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Agenda

ÅRTI in 90 seconds

ÅVariability and obstacles associated with RTI 
implementation across the country

ÅRetrospective look at Kentucky and SLD eligibility

ÅGeneral Learning Disabilities vs. Specific Learning 
Disabilities

ÅBlending Cognitive Processing & RTI for SLD 
identification (SLD Rubric)

ÅCase Studies
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Tier 1: Core Curriculum or Universal Interventions

Tier 2:  Strategic Interventions

Tier 3: Intensive Interventions
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RTI:  Core Components
Fluid, Tiered

System of 

Interventions

Individually-Driven 
& Research Based

Progress Monitor
Data-Based 

Decisions, Driving 
Instruction

School, Parent, 
Community 

Ownership of 
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Herrick, Lay, & Matthews 2010 4



Herrick, Lay, & Matthews 2010 5

National Look at RTI Implementation

ω50 States = 50 different approaches of RTI implementation

ωVariation in -

ωOrganization of RTI model

ωInterventions 

ωResources

ωProgress Monitoring Tools

ωPersonnel

ωRTI evolution ςdifferent stages of implementation

ωSLD determination?



Snapshot of State Progress Toward RTI Implementation
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Kentucky
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Overview of Kentucky
175 school districts

Student mobility affects consistency/continuity
Great variability across KY in

ÅGeography
ÅSES

ÅResources (staff, programs, training, time, money)
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Historical Look at SLD in KY

Å1974:  US District Courts issued a provision for KY to establish 
procedures and guidelines for districts to identify exceptional 
children

Å1974-79: KY used an achievement discrepancy model:  50% 
discrepancy between grade level and performance

Å1979-1985:  KY issued guidelines to try to align with national 
trends; the grade level discrepancy was eliminated and local 
school districts began trying a variety of severe discrepancy 
methods ςin other words, the individual districts chose how 
to identify students with SLD
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History, continued

Å1985: Due to concerns about identification rates (upwards to 
20% in some districts), a Kentucky Department of Education 
(KDE) task force began looking at the SLD identification 
practices in the state

ïDetermined that a consistent model was needed that 
ƭƻƻƪŜŘ ŀǘ ƳƻǊŜ ŦŀŎǘƻǊǎ ǘƘŀƴ Ƨǳǎǘ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘΩǎ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ƻƴ 
standardized assessments

ïWhile the task force worked on  the KY model, KDE issued 
a discrepancy model based on a 22-point discrepancy 
between ability and achievement
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History, continued

ÅмффоΥ  Y¸Ωǎ bŜǿ tǊƻŎŜŘǳǊŜǎ

ïAptitude-achievement discrepancy using the 
regression estimated true score formula (tables)

ïAdaptive behavior assessment inclusion

ïBehavior observations

ïAcademic processing component

ïAppropriate learning experiences

ïExclusionary factors
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History, continued

Å2000:  Kentucky Administrative Regulations 
(KAR) were revised

ïMost components removed

ï[ŜŦǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ άǘŀōƭŜǎέ

ÅIn 2008, KAR revised to include RTI process if 
local districts want to use it
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¢ƘŜ bƻǘƻǊƛƻǳǎ ά¢ŀōƭŜǎέ
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