
!"#$#!%&

!&

Vision: Every child in every district receives the instruction that they need and deserve…every day. 

COSA SPED Conference 
Oct. 2017  

SLD Toolbox: Taking a kid from 
start to finish! 

•! This presentation will provide a clear vision of 
best practices related to an RTI-based SLD 
Identification. 

•! We will travel with a student from consent being 
obtained to the eligibility determination meeting 
looking at how we as educators are making 
decision about instruction and how to improve 
outcomes.   

•! This presentation will also provide useful ready to 
use tools that can support the identification 
process and how to develop or refine your system 
including for students identified as ELL.   

 

Session Overview 

        Case Study  

Dorothy is a 3rd grade student who has only ever attended Kansas Elementary. 
Dorothy was referred by the Effective Behavior and Instructional Supports (EBIS) 
Team for an individual problem solving meeting.  The EBIS team, along with 
Dorothy's mother, Auntie Em, met on 3.1.15  and held an Individual Problem 
Solving Meeting.   A team consisting of Dorothy's classroom teacher, the 
principal, title one teacher, school psychologist and Dorothy's mom reviewed 
Dorothy's current academic data, the instructional, curricular and behavioral 
supports Dorothy has been receiving and put together an intensified intervention 
for Dorothy.  At this meeting, the school psychologist interviewed Dorothy's 
mom and together they filled out a developmental history to get to know 
Dorothy's early development a little better.  The team agreed to meet in 
approximately 6 weeks to review Dorothy’s progress after an intensified 
intervention has been put in place.   
 
Fast forward 6 weeks, the team reconvened and determined that a SPED 
evaluation was appropriate.  Consent was obtained to complete a 
comprehensive evaluation.   
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3rd Grade 
 Fall 

Score 
%ile Benchmark Winter 

Score 
%ile Benchmark Spring 

Score 
%ile Benchmark 

DORF WC 46 14th  70 58 13th  86 NA NA 100 

DORF Acc 82% 8th  95% 85% 4th  96% NA NA 97% 

Retell 8 6th  16 11 5th  26 NA NA 30 
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Wechsler Individual Achievement 
Test III Observation Form 

During the evaluation planning meeting, it was noted that Dorothy works at a slower rate 
than her peers and ignores the work around her.  She has a lower vocabulary than her peers 
and struggles with multi-step directions (this was noted at home).  It was also noted that she 
has great social skills and has many friends; this can at times be a distraction to her.  
Dorothy has low self confidence in herself; this was noted both at home and at school.   
! 
Dorothy demonstrates her strengths and weaknesses through a number of curriculum based 
measures, SBAC scores, classroom performance, and the Wechsler Individual Achievement 
Test.  Dorothy’s strengths are in her math curriculum based measures.  Even though her rate 
of improvement fell below her peers, her scores fall in the low average range.  In addition, 
she scored in the average range on numerical operations on the WIAT.  Dorothy’s strengths 
also fall in her writing skills as noted through her quarterly writing samples as well as her 
writing curriculum based measures.   
! 
Dorothy demonstrates her weaknesses through reading curriculum based measures, the 
WIAT, SBAC, and in program assessments.  Dorothy falls in the low range in her general 
reading ability, vocabulary measures, and reading comprehension.  In addition, her reading 
and math scores fall below the benchmark target as well as her total achievement on the 
WIAT.   
 

Case Study  
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3rd Grade 
 Fall 

Score 
%ile Benchmark Winter 

Score 
%ile Benchmark Spring 

Score 
%ile Benchmark 

DORF WC 46 14th  70 58 13th  86 NA NA 100 

DORF Acc 82% 8th  95% 85% 4th  96% NA NA 97% 

Retell 8 6th  16 11 5th  26 NA NA 30 
In all areas, Student falls in the below average range or below the 20th%ile.  Average rate of 
improvement for a typical 3rd grade student in oral reading fluency is 1.3 words per week or 
approximately 47 total word gain in one year’s time.  Student’s average rate of improvement 
was .9 word per week or 32 total words per year. This leaves her falling further behind her fellow 
students. Also, she is making below typical progress when compared to only other students who 
started at her same reading level at the beginning of 3rd grade. 
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Comparison Group ROI 
(WCPM/week) 

Targeted ROI (Needed to reach the benchmark) 1.77 
Peer ROI (Avg for kids receiving a similar intervention) 1.4 

Peer ROI (All District) 1.3 
Student ROI 0.9 

•! “Teaching a dyslexic child to read is based on 
the same principles used to teach any child to 
read. Since the neural systems responsible for 
transforming print into language may not be as 
responsive as in other children, however, the 
instruction must be relentless and amplified in 
every way possible so that it penetrates and 
takes hold.” 

 
 (Shaywitz, Overcoming Dyslexia, 2003, p. 256) 
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How does this impact me? How does this impact me? 

Dorothy was observed on 5.16.14 by Shelby DiFonzo, District 
Learning Specialist.  Dorothy was observed from 9:25-9:45  am 
while in Language Group.  She was being instructed by a general 
education teacher with 18-22 other students.  Dorothy was sitting 
in the front of the class next to another student.  The teacher was 
standing in the front of the classroom giving directions to the entire 
class.  Dorothy did not respond to any of the coral response 
opportunities that were provided.  She often was playing with her 
papers, talking with her peers, looking around her classroom, 
looking down, playing with her pencils, touching the peers face, 
and learning back in her chair.  Dorothy did engage in the “zig/
zag” reading opportunities, but on 2 out of the 3 opportunities 
given to read aloud, the teacher needed to point out the spot to 
start reading from.  In a one minute time sample, she was off task 3 
times while a peer was off task 0 times.   
 

Case Study 

Instructional “Focus” Continuum 

Accurate at 
Skill Fluent at Skill 

Able to Apply 
Skill 

IF no, teach 
skill. 
If yes, move 
to fluency 

If no, teach 
fluency/ 
automaticity 
If yes, move 
to application 

If no, teach 
application 
If yes, the 
move to 
higher level 
skill/concept 

Use Existing Testing Data or Collect Additional 
Testing Data to help determine instructional need 
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V
ocabulary 

Phonemic Awareness 

Phonics and Word  
Recognition 

Fluency 
Accuracy, Prosody & Rate 

R
eading C

om
prehension 

Foundational Skills 

Reading Comprehension Accuracy Fluency Application 

7 
6 

13 

0 
0 

0 

13/23 letter sounds 

correct = 56% 

Accuracy Fluency Application 

13 

13 

0 

0 

13/14 letter 
sounds correct = 

93% 

14 

51 

0 
0 

0 

0 
14 

15 

8 0 

Accuracy Fluency Application 

51/51 letter sounds 

correct = 100% 

14 

51 

5 
5 

18 

5 
14 

15 

8 3 

Accuracy Fluency Application 

51/51 letter sounds 

correct = 100% 

Accuracy Fluency Application 

•! Verify that the child has 
prerequisite skills 

•! Use well-controlled 
instructional materials 

•! Model-Lead-Test 
•! Frequent and more elaborate 

corrective feedback 
•! Increased OTR’s w/ closer 

monitoring of response 
accuracy  

•! Gradual increase in task 
difficulty based on improved 
student performance 

•! Monitor accuracy of 
responses 

•! Increased OTR’s 
•! Delayed corrective 

feedback 
•! Appropriate level of 

instructional materials 
for independent practice 

•! Goal setting and 
motivational strategies to 
improve fluency 

•! Monitoring correct 
responses per minute 

•! Intentional variation of task 
materials (e.g., slight 
increases in difficulty, 
changes in problem format, 
use unpracticed materials) 

•! Continued monitoring of 
correct responses per 
minute when variations 
made to materials 
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Accuracy Fluency Application 
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Reading Connected Text (ORF) 

>93% 
Accuracy 

Other Academic Tasks 

>90% 
Accuracy 

<93% 
Accuracy 

<90% 
Accuracy 

•! Dorothy has passed her most recent hearing and vision screenings.  
Overall, she is very healthy and only goes to the doctor when needed.  
She met  most of her developmental milestones on time other than 
talking, Auntie Em noted on the developmental history that she talked 
late, and her first word was “Elmo”. 

•! Dorothy attended Head Start prior to coming to public school in 
kindergarten.  The time frame is unknown at this time for how long 
and/or how often.  In addition, the educational history of her parents 
is unknown at this time.  It should be noted that Dorothy lives with her 
Aunt, Uncle and little dog Toto.   

•! Dorothy’s Aunt noted that both Spanish and English are spoken in the 
home, but Dorothy is not an English Language Learner, nor has she 
ever been one.  In addition, she was born in the United States and has 
always lived in the United States.  

Case Study 
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Includes:  
•! Response to Instruction and Interventions 
•! Review of student work samples, grades, office 

referrals, etc 
•! Interviews of teachers, parents, counselors, the 

student and others 
•! Observation of the student in relevant settings 
•! Testing: screeners, progress monitoring, classroom, 

districtwide and state tests, etc 
 

http://www.rtinetwork.org 

Comprehensive Evaluation 



!"#$#!%&

\&

•! The following questions can be used in 
determining comparison data: 
–!Do student’s progress monitoring data reflect a 

comparison to a true peer? 
–! Is there evidence that a student’s achievement 

differ significantly to that of a true peer? 
–! Is the rate of progress different? 
–!Has the student failed to develop native language 

and English skills at a rate comparable to their 
peers who have had the same level of instruction 
and intervention?  

Cohort Data 

Bringing it all together….. 

 
 
 

 
 

Resources 

 
Questions ??? 

 
David 

& 
Shelby 

Thank You! 


