performance, 
including attendance, 
retention, and moves 

Error analysis of permanent 
product 

Response to interventions as 
reflected by systematic 
progress monitoring 

Teacher 
 instructional strategies working best for the 

student 

 student performance compared to peers 

 patterns of performance errors/ behavior 

 setting(s) where behavior is  problematic  

 significance of academic, speech, social, 
task or motor difficulties 

 onset and duration of problem 

 consistency from day to day, subject to 
subject 

 interference with personal, interpersonal, 
and academic adjustment 

 performance using different modes of 
expression (e.g. verbal, written, kinesthetic) 

Parents 
 health issues impacting learning 

 orthopedic or neurological issues 

 hearing/vision checks 

 perceptions on learning, behavior, speech 
or motor difficulties 

 interference of identified difficulty on 
outside of school activities 

 social expectations at home 

 cultural factors influencing child 

Learner 
 interests/strengths 

 perception of difficulties 

 ideas about what s/he needs 

 personal adjustment 

Student’s learning style match 
for instruction 

Use of supportive technology 

Setting analysis including: 
 target behavior, 

antecedents, conditions, 
consequences 

 dimensions and nature of 
the problem 

 transitions 

 large group instruction 

 small group instruction 

 independent work time 

 groups work time 

Processing directions 

Cultural factors 

Access barriers 

Interactions 
 

ITBS/ITED and 
other academic 
assessments 

Cognitive 
assessments 

Preference/ 
interest 
inventories 

Motivation 
scales 

Personal 
adjustment and 
behavior rating 
scales 

CBM/CBA/CBE 

Progress 
monitoring 

Response to 
interventions 

FBA - nature and 
dimensions of 
behavior 
(frequency, 
duration, latency, 
intensity), 
including 
anecdotal notes 

Manual TOC Appendix TOC 



Problem	  Analysis	  Assessment	  Domains	  
	  

Adapted	  from	  Howell	  &	  Nolet,	  2000	  &	  Heartland	  AEA,	  2007	  
	  

Instruction	   Curriculum	  
REVIEW	   INTERVIEW	   REVIEW	   INTERVIEW	  

Source	   Data	  Outcomes	   Source	   Data	  Outcomes	   Source	   Data	  Outcomes	   Source	   Data	  Outcomes	  
– Permanent	  
products	  

– Classroom	  work	  
– Lesson	  Plans	  
– Attendance	  info	  
– Class	  schedules	  

ü Nature	  of	  
instructional	  
demands	  

ü Task	  difficulty	  
ü Instructional	  time	  

– Teachers	  
– Student	  

ü Expectations	  for	  
learning	  

ü Instructional	  
strategies	  used	  

ü Student	  perception	  
of	  instruction	  

– Curriculum	  
materials	  

– Scope	  &	  Sequence	  

ü Skills	  matched	  to	  
student	  need?	  

ü Instructional	  vs.	  
frustrational	  level?	  

ü Scope	  &	  sequence	  
appropriate?	  

– Teachers	  
– Administrators	  
	  

ü Curriculum	  
alignment	  

ü Fidelity	  to	  the	  core	  
ü District	  expectations	  
for	  pacing	  &	  
coverage	  

OBSERVE	   TEST	   OBSERVE	   TEST	  
Source	   Data	  Outcomes	   Source	   Data	  Outcomes	   Source	   Data	  Outcomes	   Source	   Data	  Outcomes	  

– Systematic	  
observation	  of	  
instructional	  
strategies	  (e.g.	  
modeling,	  pacing,	  
corrective	  
feedback,	  active	  
engagement,	  etc)	  

ü #	  of	  opp.	  to	  respond	  
per	  minute	  

ü %	  of	  student	  errors	  
corrected	  

ü %	  time	  engaged	  
ü Instructional	  
strategies	  used	  	  

– Review	  of	  whole	  
class	  academic	  
success	  	  

ü Aggregate	  peer	  
performance	  on	  
class-‐wide	  
assessments	  
	  

– Systematic	  
observation	  of	  
teacher	  and	  student	  
use	  of	  curriculum	  
materials	  	  

	  

ü Fidelity	  to	  the	  core?	  
ü Curriculum	  
materials	  used	  

ü Student	  success	  
rate	  (%	  of	  correct	  
responding)	  

	  

– Review	  of	  whole	  
class	  academic	  
success	  

– Level	  of	  curriculum	  
difficulty	  	  

ü Aggregate	  peer	  
performance	  on	  
assessments	  
	  

Environment	   Learner	  
REVIEW	   INTERVIEW	   REVIEW	   INTERVIEW	  

Source	   Data	  Outcomes	   Source	   Data	  Outcomes	   Source	   Data	  Outcomes	   Source	   Data	  Outcomes	  
– Positive	  Behavior	  &	  
Intervention	  
Supports	  info	  

– Rules	  &	  
Expectations	  

– Class/group	  size	  
	  

ü Expectations	  for	  
student	  behavior	  

ü Policies/Procedures	  
for	  discipline	  

ü Classroom	  office	  
discipline	  referrals	  

ü Peer	  behavior	  

– Teachers	  
– Support	  staff	  
– Parents	  
– Peers	  
– Student	  
	  

ü Classroom	  routines	  
&	  expectations	  

ü Behavior	  
management	  system	  

ü Perception	  of	  class	  
culture	  

– Cumulative	  files	  
– Health	  records	  
– Developmental	  
History	  

– Student	  work	  
– Intervention	  
records	  

ü History	  of	  difficulty	  
ü Health,	  vision,	  
hearing	  problems	  

ü Response	  to	  
previous	  instruction	  

ü Language	  
information	  

– Teachers	  
– Support	  staff	  
– Parents	  
– Student	  

ü “Interviewee”	  
perception	  of	  
problem	  	  

ü Student	  problem	  in	  
relation	  to	  peer	  
performance	  

ü Acculturation	  

OBSERVE	   TEST	   OBSERVE	   TEST	  

Source	   Data	  Outcomes	   Source	   Data	  Outcomes	   Source	   Data	  Outcomes	   Source	   Data	  Outcomes	  
– Systematic	  
observation	  of	  
classroom	  
environment	  
(behavior	  
expectations	  &	  
management,	  peer	  
behavior,	  physical	  
setup,	  interactions)	  

ü Physical	  setup	  
(seating,	  lighting,	  
furniture,	  noise	  
levels,	  distracters)	  

ü Expectations/rules	  
taught	  &	  reinforced	  

ü Ratio	  of	  positives	  	  to	  
negatives	  (>4:1)	  

ü Reinforcement	  rate	  

	   	   – Systematic	  
observation	  of	  the	  
student	  	  

	  

ü Student	  behavior	  
ü Student	  success	  
rate	  (%	  of	  correct	  
responding)	  

ü Student	  interaction	  
with	  environment	  &	  
peers	  

– Curriculum-‐Based	  
Measurement	  

– Curriculum	  tests	  
– State	  testing	  results	  
– Standardized	  norm	  
referenced	  tests	  
(WJ,	  WIAT,	  etc)	  

– Diagnostic	  tests	  
– Language	  tests	  

ü Student	  basic	  skills	  
ü Magnitude	  of	  
discrepancy	  from	  
peers/expectations	  

ü Rate	  of	  progress	  
ü Academic	  skill	  
strengths	  &	  needs	  

ü Language	  
Proficiency	  

	  



District: ___Hudson School District________    Building: ______Scott Elementary School______ 

Individual Problem Solving Form 

Student name: ____Rita____________________ Grade: ___3___          Date: ____2/15/15__ 

Problem Solving Team Members: Mrs. Vance (teacher), Mr. Wallace (Principal), Mr. Howard (lit specialist), Mrs. Levensen (school psych), Mrs. Martin (Parent) 

Area of concern: 
Behavior Reading Math Writing 

Other (describe) 
_____________ (circle primary area) 

Step 1: Problem Identification (What is the problem?) 

Student present level of performance: 3rd Grade DORF = 37 cwpm (median); 85% accuracy (median); Daze = 3  

Expected student level of performance: 3rd Grade DORF Winter benchmark – DORF = 86 cwpm; 96% accuracy; Daze = 11 

                                                                   Hudson School District 3
rd

 grade averages – DORF =  101 cwpm; 96% accuracy; Daze = 10 

Magnitude of discrepancy: from DIBELS benchmarks = -49 cwpm (2.3 times discrepant); -11% accuracy; 8 Daze (3.7 times discrepant)  

                                                            from District Avg = -60 cwpm (2.5 times discrepant); -9% accuracy; 7 Daze (3.3 times discrepant) 

Problem Definition: Rita is currently reading a median of 37 cwpm with 85% accuracy on 3
rd

 grade DIBELS Next ORF passages, with 

a score of 3 on the Daze comprehension measure. The 3
rd

 grade winter benchmark is 86 cwpm with 96% accuracy, and 11 on the 
Daze. 3

rd
 graders in the district are currently reading an average of 101 cwpm with 96% accuracy with a score of 10 on the Daze. 

Replacement behavior or target skill: Rita should currently be reading 86 cwpm with 96% accuracy on the DORF and 11 on the Daze. 

 

Step 2: Problem Analysis (Why is it happening?) 

Domain Relevant Known Information 

Instruction  
(e.g. pacing, corrective feedback, explicitness, 
opportunities to practice, engagement, etc) 

Core instruction – 60 min whole group (choral fluency reading, teacher modeling of comp & 
vocab strategies) 30 minute small group guided reading (modeling, partner reading, group 
responding); not much corrective feedback provided (<80%), low target student engagement 
Intervention – 45 min direct instruction (I do, we do, you do), errors corrected at a higher rate 
(>90%), moderate pacing (4 to 5 opportunities to respond per minute), moderate engagement  

Curriculum  
(e.g. skills taught, instructional materials, 
scope & sequence, expected outcomes, 
previous interventions, etc)  

Core instruction – Treasures: whole group (vocab, comprehension, choral reading); small group 
(leveled readers, oral reading, phonics instruction focused on vowel combinations, prefixes and 
suffixes), teacher reported that scope and sequence is moving quickly for target student, low level 
of student academic success in curriculum (<70% success rate during oral and written responses) 
Intervention – Reading Mastery: small group focused on phonics (r-controlled vowels, vowel 
combinations, prefixes); scope and sequence covering some of her missing decoding skills, higher 
academic success (80-85% success rate during oral and written responses) 

Environment  
(e.g. room setup, peer influence, expectations 
and rules, behavior management system, etc) 

Core instruction – 22 students, PBIS effectively used, clear expectations & rules posted and 
reviewed regularly, good peer interactions; no significant environmental challenges observed 
Intervention – 8 students, great behavior management, no environmental challenges observed 

Learner 
(e.g. academic skills, behavioral concerns, etc) 
 

DIBELS – see above; Quick Phonics Screener (see attached); OAKS – Reading = 13
th

 percentile, 
Math = 34

th
 percentile; Core Assessments: Comprehension Avg = 55%, Vocab = 85%. 

Based on the above information (instruction, curriculum, environment, & learner) why do you think the current problem is 

occurring and what is the predicted result of an appropriately matched intervention?   

Problem Hypothesis: The problem is occurring because Rita lacks decoding strategies for r-controlled vowels, and consonant digraphs & 

blends. Her current curriculum does not address these particular skills and strategies with enough opportunities to practice and master them. In her larger 

core group, she does not receive enough individual corrective feedback, which leads to her practicing errors.  

Prediction: The problem will be reduced if Rita receives small group (<7 students) direct instruction in the skills described above. It should include 

a high rate of responding (at least 6-8 opportunities to respond per minute) and careful attention to immediately correct her errors. 

Data used to validate hypothesis: Observations of her instructional groups and a review of student work indicate better student engagement and 

higher student success when she is in small group instruction (<70% success in large group core vs. 80-85% success in small group intervention). The Quick 

Phonics Screener, as well as a review of student work, indicates difficulties with the decoding skills listed above.   

Do you have enough information to complete the problem analysis and develop an intervention?  If no, what else is needed 

and who will be responsible for collecting it?  Yes 



Step 3: Plan Development (What are we going to do?) 

Student name: _________Rita_______________ Grade: __3__                 Date: ___2/15/12___ 

Target skill: __Phonic Decoding/Oral Reading Accuracy & Fluency_____ 

Goal (The intervention will be successful if…): By April 24
th

, 2012 (8 Instructional weeks), when given a 3
rd

 grade DIBELS Next ORF 

passage, Rita will orally read 57 cwpm with 95% accuracy.  

What will be done? 
(actions taken, target skills 
taught, curriculum/materials 
used)  

How will it be done? 
(instructional strategies, etc) 

Who is 
responsible? 

Where will it 
occur? 

How often? 
(days per 
week & min 
per day? 

Group 
size? 

Rita will receive instruction using 
Reading Mastery, focusing on r-
controlled vowels, consonant 
digraphs and blends. 
 

Direct instruction, think-pair-share, 
immediate corrective feedback from 
the teacher with lots of extra 
opportunities to practice. Daily error 
data will be taken and each daily 
lesson will start with a review of the 
previous day’s errors and end with a 
review of the current day’s errors with 
lots of extra opportunities to practice. 

Mrs. Beasley Title I room 5 days/week 
45 min/day 

5 

Progress monitoring plan What materials will be used? Who is 
responsible? 

How often?  Decision Rule? 

 DIBELS Next 3
rd

 grade ORF passages 
 
 

Mrs. Beasley 
(interventionist) 

Once per week on 
Thursdays 

4 consecutive points 
below the aimline 
indicate a need to 
change intervention 

Fidelity plan What data will be collected? Who is 
responsible? 

How often will 
it be collected? 

Minimum standard 
for fidelity? 

 Reading Mastery Implementation 
Integrity Direct Observation Checklist 
(see attached) 
 

Mr. Howard (literacy 
coach) 

Once per week Minimum average of 
80% of components 
implemented with 
fidelity 

Follow up date: __April 26rd, 2012_____ 

Step 4: Plan Implementation & Evaluation (Did it work?) 
*Attach graphed data 

Attendance:  # of intervention days 
attended: 39 Total # of intervention days: 40 % of intervention sessions attended 98% 

Intervention fidelity data: Across 3 observations, an average of 95% of components implemented    Minimum standard met?  Yes     No 

Student rate of progress:  .4 cwpm per week Peer/Expected rate of progress: 2 cwpm per week 

 Less progress than expectation/peers                  More progress                  Same progress 

Student level of performance: 40 cwpm, 85% accuracy Expected student level of performance: 86 cwpm, 96% acc (Winter) 
100 cwpm, 96% acc (Spring) 

Magnitude of discrepancy: From Winter DIBELS benchmark = -46 cwpm (2.2 times discrepant), -11% accuracy 
From Spring DIBELS benchmark = -52 cwpm (2.1 times discrepant), -7% accuracy 

 Less discrepant than expectation/peers                  More discrepant                  Same level of discrepancy 

If less discrepant/good progress:   Continue current intervention?   Yes    No                        

                                                                           Fade intervention support?    Yes    No 

If more discrepant/poor progress:  Was the intervention implemented as planned?   Yes     No 

                                                          Do we need to Intensify supports?    Yes     No        Refer for special education evaluation?     Yes     No 

If discrepancy the same/average progress:  Was the intervention implemented as planned?   Yes     No 

                                                          Do we need to Intensify supports?    Yes     No        Refer for special education evaluation?     Yes     No 
Comments/Actions/Next Steps: While Rita made good progress in the Reading Mastery curriculum and showed a high level of academic 

success in that curriculum, she made little progress in her progress monitoring data. She did not generalize the skills she learned in the intervention to 
her daily work and reading. As a result, she will be referred to the evaluation planning team to decide if an initial evaluation for special education 
eligibility will be conducted.  

 



District: ______________________________    Building: ____________________________ 

Individual Problem Solving Form 

Student name: ____________________________ Grade: _______          Date: _____________ 

Problem Solving Team Members: _________________________________________________________________________ 

Area of concern: 
Behavior Reading Math Writing 

Other (describe) 
_____________ (circle primary area) 

Step 1: Problem Identification (What is the problem?) 

Student present level of performance:  

Expected student level of performance:  

Magnitude of discrepancy:  

Problem Definition:  
 
 

Replacement behavior or target skill: 

 

Step 2: Problem Analysis (Why is it happening?) 

Domain Relevant Known Information 

Instruction  
(e.g. pacing, corrective feedback, explicitness, 
opportunities to practice,  engagement, etc) 

 

Curriculum  
(e.g. skills taught, instructional materials, 
scope & sequence, expected outcomes, 
previous interventions, etc)  

 

Environment  
(e.g. room setup, peer influence, expectations 
and rules, behavior management system, etc) 

 

Learner 
(e.g. academic skills, behavioral concerns, etc) 
 

 

Based on the above information (instruction, curriculum, environment, & learner) why do you think the current problem is 

occurring and what is the predicted result of an appropriately matched intervention?   

Problem Hypothesis: The problem is occurring because __________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Prediction: The problem will be reduced if ____________________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Data used to validate hypothesis: ___________________________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Do you have enough information to complete the problem analysis and develop an intervention?  If no, what else is needed 

and who will be responsible for collecting it? _________________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 



Step 3: Plan Development (What are we going to do?) 

Student name: ____________________________ Grade: _____                 Date: _____________ 

Target skill: _______________________________ 

Goal (This intervention will be successful if…): _________________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

What will be done? 
(actions taken, target skills taught, 
curriculum/materials used)  

How will it be done? 
(instructional strategies, etc) 

Who is responsible? Where will it 
occur? 

How often? 
(days per 
week & min 
per day? 

Group 
size? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

     

Progress monitoring plan What materials will be 
used? 

Who is responsible? How often?  Decision Rule? 

  
 
 
 

   

Fidelity plan What data will be collected? Who is responsible? How often will 
it be collected? 

Minimum standard 
for fidelity? 

  
 
 
 

   

Follow up date: _______________ 

Step 4: Plan Implementation & Evaluation (Did it work?) 
*Attach graphed data 

Attendance:  # of intervention days 
attended:  Total # of intervention days:  % of intervention sessions attended  

Intervention fidelity data:                                                                                                        Minimum standard met?  Yes     No 

Student rate of progress:   Peer/Expected rate of progress:  

 Less progress than expectation/peers                  More progress                  Same progress 

Student level of performance:  Expected student level of performance:  

Magnitude of discrepancy:  

 Less discrepant than expectation/peers                  More discrepant                  Same level of discrepancy 

If less discrepant/good progress:   Continue current intervention?   Yes    No                        

                                                                           Fade intervention support?    Yes    No 

If more discrepant/poor progress:  Was the intervention implemented as planned?   Yes     No 

                                                          Do we need to Intensify supports?    Yes     No        Refer for special education evaluation?     Yes     No 

If discrepancy the same/average progress:  Was the intervention implemented as planned?   Yes     No 

                                                          Do we need to Intensify supports?    Yes     No        Refer for special education evaluation?     Yes     No 
Comments/Actions/Next Steps: 
 
 
 

 



Individual	  Problem	  Solving	  
Problem	  Analysis	  Data	  Collection	  Plan	  

	  
	  

Assessment	  
Domain	  

What	  information	  will	  be	  
collected?	  

Where	  will	  it	  be	  
collected?	  

Check	  all	  that	  apply	  
How	  will	  it	  be	  collected?	  
Check	  all	  that	  apply	   Who	  will	  collect	  it?	  

Instruction	  

	   ☐ Core	  	  	  	  ☐ Intervention	  	  	   ☐ Review	  	  	  	  ☐ Interview	  	  	  	  ☐ Observe	  	  	  	  ☐ Test	   	  
	   ☐ Core	  	  	  	  ☐ Intervention	  	  	   ☐ Review	  	  	  	  ☐ Interview	  	  	  	  ☐ Observe	  	  	  	  ☐ Test	   	  
	   ☐ Core	  	  	  	  ☐ Intervention	  	  	   ☐ Review	  	  	  	  ☐ Interview	  	  	  	  ☐ Observe	  	  	  	  ☐ Test	   	  
	   ☐ Core	  	  	  	  ☐ Intervention	  	  	   ☐ Review	  	  	  	  ☐ Interview	  	  	  	  ☐ Observe	  	  	  	  ☐ Test	   	  
	   ☐ Core	  	  	  	  ☐ Intervention	  	  	   ☐ Review	  	  	  	  ☐ Interview	  	  	  	  ☐ Observe	  	  	  	  ☐ Test	   	  
	   ☐ Core	  	  	  	  ☐ Intervention	  	  	   ☐ Review	  	  	  	  ☐ Interview	  	  	  	  ☐ Observe	  	  	  	  ☐ Test	   	  
	   ☐ Core	  	  	  	  ☐ Intervention	  	  	   ☐ Review	  	  	  	  ☐ Interview	  	  	  	  ☐ Observe	  	  	  	  ☐ Test	   	  

Curriculum	  

	   ☐ Core	  	  	  	  ☐ Intervention	  	  	   ☐ Review	  	  	  	  ☐ Interview	  	  	  	  ☐ Observe	  	  	  	  ☐ Test	   	  
	   ☐ Core	  	  	  	  ☐ Intervention	  	  	   ☐ Review	  	  	  	  ☐ Interview	  	  	  	  ☐ Observe	  	  	  	  ☐ Test	   	  
	   ☐ Core	  	  	  	  ☐ Intervention	  	  	   ☐ Review	  	  	  	  ☐ Interview	  	  	  	  ☐ Observe	  	  	  	  ☐ Test	   	  
	   ☐ Core	  	  	  	  ☐ Intervention	  	  	   ☐ Review	  	  	  	  ☐ Interview	  	  	  	  ☐ Observe	  	  	  	  ☐ Test	   	  
	   ☐ Core	  	  	  	  ☐ Intervention	  	  	   ☐ Review	  	  	  	  ☐ Interview	  	  	  	  ☐ Observe	  	  	  	  ☐ Test	   	  
	   ☐ Core	  	  	  	  ☐ Intervention	  	  	   ☐ Review	  	  	  	  ☐ Interview	  	  	  	  ☐ Observe	  	  	  	  ☐ Test	   	  
	   ☐ Core	  	  	  	  ☐ Intervention	  	  	   ☐ Review	  	  	  	  ☐ Interview	  	  	  	  ☐ Observe	  	  	  	  ☐ Test	   	  

Environment	  

	   ☐ Core	  	  	  	  ☐ Intervention	  	  	   ☐ Review	  	  	  	  ☐ Interview	  	  	  	  ☐ Observe	  	  	  	  ☐ Test	   	  
	   ☐ Core	  	  	  	  ☐ Intervention	  	  	   ☐ Review	  	  	  	  ☐ Interview	  	  	  	  ☐ Observe	  	  	  	  ☐ Test	   	  
	   ☐ Core	  	  	  	  ☐ Intervention	  	  	   ☐ Review	  	  	  	  ☐ Interview	  	  	  	  ☐ Observe	  	  	  	  ☐ Test	   	  
	   ☐ Core	  	  	  	  ☐ Intervention	  	  	   ☐ Review	  	  	  	  ☐ Interview	  	  	  	  ☐ Observe	  	  	  	  ☐ Test	   	  
	   ☐ Core	  	  	  	  ☐ Intervention	  	  	   ☐ Review	  	  	  	  ☐ Interview	  	  	  	  ☐ Observe	  	  	  	  ☐ Test	   	  
	   ☐ Core	  	  	  	  ☐ Intervention	  	  	   ☐ Review	  	  	  	  ☐ Interview	  	  	  	  ☐ Observe	  	  	  	  ☐ Test	   	  
	   ☐ Core	  	  	  	  ☐ Intervention	  	  	   ☐ Review	  	  	  	  ☐ Interview	  	  	  	  ☐ Observe	  	  	  	  ☐ Test	   	  

Learner	  

	   ☐ Core	  	  	  	  ☐ Intervention	  	  	   ☐ Review	  	  	  	  ☐ Interview	  	  	  	  ☐ Observe	  	  	  	  ☐ Test	   	  
	   ☐ Core	  	  	  	  ☐ Intervention	  	  	   ☐ Review	  	  	  	  ☐ Interview	  	  	  	  ☐ Observe	  	  	  	  ☐ Test	   	  
	   ☐ Core	  	  	  	  ☐ Intervention	  	  	   ☐ Review	  	  	  	  ☐ Interview	  	  	  	  ☐ Observe	  	  	  	  ☐ Test	   	  
	   ☐ Core	  	  	  	  ☐ Intervention	  	  	   ☐ Review	  	  	  	  ☐ Interview	  	  	  	  ☐ Observe	  	  	  	  ☐ Test	   	  
	   ☐ Core	  	  	  	  ☐ Intervention	  	  	   ☐ Review	  	  	  	  ☐ Interview	  	  	  	  ☐ Observe	  	  	  	  ☐ Test	   	  
	   ☐ Core	  	  	  	  ☐ Intervention	  	  	   ☐ Review	  	  	  	  ☐ Interview	  	  	  	  ☐ Observe	  	  	  	  ☐ Test	   	  
	   ☐ Core	  	  	  	  ☐ Intervention	  	  	   ☐ Review	  	  	  	  ☐ Interview	  	  	  	  ☐ Observe	  	  	  	  ☐ Test	   	  



Individual Problem Solving Self-Assessment 
 

School: ______________________________       Team members: _______________________________________________________    Date: ____________ 

 

 

 

  

Component Needs Improvement Acceptable Practice Best Practice 

STEP 1: PROBLEM IDENTIFICATION 
1. Present level of 

performance 

No present level of performance is 
identified OR present level of 
performance is not based on data. 

Present level of performance is 
clearly defined using a single data 
source/data point. 

Present level of performance is 
clearly defined using multiple 
data sources and/or multiple 
data points. 

2. Expected level of 
performance 

Expected level of performance is 
not clearly defined or defined 
without using data. 

Expected level of performance is 
clearly defined using data but is not 
based on the most appropriate 
grade level peer comparison or 
research-based 
standard/benchmark. 

Expected level of performance is 
(1) clearly defined using data 
and (2) based on an appropriate 
grade level peer comparison or 
research-based 
standard/benchmark. 

3. Magnitude of 
discrepancy 

Magnitude of discrepancy is not 
clearly identified and not 
quantified numerically. 

Magnitude of discrepancy is clearly identified and quantified 
numerically. 

4. Problem definition Problem definition is written in 
general terms and meets 1 or less 
of the following criteria:  
1) Objective 
2) Clear 
3) Complete 

Problem definition meets 2 of the 
following criteria: 
1) Objective 
2) Clear 
3) Complete 

Problem definition meets ALL of 
the following criteria:  
1) Objective (observable & 

measurable) 
2) Clear (passes the stranger 

test) 
3) Complete (includes examples 

and non-examples when 
appropriate) 

5. Replacement behavior or 
target skill 

No desired replacement behavior 
or target skill identified. 

Desired behavior or target skill 
clearly identified but not linked to 
expected level of performance. 

Desired behavior or target skill 
clearly identified and linked to 
expected level of performance. 



Individual Problem Solving Self-Assessment 
 

School: ______________________________       Team members: _______________________________________________________    Date: ____________ 

 

 

 

  

Component Needs Improvement Acceptable Practice Best Practice 
STEP 2: PROBLEM ANALYSIS 

1. Data collected in 
multiple domains 

Data not collected and discussed 
in ALL domains: 
1) Instruction 
2) Curriculum 
3) Environment 
4) Learner 

Data collected and discussed in 
ALL domains: 
1) Instruction 
2) Curriculum 
3) Environment 
4) Learner 
  
Both relevant/alterable and 
irrelevant/unalterable factors in 
these domains are used to 
develop hypothesis and 
intervention. 

Data collected and discussed in 
ALL domains: 
1) Instruction 
2) Curriculum 
3) Environment 
4) Learner 
 
Only relevant/alterable factors in 
these domains are used to 
develop hypothesis and 
intervention. 

2. Problem hypothesis Problem hypothesis not clearly 
defined and/or focused on 
irrelevant, unalterable factors. 

Problem hypothesis based on a 
single data source and focused on 
relevant, alterable factors.  

Problem hypothesis based on 
multiple data sources and focused 
on relevant, alterable factors. 

3. Prediction statement No prediction statement written 
OR prediction statement not 
linked to problem hypothesis. 

Prediction statement directly linked to problem hypothesis. 

4. Data used to validate 
hypothesis 

No data used to validate 
confirm/reject hypothesis. 

One data source used to 
confirm/reject hypothesis. 

Multiple data sources used to 
confirm/reject hypothesis. 

5. Data collected sufficient 
to develop intervention 
plan 

Team proceeded without 
sufficient data to develop 
appropriately matched 
intervention plan. 

Team agreed on sufficiency of data to develop appropriately matched 
intervention plan. If data not sufficient, plan created to collect 
additional data. 



Individual Problem Solving Self-Assessment 
 

School: ______________________________       Team members: _______________________________________________________    Date: ____________ 

 

 

  

Component Needs Improvement Acceptable Practice Best Practice 
STEP 3: PLAN DEVELOPMENT 

1. Intervention goal Goal meets 2 or less of the 
following criteria: 
1) Measurable  
2) Meaningful (based on the 

problem definition) 
3) Able to be monitored 
4) Closes the gap 

Goal meets 3 of the following 
criteria: 
1) Measurable  
2) Meaningful (based on the 

problem definition) 
3) Able to be monitored 
4) Closes the gap 

Goal meets ALL of the following 
criteria: 
1) Measurable  
2) Meaningful (based on the 

problem definition) 
3) Able to be monitored 
4) Closes the gap 

2. Intervention plan  Intervention plan not directly 
linked to problem 
hypothesis/prediction and/or 
includes 2 or less of the following: 
1) What will be done? 
2) How will it be done? 
3) Who is responsible? 
4) Where will it occur? 
5) How Often? 
6) Group Size? 

Intervention plan directly linked to 
problem hypothesis/prediction and 
includes: 
1) What will be done? 
2) How will it be done? 

AND at least 2 of the following: 
3) Who is responsible? 
4) Where will it occur? 
5) How Often? 
6) Group Size? 

Intervention plan directly linked to 
problem hypothesis/prediction and 
includes ALL of the following: 
1) What will be done? 
2) How will it be done? 
3) Who is responsible? 
4) Where will it occur? 
5) How Often? 
6) Group Size? 

3. Progress monitoring plan  Progress monitoring plan includes 
2 or less of the following: 
1) What materials will be used? 
2) Who is responsible? 
3) How often it will occur? 
4) Decision rule for success? 

Progress monitoring plan includes: 
1) What materials will be used? 

AND 2 of the following 
2) Who is responsible? 
3) How often it will occur? 
4) Decision rule for success? 

Progress monitoring includes ALL of 
the following: 
1) What materials will be used? 
2) Who is responsible? 
3) How often it will occur? 
4) Decision rule for success? 

4. Intervention fidelity 
monitoring plan 

No plan for monitoring 
intervention fidelity is clearly 
indicated. 

Fidelity monitoring plan includes 3 
of the following: 
1) What data will be collected? 
2) How often? 
3) Who is responsible?  
4) Minimum standard for fidelity? 

Fidelity monitoring plan includes 
ALL of the following: 
1) What data will be collected? 
2) How often? 
3) Who is responsible?  
4) Minimum standard for fidelity? 

5. Follow-up date No follow-up date scheduled. Follow-up scheduled on a date that 
MOST problem-solving team 
members are available. 

Follow-up scheduled on a date that 
ALL problem-solving team 
members are available. 



Individual Problem Solving Self-Assessment 
 

School: ______________________________       Team members: _______________________________________________________    Date: ____________ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Component Needs Improvement Acceptable Practice Best Practice 
STEP 4: PLAN IMPLEMENTATION & EVALUATION 

1. Attendance and 
intervention fidelity data 

No formal attendance and/or 
fidelity data was collected or 
discussed.  

Attendance and fidelity data 
collected and discussed, but not 
clearly summarized.  

Attendance and fidelity data 
clearly summarized. Fidelity data 
collected more than once and 
evaluated to determine if 
minimum criteria met. 

2. Progress monitoring 
graph 

Student data is irregularly or 
infrequently recorded on progress 
monitoring graph. Graph is 
missing several essential 
components (e.g. labels for time & 
scale of improvement, baseline 
data, aimline, goal, etc). 

Student data is regularly recorded 
on progress monitoring graph at 
intervals specified in progress 
monitoring plan. Graph includes 
baseline data, aimline, and goal 
but is missing other essential 
components (e.g. labels for time 
& scale of improvement, etc). 

Student data is regularly recorded 
on progress monitoring graph at 
intervals specified in progress 
monitoring plan. Graph includes 
all essential components (e.g. 
labels for time & scale of 
improvement, baseline data, 
aimline, goal, etc). 

3. Student rate of progress  Rate of progress for target student 
and peer/expectation not clearly 
identified or quantified 
numerically. 

Rate of progress clearly identified 
and quantified numerically for 
target student AND for peers or 
expected rate. Comparison 
between student and 
peer/expected rate is not clearly 
indicated. 

Rate of progress clearly identified 
and quantified numerically for 
target student AND for peers or 
expected rate. Comparison 
between student and 
peer/expected rate is clearly 
indicated. 

4. Magnitude of 
discrepancy 

Post-intervention student level of 
performance and expected level 
of performance not clearly 
indicated using data. Magnitude 
of discrepancy unclear. 

Post-intervention student level of 
performance AND expected level 
of performance are clearly 
indicated using data. No 
magnitude of discrepancy listed. 

Post-intervention student level of 
performance AND expected level 
of performance are clearly 
indicated using data. Magnitude 
of discrepancy is quantified 
numerically and compared to pre-
intervention discrepancy. 

5. Next steps  No clear plan for next steps 
indicated. 

Next steps clearly indicated and directly linked to intervention 
outcomes (i.e. student progress, magnitude of discrepancy, 
intervention fidelity, etc). 



Individual Problem Solving Self-Assessment 
 

School: ______________________________       Team members: _______________________________________________________    Date: ____________ 

 

 

Step Needs 
Improvement 

Acceptable 
Practice 

Best Practice Next Steps 

SUMMARY 

Step 1: Problem 
Identification 

    

Step 2: Problem 
Analysis 

    

Step 3: Plan 
Development 

    

Step 4: Plan 
Implementation 
& Evaluation 
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Checklist of Observable Processes During RTI Full Implementation Stage 
 

Assessment 

□ Universal Screening 
 

Benchmark screening is completed three times per year. 

□ Informal Diagnostic 
Screeners 

The school has assembled a tool kit of several informal 
diagnostic screeners. 

□ Informal Diagnostic 
Screeners 

Informal diagnostic screeners are used to inventory which skills 
the student has mastered, and pinpoint which skills are deficit. 

 

□ Progress Monitoring 
Progress monitoring is completed on all intervention students at 
least every 3 weeks with either the universal screener or an 
informal diagnostic screener. 

□ Progress Monitoring Teachers graph the progress monitoring data to see each 
student’s rate of improvement. 

□ Data Management & 
Reporting 

The staff of the school has routines for how and when to collect 
data. 

□ Data Management & 
Reporting 

Entering data into a data management system is done 
systematically and completely within a few days of the close of 
the assessment window. 

□ Data Management & 
Reporting 

Each teacher reviews reports from the system. 

□ Data Management & 
Reporting 

The principal, reading coach, and/or RTI coordinator review 
updated data reports at least monthly. 

Data Analysis 

□ Data Analysis 
Techniques 

Teachers have moved beyond the “stoplight phenomenon” of 
looking only at the instructional recommendation levels of 
benchmark, strategic, and intensive. 

□ Data Analysis 
Techniques  

Teachers analyze probe error patterns to identify whether the 
student has an accuracy issue, a fluency issue, or both. 

□ Data Analysis 
Techniques 

Teachers use insights from error pattern analysis (or miscue 
analysis) to determine group placement for below-benchmark 
students. 

□ Data Analysis 
Techniques 

Informal diagnostic screener data are analyzed, along with data 
from the universal screener. 

□ Data Analysis 
Procedures 

Data are analyzed after each progress-monitoring cycle. 

□ Data Analysis 
Procedures 

RTI coordinator or instructional coach meets with teachers 
regularly to discuss data. 

□ Data Analysis 
Procedures 

Data are discussed at grade-level team meetings. 

□ Data Analysis 
Procedures 

Principal regularly reviews data with teachers. 

Grouping 

□ Grouping Procedures 
Teachers place students in skill groups to address deficits as 
evident from the informal diagnostic measures, or from error 
pattern analysis. 

□ Grouping Procedures Teachers no longer group by “strategic groups” or “intensive 
groups.” 

□ Grouping Procedures Each skill group has a focused instructional goal, and materials 
are identified to address the specific skill needs. 
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Checklist of Observable Processes During RTI Full Implementation Stage 

(continued) 
 

Intervention Instruction 

□ Intervention 
Instruction  

Intervention instruction is a high priority and groups meet daily for 
30 minutes (except beginning-of-the-year kindergarten, where they 
may meet for 15 minutes). 

□ Intervention 
Instruction  

Appropriate materials or programs are selected that will support 
teacher in providing targeted instruction to match the group’s 
instructional focus. 

□ Intervention 
Instruction 

Instruction is explicit and systematic. 

□ Intervention 
Instruction 

Effective modeling is evident during each group’s lesson with an “I 
do, we do, you do” cycle. 

□ Intervention 
Instruction 

Teachers provide immediate corrective feedback whenever a 
student makes a mistake. 

□ Intervention 
Instruction 

Teachers keep notes about each student in an intervention log. 

Problem Solving 

□ Problem-Solving 
Processes 

School has a process for discussing the progress of each below-
benchmark student. 

□ Problem-Solving 
Processes 

Discussion includes analysis of the data for individual students, 
and which students are making an insufficient rate of progress 
(progress-monitoring points are below their aim line). 

□ Problem-Solving 
Processes 

Problem-solving group makes changes to intensify instruction for 
the below-aim line students. 

 



 

 

 

 

Selecting Intervention Focus 
 

Steps to Complete: 
1. Review the student description. 

2. Identify target skills for intervention. 

3. Note key considerations for intervention plan. 

 

Step 1: Review the Student Description. 
 

Student: Kevin 

Kevin is a fourth-grade student. His scores on the end-of-year third-grade state assessment 

showed that he was not reading at grade level. In the beginning of his fourth-grade school year, 

teachers gave Kevin a screening assessment that provided an indicator of his reading 

comprehension level. After scoring Kevin’s screening assessment, his teacher noted that his 

performance was significantly below the benchmark and fell within the at-risk range for his 

grade. 

 

Kevin’s teacher decided to monitor his progress in reading more closely, while providing 

differentiation supports during his core instruction. When Kevin’s teacher saw that he wasn’t 

making sufficient progress with the differentiation supports, she decided to collect additional 

data to narrow in on his needs. 

 

First, his teacher conducted an error analysis of his oral reading fluency. When asked to read a 

passage aloud, Kevin stumbled over multi-syllabic words and often guessed when encountering 

an unknown word. Kevin read the passage at a slow and choppy rate without stopping for 

periods or pausing for commas. Kevin’s score fell below the benchmark for his grade. 

 

Kevin’s teacher wanted to know more about his reading difficulties. She administered a quick 

phonics screener and learned that although Kevin was able to accurately identify all sounds in 

isolation, he lacked automaticity and struggled to read certain blends and nonsense syllables 

accurately. Kevin’s teacher also administered a maze assessment. Kevin’s scores indicated that 

he answered accurately, but slowly. With this information, Kevin’s teacher thought the team 

could get a good sense of his needs and select an appropriate intervention. 
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Step 2: Identify Target Skills for Intervention. 
 

What skills should be targeted in this student’s intervention program? 

 

 

 

Step 3: Develop a plan for Kevin. 
 

Based on knowledge gained today, what would likely be important elements of an effective 
instructional plan for Kevin? 
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