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Over the past two decades, schools have faced public and 
legal pressure to improve the academic performance of stu-
dents (No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, 2002). To address 
such concerns, many schools are implementing a schoolwide 
prevention model called Response to Intervention (RTI). RTI 
is a multitier service delivery model that uses an iterative pro-
cess of measuring the needs of the student population and 
then designing the entire school system to meet those needs. 
It consists of three components: (a) an aligned curriculum 
and evidence-based instruction, organized into tiers; (b) a 
comprehensive assessment system; and (c) use of the prob-
lem-solving model (PSM) to make data-based decisions 
(Batsche et al., 2005; Jimerson, Burns, & VanDerHeyden, 
2007). RTI holds great promise for schools in correcting 
some of the issues they face for several reasons, such as its 
reliance on data to make decisions, a focus on collaboration 
among staff members, and an explicit emphasis on using 
evidence-based practices and discarding ones that are not 
effective (Fisher, Grant, Frey & Johnson, 2008; Jimerson 
et al., 2007).

Data in an RTI system are commonly used to guide 
decisions regarding which students receive Tier 2 and 3 
interventions, what interventions they receive, and whether 
those interventions are effective. To create a successful RTI 

model, however, schools must first examine the health of 
their core instruction before placing large numbers of stu-
dents in interventions (Gibbons & Silberglitt, 2008). In 
fact, one of the pitfalls of RTI is focusing heavily on Tier 2 
and Tier 3 interventions at the expense of ensuring a  
healthy core or Tier 1 instruction (Chard, 2012; Gibbons & 
Silberglitt, 2008). Just as a well-built house needs a strong 
foundation to stand upon, an RTI model needs a healthy 
core for the upper tiers to stand upon. Schools must take 
time to analyze grade-level and schoolwide data to deter-
mine if the core instruction meets the needs of their student 
populations, thus providing the basis for the rest of the 
model and avoiding overloading the upper tiers of the 
model (Bollman, Silberglitt, & Gibbons, 2010; Gibbons & 
Silberglitt, 2008).
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Abstract
Core instruction is an important part of an effective response to intervention (RTI) model. To implement RTI effectively, 
school teams should regularly examine the effectiveness of their core instruction to determine if at least 80% of students 
meet the proficiency standard with core support alone. However, some educators may not have the skills necessary to 
hold a meeting that focuses exclusively on core instruction. To provide educators with a format to lead such a meeting, 
the authors describe a grade-level team meeting in which the purpose is to use data to analyze the effectiveness of core 
instruction in reading. A sample agenda and detailed case example are provided.
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A core program is considered effective if at least 80% of 
students meet the proficiency standard with core support 
alone (Batsche et al., 2005; Jimerson et al., 2007). Although 
RTI does include providing interventions for individual stu-
dents at Tier 2 and Tier 3, schools must also hold meetings 
in which the focus is not on individual students but instead 
is on the needs of the entire grade level. Consequently, a 
different type of conversation around data is necessary to 
determine the effectiveness of the core program for all stu-
dents. This conversation about the health of the core takes 
place during a team meeting in which teachers and other 
educators examine what percentage of students at each 
grade level are meeting proficiency standards on various 
data sources. If a team does not meet the 80% goal, this 
does not necessarily mean that instruction is bad or that cer-
tain teachers are not effective. Rather, it indicates whether 
the core instruction is meeting the needs of the students. 
Instruction itself may be strong, but the mismatch between 
student needs and the focus of instruction may lead to poor 
student outcomes. In fact, the needs of students will likely 
change from one benchmark period to another, creating the 
need to analyze core instruction and make adjustments fre-
quently (Greenwood, Kratochwill, & Clements, 2008).

Bollman et al. (2010) described necessary elements for 
successful RTI implementation: (a) an effective core instruc-
tion program and (b) a structured format for teams to follow 
when examining data. However, educators implementing 
RTI may not have all the skills needed to guide a conversa-
tion that examines the effectiveness of core instruction 
(Jacobs, Gregory, Hoppery, & Yendel-Hoppey, 2009). To 
provide educators with a format to lead such a meeting, in 
this article we describe a grade-level team meeting (GLM) 
in which data are used to analyze the effectiveness of core 
instruction in reading. Although the format can be applied to 
any grade or subject, reading was chosen because it remains 
a need for a majority of students in schools, as only 34% of 
fourth and eighth grade students scored at or above profi-
ciency on the National Assessment of Educational Progress 
(National Center for Educational Statistics, 2011).

A detailed description of the GLM is provided in the next 
section. First, a discussion of which staff members consti-
tute the team and the data used within the meetings is pro-
vided. A list of resources to support facilitation of the GLM 
is provided, along with a case example. Finally, the PSM is 
outlined and how it relates to GLMs. A detailed section fol-
lows for each step of the PSM as it relates to GLMs, includ-
ing examples for each step and an example agenda.

Grade-Level Data Meetings

Team Structure and Data Used

Each GLM team includes all of the grade-level teachers (or 
department-level teachers for secondary schools), the 

principal, reading specialists, the school psychologist, and 
other specialists who can help support the conversation. To 
ensure a productive meeting, the time set aside for the meeting 
is protected from cancelations and interruptions, and the team 
meets at a regularly scheduled time. Discussions are focused 
on the results of the data and alterable variables (e.g., instruc-
tional variables) instead of conjecture and things outside of 
the school’s purview, such as the student’s family dynamics or 
maturity level. The team also follows a structured process dur-
ing the meeting and strict time frames to cover the agenda 
items. A handout is used to ensure that the process is followed 
and to document decisions made. Teams can also make a rule 
that no individual student is discussed. This is to emphasize 
the fact that the meeting is looking at the performance of the 
entire grade level and not any particular student.

Each grade level meets separately to discuss its grade-
level student achievement data, dedicating roughly 1 hour to 
determine the health of the core program. These meetings 
occur two to three times each year, immediately following 
the collection of a school’s universal screening data. 
Curriculum-based measures (CBMs) are most often used as 
data because of their efficiency, standardization, ease of 
administration, and strong reliability and validity (Deno, 
2003). Examples of organizations that provide CBM probes 
include the Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills 
(DIBELS; https://dibels.org), AIMSweb (http://www.aim-
sweb.com), the Formative Assessment System for Teachers 
(www.fastforteachers.info), easyCBM (http://easycbm.com), 
and Edcheckup (http://www.edcheckup.com). The universal 
screening data are the primary data source used at the meet-
ing. However, other grade-level assessments can be incorpo-
rated into the discussion, such as common formative 
assessments and in-curriculum assessments that are adminis-
tered to all students within a grade level. It is important to 
note that any data used at these meetings must be standard-
ized to an appropriate degree and given to all students, other-
wise it is difficult to compare students within the grade level 
and determine who is proficient on the measure.

During the meeting, the grade-level team uses the screen-
ing data and other data sources to answer two key questions. 
First, the team determines if the core program is sufficient for 
the majority of students (i.e., 80% or more proficient) at the 
grade level. Second, the team determines what instructional 
adjustments are needed to improve the health of the core. 
Essentially, the team uses the data to develop a grade-wide 
intervention for the core program (i.e., uses data to identify 
the grade-wide needs of students for skill instruction). 
Implementing the process described next may require the ini-
tial support of a consultant. However, districts may be able to 
use local expertise to follow this process. Various Web sites 
and resources are also available to assist sites with the GLM 
process, such as Oregon Response to Intervention (http://
www.oregonrti.org), Explicit Instruction (http://explicitin-
struction.org), the RTI Action Network (http://rtinetwork.
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org), the National Center on Student Progress Monitoring 
(http://studentprogress.org), and the Oregon Reading First 
Center (http://oregonreadingfirst.uoregon.edu). A case exam-
ple is provided to further make the GLM process concrete 
and to emphasize its focus on the grade-wide needs of stu-
dents and not any individual student (see Table 1).

An Organizing Framework

The GLM follows the PSM, which is a framework of how 
schools can identify, organize, and go about correcting 
identified problems. The PSM is a four-step process 
(Batsche et al., 2005; Shinn, 2002; Tilly, 2008):

1. Problem identification: identifying a problem and 
quantifying the severity of it

2. Problem analysis: determining why the problem is 
occurring

3. Plan identification and implementation: developing 
a plan to correct the problem

4. Plan evaluation: determining if the plan corrected 
the problem

Using the PSM, teams work through each of the steps, 
asking a specific question about grade-level instruction and 
student outcomes at each step. Although RTI includes 
examining individual students’ progress and instruction, the 

Table 1. Case Example of a GLM.

Step of the PSM Description of Case Example

Problem identification A second grade team of teachers administers DIBELS Next measures to their students three times a year 
to assess the health of their core instruction. During the winter GLM, the team analyzes the overall 
percentage of students who reached benchmark using the composite score from the DIBELS Next 
measures. They find that 58% of students are at or above benchmark, after having 51% of students at or 
above benchmark in the fall. They conclude that there is a problem with the core instruction because 
fewer than 80% of the students are at or above benchmark, and many students are not making as much 
positive growth as desired (i.e., 7% growth).

Problem analysis Next, the grade-level team sets a goal to reach the 80% criterion by the spring benchmarking period. 
Although growth of 22% may be considered ambitious, the team was motivated to improve scores and 
had seen this amount of positive growth in previous years.

 The team then examines the screening measures and finds that 60% of students are reading well as 
indicated by rate (i.e., words read correct per minute) on the ORF component of their universal 
screeners. They then examine the accuracy component of the ORF and find that only 40% of students 
are reading accurately (i.e., scoring at least 96% accuracy) on their ORF probes, which indicates an 
inability of students to adequately decode words. This lack of decoding accuracy will impede the students’ 
ability to read fluently and to understand the meaning of what they read. The second grade team agrees 
that students need further instruction in decoding and that this is a major reason why fewer than 80% 
of students were at proficiency. They also analyze students’ decoding skills further by using other data 
sources (e.g., end-of-unit assessments, weekly probes) and determine specific priority skills to target. In 
doing so, the team discovers that the majority of second graders have not mastered consonant digraphs 
or r-controlled vowels.

Plan identification and 
implementation

The team agrees to target decoding skills and provide more targeted instruction in this area within the 
core reading block. They also agree on common instructional strategies and active engagement strategies 
that all team members will use consistently. Specifically, they decide that all team members will ensure 
they are providing immediate corrective feedback to prevent students from practicing errors. They also 
agree to use an active engagement strategy, partner responses, to increase student opportunities to 
respond and practice the target decoding skills. Teachers selected these strategies by discussing their 
teaching practices and examining data during the problem analysis stage. The team also agrees to monitor 
their use of those two strategies by using a daily self-monitoring method. Each day, each teacher will 
track the number of times he or she provides immediate corrective feedback during the core reading 
block by marking tick marks on a sticky note. The sticky note is kept in a convenient location, such as 
on the teacher’s lanyard. Teachers agree to track their use of partner responses by using a second sticky 
note. The building principal also agrees to focus his classroom observations on these strategies during his 
monthly walkthroughs for this grade level.

Plan evaluation The team meets weekly to discuss weekly lessons plans, so that time is also used for monitoring the fidelity 
of the plan. Each teacher shares the number of times he or she used the corrective feedback strategy and 
the partner responses. At the spring benchmarking meeting, the team will determine if they have reached 
their goal.

Note: DIBELS = Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills; GLM = grade-level team meeting; ORF = oral reading fluency; PSM = problem-solving 
model.
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GLM described herein focuses on groups of students. In 
particular, the conversation within a GLM focuses on the 
instruction for the entire grade level. Figure 1 provides a 
visual depicting the grade-level focus of GLMs within RTI 
in contrast to the individual focus that is also a part of RTI.

Step 1: problem identification. In examining the data, the 
team first begins with Step 1 of the PSM and asks, “What is 
the problem?” To answer this question, the team determines 
what percentage of students is currently meeting the profi-
ciency standard. For example, teams using DIBELS Next 
as their universal screener in literacy can determine what 
percentage of students are at or above benchmark, below 
benchmark, and well below benchmark (Good & Kaminski, 
2011). Depending on the screener, the overall proficiency 
standard can be based on a single measure, such as oral 
reading fluency (ORF), or a more stable and comprehen-
sive combination of measures such as the DIBELS Next 
composite score. After determining the current percentage 
of students at the grade level who are meeting the standard, 
a comparison is made with the 80% goal. If 80% or more 
of students are meeting the standard, the team can conclude 
that the core instruction is healthy for the current students. 
Efforts can then focus on instruction for students who need 
additional support at Tier 2 or 3. On the other hand, if fewer 
than 80% of the students are meeting the standard, the team 
can conclude that the core program is not sufficient for the 

current students. The problem is then defined as the gap 
between the 80% criterion and the percentage of students 
currently meeting standard. For example, if 67% of students 
are meeting the standard, the gap of the problem is 80% 
– 67% = 13%. The team continues on to Step 2 (i.e., prob-
lem analysis) and identifies what may be contributing to the 
identified problem. Teams complete the questions and table 
under “Step 1: Problem Identification” in the agenda (see 
Figure 2).

Teams may also want to examine the percentage of stu-
dents currently proficient in relation to the most recent 
benchmarking. For example, a team could compare the 
percentage of students who are proficient in the winter with 
the percentage of students who were proficient in the fall. 
This helps determine if there has been growth in the num-
ber or percentage of students meeting the standard. This 
calculation allows a team to also examine whether a sig-
nificant percentage of students who start the year proficient 
become nonproficient as the year progresses. For example, 
imagine a grade level starting the year with 70% of its stu-
dents at or above the benchmark and finding that, after sev-
eral months of instruction, the winter screening data 
indicate that only 55% of the grade-level students are now 
at or above benchmark. This pattern would be indicative of 
an unhealthy core program and may spur discussion about 
the fidelity of certain practices, a change in instructional 
practices, or other controllable reasons for the decrease in 

Figure 1. Conceptual illustration of the problem-solving model within Response to Intervention for all students in a grade level 
versus individual students.
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Previous 
Benchmarking

Current 
Benchmarking

*Goal for next 
Benchmarking:

% Above benchmark

% Below benchmark

% Well below benchmark

School: ______________________________                       Grade level: ________

Benchmarking period (circle one):                   Fall               Winter               Spring

Norms: Stay engaged – Focus on what we can do – Listen to learn
Purpose: To determine effectiveness of the core program and make necessary adjustments to core instruction

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

Based on screening data, is our core program sufficient for most students at our grade-level (80% or more above 
benchmarks)?

A) Review and analyze current benchmark screening data. Record percentages below:

B) Review and analyze previous benchmark screening data. Record percentages below:

C) Using current and previous benchmarking data, set a goal for next benchmarking period. Record below: 

*Can also review movement of students between risk-status levels to help set goals

D) Review other available grade-wide data (e.g., in-curriculum assessments, unit assessments, etc.)

 i) Determine percentage of students meeting minimum proficiency standards as set by the district

Figure 2. Step 1 of an example agenda for a grade-level team meeting.

scores. Alternatively, imagine the same grade level starting 
with 60% of its students at or above the benchmark and 
finding 70% of students at or above the benchmark at the 
winter benchmark. This pattern of positive growth would 
indicate a generally healthy core program and may lead to 
a discussion of how to continue the growth already made 
and to intensify current efforts. Additional data sources 
(e.g., end-of-unit tests, common formative assessments) 
can help confirm what the screening data are showing or 
provide additional information where the chosen universal 
screener may be lacking.

Step 2: problem analysis. During this step of the PSM, 
the team achieves two outcomes: (a) a working hypoth-
esis as to why students did not meet the 80% criteria or 
why there was not as much growth as desired and (b) a 
goal to reach for the next benchmarking period. Setting a 
goal will depend on the age and skills of the students, as 
younger students and students who are further behind have 
more “room to grow” and therefore could reach a more 
ambitious goal (AIMSweb, n.d.; Silberglitt & Hintze, 
2007). Generally speaking, teams can set goals to improve 
the percentage of students at benchmark by 5% to 30% 
and to decrease the percentage of students just below or 

well below benchmark by 5% to 15% (Burns, Appleton, 
& Stehouwer, 2005; Greenwood et al., 2008; Jimerson 
et al., 2007). The team develops a hypothesis and a goal 
by examining various sources of data to determine why 
a certain number of students are not meeting proficiency 
standards. The team should not try to identify variables 
outside of the team’s control. Instead, the team should 
identify common patterns among students and strengths 
and weaknesses of students’ academic skills. The results 
of this step inform the instructional adjustments that can 
be made, so the topic of discussion must remain on rel-
evant, controllable factors.

Part of Step 2 involves evaluating the components or 
subtests of the universal screener as they relate to the five 
big ideas of reading as described by the National Reading 
Panel (see Figure 3; National Institute of Child Health 
and Human Development, 2000). A detailed level of anal-
ysis will typically reveal weaknesses or holes in the stu-
dents’ knowledge related to one or more of the five big 
ideas of reading. For example, imagine that a third grade 
team analyzed students’ performance with phonics (i.e., 
accuracy on ORF), fluency (i.e., rate on ORF), vocabu-
lary (i.e., score on a vocabulary mix-and-match end-of-
unit assessment), and reading comprehension (i.e., scores 
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on MAZE, a reading measure in which students silently 
read passages in which every seventh word is replaced 
with a group of three words, and the student must cor-
rectly circle the word that fits; Good & Kaminski, 2011). 
The team discovers that 75%, 80%, and 82% of students 
have scored at criteria for phonics, vocabulary, and com-
prehension, respectively. However, only 35% of students 
scored at criterion on the fluency measure. At Step 3, the 
team would then select fluency as the instructional focus 
because this is the most pressing need of the students on 
the basis of the data.

This conversation can be guided with assistance from a 
reading specialist or school psychologist, who can lead the 
conversations down to an identified priority skill. 
Additionally, the team can examine diagnostic assessments, 
fidelity measures, and other assessments to explore reasons 
why the 80% goal was not met. The team completes the 
column marked the “goal for next benchmarking” under 
Step 1 in Figure 2, and they also answer Questions A and B 
under “Step 2: Problem Analysis” in Figure 3. In answering 
those questions, the team begins the discussion that identi-
fies instructional factors to adjust for Step 3 of the PSM. 
From this careful examination of the data and discussion, 
the team comes to a consensus as to what may be affecting 
the core instruction and then creates a plan for improving 
the quality of core instruction.

Step 3: plan identification and implementation. Once a 
thorough review of the data has been conducted, the team 
turns its attention to determining the instructional adjust-
ments needed to improve the overall health of the core. 
These instructional adjustments are driven by the level of 
need for the current group of students at the grade level. For 
example, a grade level that currently has 40% of its students 
proficient requires a much more intensive level of instruc-
tional adjustment than a grade level with 70% of its students 
proficient. The nature of the instructional adjustments will 

also vary on the basis of student data and the current instruc-
tional practices being used in the classrooms. For example, 
a team finding that 65% of its students are proficient with 
vocabulary would not need to adjust its vocabulary instruc-
tion too much (e.g., perhaps they provide more repetitions 
for learning words), whereas a team with 35% of students 
proficient on vocabulary measures would want to adjust its 
vocabulary instruction significantly (e.g., redesigning les-
sons to be more explicit).

In developing the instructional plan, the team answers all 
of the questions under “Step 3: Plan Identification & 
Implementation” in Figure 4. The team determines which 
priority skills should be the focus of instruction and the 
common instructional strategies and active engagement 
strategies that will be used by all teachers at the grade level. 
Figure 5 lists common instructional strategies, Table 2 lists 
active engagement strategies, and Table 3 lists examples of 
priority skills within reading. The team also discusses how 
fidelity will be monitored for the plan and any professional 
development or support that may be needed. With the 
example discussed in Step 2 above, the team elects to focus 
on fluency because that was the most pressing need of the 
students. They decide to use more frequent modeling of flu-
ency by having teachers explicitly model reading sections 
of text with fluency and then having students read the same 
sections of text aloud during small-group instruction. The 
team also elects to use choral responses within those small 
groups to ensure a high level of student engagement. Notice 
that the changes are categorized within three types of alter-
able variables: instruction, curriculum, and environment. 
Changes in these variables are hypothesized to influence 
student outcomes (Christ, 2008).

Step 4: plan evaluation. This final step involves review-
ing data on fidelity and student progress. Decisions about 
the effectiveness of the agreed-upon plan are made at the 
next benchmarking GLM, at which the team completes the  

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

A)  Using data, prioritize which big idea of reading is currently the most important common 
instructional need for most students (circle one):

 
B)  Does fidelity to the core need to be further examined and how will that be accomplished?  

__________________________________________________________________

Skill
Phonological 
Awareness Phonics

Oral 
Reading 
Fluency Vocabulary

Reading 
Comprehension

% Above 
Benchmark

Figure 3. Step 2 of an example agenda for a grade-level team meeting: The five big ideas of reading.
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Step 3: Plan Identification & Implementation (What is the plan?)

What instructional adjustments are needed to improve the health of the core?

A) Curriculum

Which priority skill(s) within the identified big idea will be targeted for instruction?

____________________________________________________________________________

What component(s) of the core can be used for this? 
_____________________________________

B) Instruction

What common instructional strategy will be used by all grade level teachers?

____________________________________________________________________________

When this is working what will it look like? 
______________________________________________

C) Environment

What active engagement/behavior management strategy will be used by all grade level teachers?

____________________________________________________________________________

When this is working what will it look like? 

______________________________________________

What professional development is needed to improve the core?

____________________________________________________________________________

Figure 4. Step 3 of an example agenda for a grade-level team meeting.

questions under “Step 4: Plan Evaluation” in Figure 6. How-
ever, that does not exclude the team from making adjustments 
to the plan between the two benchmarking periods. In fact, 
the teachers will likely monitor fidelity and student progress 
to ensure that they are following the plan as designed.

Benefits of GLMs

By conducting grade-level data meetings, schools have a 
platform from which to analyze their core instruction. 
Such an approach has several presumed benefits to both 
students and teachers. For students, it creates a consistent 
learning environment, with teachers using similar instruc-
tional strategies. Students typically have to spend time and 
energy learning “how to learn” each time they enter a dif-
ferent classroom. By using common evidence-based 
instructional strategies that are used by all teachers, stu-
dents can focus their time and energy on the content of the 
instruction, or “what to learn.” This creates a uniform 
instructional environment for students (Harn, Kame’enui, 
& Simmons, 2007).

For teachers, there are several benefits. First and fore-
most, this meeting structure directly addresses one of 
teachers’ primary complaints about RTI: insufficient time 
to plan together (Greenwood et al., 2008; Jimerson et al., 

2007). Whereas schools cannot necessarily extend the 
school day to create additional time, they can prioritize the 
time they do have for conversations around core instruc-
tion. By having a focused conversation on core instruction, 
district and school leadership send a clear message to 
teachers that core instruction is important. Second, it sim-
plifies the data-based decision-making process. Teachers 
look at data collaboratively, focus on instruction for all stu-
dents, select an instructional strategy that is evidence 
based, and also select a strategy that increases engagement 
(which is related to improved academic outcomes) (Archer 
& Hughes, 2010; Haydon et al., 2010; Haydon, Mancil, & 
Van Loan, 2009). The sometimes arduous and convoluted 
process of navigating data and adjusting instruction is 
reduced to two questions: (a) On the basis of screening 
data, is our core program sufficient for most students? and 
(b) What instructional adjustments are needed to improve 
the health of the core program?

Additionally, the GLM process can increase teacher 
buy-in to RTI in a few ways. First, buy-in is improved by 
using screening data immediately after the data are col-
lected. At times, screening data are collected, entered into 
a database, and forgotten (Greenwood et al., 2008). Using 
the data immediately after collection facilitates an under-
standing of the importance and utility of the screening 
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process for all children. Second, the GLM directly engages 
teachers in conversations around instruction for their stu-
dents in a collaborative, supportive setting. The teachers 
choose the common instructional needs of their students 
and the common instructional strategies they will use; 
therefore, they do not have instructional decisions imposed 
upon them without input. Rather, they make decisions col-
laboratively as a team, on the basis of data, with guidance 
and support from others (Fisher et al., 2008). Last, the 

presence of school leadership at the meetings communi-
cates to the staff the importance of the meeting and ensures 
someone with decision-making power is present at the 
table (therein guaranteeing that decisions can made 
quickly in that respect; White, Polly, & Audette, 2012). 
This meeting also provides an opportunity for teachers to 
receive certain embedded professional development and 
to communicate requests for professional development to 
district and/or school leaders.

 

Instructor models instructional tasks when 
appropriate
o  Demonstrates the task (e.g., uses think alouds)

o  Proceeds in step-by-step fashion

o  Limits language to demonstration of skill

o  Makes eye contact with students, speaks clearly while 
modeling skill

Instructor provides explicit instruction
o  Sets the purpose for the instruction

o  Identifies the important details of the concept being 
taught

o  Provides instructions that have only one interpretation

o  Makes connection to previously learned material

Instructor engages students in meaningful 
interactions with language during lesson
o  Provides and elicits background information

o  Emphasizes distinctive features of new concepts

o  Uses visuals and manipulatives to teach content as 
necessary

o  Makes relationships among concepts overt

o  Engages students in discourse around new concepts, 
elaborates on student responses

Instructor provides multiple opportunities 
for student to practice instructional tasks
o  Provides more than one opportunity to practice each 

new skill

o  Provides opportunities for practice after each step in 
instruction

o  Elicits group responses

o  Provides extra practice based on accuracy of student 
responses

Instructor provides corrective feedback 
after initial student responses
o  Provides affirmations for correct responses

o  Promptly corrects errors with provision of correct model

o  Limits corrective feedback language to the task at hand

o  Ensures mastery of all students before moving on

Instructor encourages student effort
o  Provides feedback during and after task completion

o  Provides specific feedback about student’s accuracy

o  Majority of feedback is positive

o  Celebrates or displays examples of student success

Students are engaged in the lesson during 
teacher-led instruction
o  Gains student attention before initiating instruction

o  Paces lesson to maintain attention

o  Maintains close proximity to students

o  Transitions quickly between tasks

o  Intervenes with off-task students to maintain their focus

Students are engaged in the lesson during 
independent work
o  Independent work routines and procedures previously 

taught

o  Models task before allowing students to work independently

o  Checks for student understanding of the task(s)

o  Students use previously learned strategies or routines when 
they come to a task they don’t understand

o  Independent work is completed with high level of accuracy

Students are successful at completing 
activities at a high criterion level of 
performance
o  Elicits a high percentage of accurate response from group

o  Holds same standard of accuracy for high performers and 
low performers

Note: Reprinted with permission from Oregon Reading First. Available at http://oregonreadingfirst.uoregon.edu/inst_gen_features.html.

Figure 5. Common instructional strategies.

 at University of Denver on January 15, 2015isc.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://oregonreadingfirst.uoregon.edu/inst_gen_features.html
http://isc.sagepub.com/


Harlacher et al. 9

Table 2. Examples of Active Engagement Strategies.

Strategy Description

Think/pair/share Students think to themselves about a topic, then pair up with a partner to share each other’s 
thoughts.

Choral response All students respond in unison to an academically oriented question.
Jobs/roles of students Students are assigned different job roles to help them be an integral part of the daily functioning of 

the classroom (e.g., passing out materials, cleaning up).
Graphic organizer A diagram or visual organizer that provides spaces for students to write or record elements of the 

content.
Physical gestures, hand signals Students use physical gestures to provide responses to questions.
Whiteboard responses Students write responses to questions on a whiteboard.
Manipulatives Students use blocks or tangible objects to respond.
Cooperative groups Students are organized into groups and work together to complete a task. Types of cooperative 

groups can vary (e.g., dependent, interdependent, jigsaw).
Self-assessments Students evaluate their own work and provide themselves with feedback on mastery of skills and 

concepts.
Partner responses Students use a structured format to share responses with a student partner. Sentence stems can be 

used to help focus student responses and interactions.

Note: Active engagement strategies are strategies that increase students’ opportunities to respond to academic demands and to demonstrate their 
knowledge of the taught skill.

Summary and Future Directions

Response to intervention is a promising approach for schools 
for raising achievement scores, and many sites are reporting 
positive results from its use (Burns et al., 2005; Greenwood 
et al., 2008; Jimerson et al., 2007). A process for a GLM was 
discussed that focused on collaboration among school staff 
members as a way to increase student achievement. Sites 
using a collaborative approach have found increases in test 
scores at both the elementary and secondary levels (Fisher 
et al., 2008; White et al., 2012).

Using data to identify academic skills to target for 
instruction is promising, as there is a “background knowl-
edge by academic skills” interaction among students 
(Daly, Lentz, & Boyer, 1996; Daly & Martens, 1994; 
McDonald Connor et al., 2009). By identifying what back-
ground knowledge students have (or do not have), schools 
are able to match and modify their instruction to students’ 

Big Idea of Reading Priority Skills

Reading 
comprehension 

 
 

Text structure
Make inferences and analyze
Evaluate
Story structure

 Generate questions
 Summarize
 Monitor comprehension

Note: C = consonant; CWPM = correct words read per minute; V = vowel.

Table 3. (continued)Table 3. Priority Skills Organized by the Big Ideas of Reading.

Big Idea of Reading Priority Skills

Phonemic awareness Word comparison
 Rhyming
 Sentence segmentation
 Syllable segmentation and blending
 Onset-rime blending and segmentation
 Blending and segmenting individual 

phonemes
 Phoneme deletion and manipulation
Phonics Letter sounds
 VC and CVC
 Consonant digraphs
 CVCC and CCVC
 Silent e
 R-controlled vowels
 Advanced consonants (i.e., tch, kn, soft 

c and g)
 Vowel teams
 Multisyllabic words
 Prefixes and suffixes
Fluency Accuracy
 Prosody

••   Expression, emphasis, phrasing, 
volume, smoothness, rate

••  CWPM
Vocabulary Contextual analysis
 Morphemic analysis
 Expressive vocabulary
 Receptive vocabulary

(continued)
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Figure 6. Step 4 of an example agenda for a grade-level team meeting.

Step 4: Plan Evaluation (Did it Work?)

(Completed at next Benchmarking) 

A)  Does our current benchmarking data meet or exceed our agreed upon goal from the previous benchmarking  
period (or make significant progress towards our goal)?

• If YES, what did we do that worked?

• If NO:

 1) Did we implement the strategies we agreed to?

 A. Instruction:____________________________________________________________ 

 B. Curriculum:____________________________________________________________

 C. Environment:__________________________________________________________

 2)  Did we implement the core program with fidelity?

*Proceed to Step 1 (Problem Identification) for new benchmarking period and analyze data to develop a new plan.

Previous  
Benchmarking

Previously
Set Goal

Actual Current 
Benchmarking

% Above benchmark

% Below benchmark

% Well below benchmark

needs to better improve outcomes. For example, McDonald 
Connor et al. (2009) found that first grade teachers who 
modified their instruction as students’ skills changed over 
time saw great reading comprehension growth compared 
with students whose instruction was not modified as their 
skills changed. Additionally, Daly and Martens (1994) and 
Daly et al. (1996) found that matching a student’s level of 
instruction to his or her level of skill acquisition resulted 
in an interaction effect. The GLM described in this article 
provides a structure for such a focus.
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