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Measurement and Procedures If Implemented, What RTI Components are Being
The RTI approach to assessment and service delivery Is becoming common in elementary schools nationally. respondent was directed to the last question regarding challenges, skipping the intervening items because these details tapped only aspects of implementation Used: It Implemented, are there Promising, Interest
Less common however, Is an RTI approach to early childhood education and early intervention. Yet interest is when reported happening in the state. A driving concept behind the survey was collection of information that might inform research, practice, and policy; by ing, and '””OVE}}'VG RTI Models Available that
increasing in Pre-K programs in public schools, and early childhood special education. This study reports determining aspects of need that research and development could be profitably focused. The survey was developed and delivered to respondents using the Survey can be Shared-
findings from a national survey regarding states’ interest in and implementation of preschool RTI. Monkey website (online at www.surveymonkey.com) and related tools. After developing, revising, and testing the survey, respondents were sent an introductory Aninstructionsl decislon-making mode
email explaining the purpose and value of this inquiry, as well as the human subjects protection procedures used to maintain confidentiality of the information. asedor progress monitoring data
|ntr0d L Cti on The actual survey was accessed by respondents through a link in the email that delivered the survey form ready for completing. Following this first email, 3 Systematic progress monitoring "
| | o | subseqguent email reminders were sent to those not responding at approximately 2 week intervals. In all, data was received representing 44 entities (40 states and
The RTI approach in elementary schools nationally Is increasing common (Berkeley, Bender, Peaster, & Washington, DC, 3 territories [i.e., Guam, Federated States of Micronesia, Republic of Palau], and other entities, i.e., the Bureau of Indian Affairs). Of these 44, 11
Saunders, 2009). They reported that 15 states have adopted an Rtl model with 9 implementing on large and 6 received input from both the state 619 coordinator and Pre-K leader. A MS-EXCEL dataset containing the set respondents records including written comments was Evidence-based Tier 1
on small scales. Twenty-two states are in development phases. Similar knowledge regarding the status of RTI downloaded from the website and analyzed using basic descriptive statistics and graphical displays. v
Implementation in early childhood programs (e.g., Pre-K, Head Start, etc) is unknown. The purpose of this | | | | | |
investigation was to add to this knowledge by examining the implementation status of RTI in Early e ; N . o . -
Childhood across US states and territories. Percentage percentage
Results
Research Questions
1fi . - ) Center for Response to Intervention in Early Childhood If bEIng Implemented’ In What Early Chlld Program Types are What Cha”enges Were RepOrted’? Challenges Implementing Rtl Models?
The ]S-I?I_ehCIfIC ?'mft\;]\/etrfhto IS_T_.::ermlne h . b . . I t d t ” 5 ACt|V|t|eS Underway? Little/no Some Moderate Significant Ave
Challenge Challenge Challenge Challenge Challenge Ratin Count
. € exien . a e approac IS elng Imp emen €d nationa y What was the Reported / l'he CRTIEC NeI'WOI'l( Insufficienttrainedbersonnel who could ) ] ] ) :
2.What specific settings are seeing RTI implementation? Status of National Early implement the components of Rtl  0.0% (0) 14.3% (7)  245%(12)  612%(30)  3.47 49
- ¥ - . . _ _ Lack of resources for developing an
3.Which Spe.leIC Componerlts of RTI are belng I_mplementeFI? Childhood RT] Implemen- i University-based DF-ESCh'[.JU| programs infrastructure to implement a Rt|pm§de| 2.0% (1) 245% (12)  20.4% (10) 53.1% (26) 3.24 49
4.What curricula and Iearnmg outcomes are bemg empha5|zed? tation? Response to Intervention I B Yt R F:*Tuiltﬂegplrgl: E:z::z :2 ek knowmdgeR:boufjhlo'Wto TUt;(')liithe; 0.0% (0) 24.5% (12)  34.7% (17) 40.8% (20) 3.16 49
- Mo discussion of Rt norimplementation of an B an model in early chi 00 0% 2% 7% 8% '
5DO States have RTI mOdeIS ready tO Share Wlth OtherS7 : DHtIdeEIEjh.asheg.un in m?state. | ' Headstart Child care Partnership... Lack of intervention strategies for Tier 2 or Tier
6.The challenges implementing RTI in early childhood setting as perceived by early childhood B g e Child care programs not connected to.. ock ofprogress monitoring measures | G1%(3)  265% (15 06% (15 367%0m) 208 49
professionals? “ Dznme s Dthe;m'eaﬂe specity) lack of evidence-based Tier 1 programs ~ 10.2% (5) ~ 38.8% (19)  26.5% (13)  245%(12) 265 49
introduce the concept o 0 pre- Head start programs
a;m?nistr:t]nrs aﬂdm:ni::{i:iﬂﬂer; Programs with blended funding... Lack of administrative support and leadership 6.1% (3) 36.7% (18) 42.9% (21) 14.3% (7) 2.65 49
air:neu:j'j;z'iirgfkrfegiig?eg”"mimplemem State pre-k programs Difficulty in establishing collaborative
s - i : : : relationships between early education and
I\/I et h O d S .gtllai2aev:rlfr}{;glj::t;;g:e;eittiit:r:sdpggﬁs e Early Childhood Special Education , : : : , , , : , i special edzcation systems 16.3% (8) 30.6% (15) 28.6% (14) 24.5% (12) 2.61 49
fh"sr?ﬂr.amﬁ IPBEaIE Nave ae g inpl e At 00 100 200 200 40.0 S0.0 60.0 70.0 20.0 Other 53.1% (26) 10.2% (5) 10.2% (5) 26.5% (13) 2.10 49
|:| 'n;‘-iemhga;en:urllaﬁ,;;:r;r.]lemented Fil in programs F'EI’CEI‘TI:EIEE
Sample . .
The population of knowledgeable state early childhood special education leaders including IDEA-Part B [619] /(¢ -~ B Discussion
Id'redCtorS.’ and Shtatte tPreK ddt're‘?tors Weéethsu.“’eyetd ”t".olfder t‘i.ge”era“zgtf'.”d'ggs 0 me HE@'TAAgSt'”%OI thes‘l? What was the State-by- = O e { V ..,?:L' If Implemented, In What Curriculum Areas/Topics are The purpose of this investigation was to assess the implementation status of RTI in Early Childhood nationally.
IR n e = e . . . . . . . . .
etahtter.s//m Sact 5 ta ©an / ertr ' Ot%fg %'r con EIIC 'ﬂ g;ma on va/az oPIained Tom e website (online State Status of Early | Activities Underway? Results indicated that states are beginning to have discussions about RTI and are introducing RTI concepts in
at http./ivww.nectac.orgicontac coord.asp). In a responaed. Childhood RTI Implemen- e . | professional development. Programs most likely to be implementing RTI are early childhood special education and
Y ¢ and P 9 tation? - Other please speciy) T state-funded pre-k programs targeting language/early literacy and social/behavioral outcomes. The greatest
castrement and Frocedures ore-academc carly lteracy | — challenges reported were untrained staff, limited resources, lack of knowledge, and lack of Tier 2 and 3 interventions.
An 8-item survey was developed based on a brief review of the literature and discussions among colleagues _ - Most states report implementing evidence-based Tier 1. The vast majority of states report not yet having RTI models
to determine relevant questions. The first item was a multiple choice question where the choices were ordered —_— rreacedemicumersey that can be shared with others. Clearly, early childhood RTI is of interest by only just beginning to be considered.
. . . . . . y 4 |
ranging from No Implementation to Full Implementation in my state. The last survey question contained 9 e b, Social/behaviora
statements reflecting challenges to RTI implementation. Each was evaluated on a 4-level Likert scale ranging I Pre-academic language and carly  ———
. . . oo . literac
from Little/No Challenge to Significant Challenge. Separating these two extremes were Some Challenge and Wi e References
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Moderate Challenge values. If a respondent indicated that No RTI activities were going on Iin the state, the T 54 ercentoe Berkeley, S., Bender, W. N., Peaster, L. G., & Saunders, L. (2009). Implementation of response to intervention: IeS Instntut_e of _
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