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QuickTime™ and a
TIFF (LZW) decompressor

are needed to see this picture.

St. Croix River Education 
District (SCRED) members:

East Central
Hinckley-Finlayson
Pine City
Rush City
Chisago Lakes
North Branch (1991           
& July 1, 2009

SCRED RtI Model: Academics and 
Social/Emotional/Behavior
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Tier 1: 
All

Tier 2: 
Some

Tier 3: 
Few
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The 1990’s
1991- Pine County Co-op becomes 

St. Croix River Education District

1996 – Three times a year benchmarking   

with GOMs

1999 – SCRED Reading Model (eventually   
the model for MN Reading   

Corp/Reading First)
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2000 - present

2002 – Five Step Problem-Solving Model

2004 – 2x year benchmarking with NWEA 

MAPs

2005 – SRBI process for determining LD    
(currently the only district in MN)

Wtr 2010 – 3x year SW ODRs
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Percent of Students Meeting Benchmark Targets - GOM  Reading (ALL SCRED)
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Percentage of Students Receiving Special Education Services - St. Croix River Education 
District (SCRED) vs. Region and MN State Totals
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Percentage of Students Receiving Services for Speci fic Learning Disability - St. 
Croix Education District (SCRED) vs. Region and MN State Totals
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Why “Do” RtI for Secondary 
Students?

“Shouldn’t all the Special Ed kids be identified already?”
“I have to get through my content and [insert 1 million other 

things here] and you want me to do RtI?”
“Won’t I have to do more work?”
“I teach [insert content area]. How is this relevant to me -

today - right now?”
“It’s just another initiative.”
“When is the break?”
“Is this workshop over yet?”

SW-PBIS
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• NCLB 
• IDEA 2004
• Accountability

We need more options
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Multi-Tiered Assessment 

Tier 1: Screening

Tier 2: 
Formative

Tier 3: 
Diagnostic

Formative
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Screening Tools
General Outcome Measures

CBM
Curriculum Based Measurement: 

Oral Reading Fluency, MAZE, Written Expression, 
Math Applications

Office Discipline Referrals (ODRs)

Administer three times per year
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NWEA Measures of Academic 
Progress (MAPs)

Math, Reading, and Language Usage
(Science)

Three times per year
Learning Continuum

http://www.nwea.org

Windram, Johnson, Bollman, 2010

Why are NWEA MAPs so 
great?

• Equal interval scale

• Technically adequate

• Measure growth 

• Screening AND diagnostic

We love them

Windram, Johnson, Bollman, 2010

Common Assessments

• 20-25 questions

• Agree on essential learning objectives

• Teach same material at the same time.

• Score: Ratio of known to unknown
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Why teachers like them?

• Efficient

• Highly relevant

• Team ownership of student progress

• Equitable 

Windram, Johnson, Bollman, 2010

Disadvantages

• Technical adequacy 

• Not norm or criterion referenced

• Time = $

Windram, Johnson, Bollman, 2010

SWIS: School-Wide 
Information System 

www.swis.org

www.pbis.org
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Multi-Tiered Assessment 

Tier 1: Screening

Tier 2: 
Formative

Tier 3: 
Diagnostic

Formative

Standards for Scientifically Based 
Progress Monitoring

Gold StandardImproves Instruction and Student 
Achievement

CriticalGuides Teacher Decision-Making

CriticalSpecified Rates of Improvement

CriticalUse for Benchmarking

CriticalSensitive to Change

CriticalAlternate Forms of 

Equal Difficulty

Critical Validity

CriticalReliability
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Benchmark Assessment and 
Progress Monitoring

General Outcome Measures

can be used for BOTH

Use multiple sources of converging data 
to make decisions
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Schedule data reviews
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Instruction: Multiple Tiers

Windram, Johnson, Bollman, 2010

Goals for a Strong 
Core

� 80% of students meet grade level 
expectations without additional support

� 95% of students start and end the year 
meeting grade level expectations.

Be creative
Be wise
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When do comprehension and 
vocabulary instruction 

happen? 
“ . . . reading comprehension depends on 

knowledge and vocabulary. It’s an 
organic and cumulative process.”
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Teaching content?

SIM strategies

Strategic Instruction Model
http://www.ku-crl.org/sim/

Routines to help bring order and 

priority to the content
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School-Wide Positive Behavior
Interventions and Supports 

(SW-PBIS)

www.pbis.org

(It’s the behavior side of RtI � )
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Tier 2: Standard Treatment 
Protocol

Tier 3: Supplemental “Plus”

Supplemental Instruction
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Supplemental Instruction Defined

Supplemental instruction is 

IN ADDITION

to Core instruction.
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More INTENSE

Supplemental Instruction Defined
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Be Prepared to Disrupt the 
Master Schedule!

Windram, Johnson, Bollman, 2010

School-wide Organization
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Who is reviewing data?

Dept/Core/Grade 
Level Team

Problem-Solving Team

[Standard Treatment Protocol]

SST/SE Team

Building Level Team: 
Administrator

7

SCRED
 

Sugai, G.

Tasks for Building Level Team

• Fidelity implementation
• >80% of staff

• >80% of students

• Administrator leadership

• Data driven
• Contextually relevant

• Teaching focused

• Integrated initiatives 
• Positively oriented

• Etc…..
Windram, Johnson, Bollman, 2010

Level I: 
Teacher and Parent(s) Consultation
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Level II: Consultation with other 
resources
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Referral to the 
Problem Solving Team

Windram, Johnson, Bollman, 2010

Level III example: 
Extended Problem Solving Team

General Ed 
Teacher

School 
Psychologist CounselorMath Specialist

Administrator
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Level IV: Referral to SST

Windram, Johnson, Bollman, 2010

Problem-Solving Process

What is your process for 
decision-making?

Windram, Johnson, Bollman, 2010

Transition Slide

SCRED Problem-Solving Model

1. Problem 
Identification

What is the discrepancy between 
what is expected and what is occurring?

2. Problem 
Analysis

Why is the problem occurring?

3. Plan 
Development

What is the goal?
What is the intervention plan to address this goal?

How will progress be monitored?

4. Plan
Implementation

How will implementation integrity be ensured?

5. Plan 
Evaluation

Is the intervention plan effective?

SCRED
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SCRED Secondary Schools
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Chisago Lakes High School

• 1200 students

• 10% special education

• 8% free/reduced lunch

• 1% English Language Learning
• Four, 85 minute blocks

• 98% graduation rate

• Credit increase: 29 by 2009-10

Windram, Johnson, Bollman, 2010

Ninth grade

“If you want to reshape high school, start by 
changing ninth grade.”

“. . . success or failure in ninth grade is a pivotal 
indicator of whether or not a student drops 
out.”

Windram, Johnson, Bollman, 2010

Timeline

Year 1 (03-04): Problem-Solving Team and 
Process

Year 2 (04-05): Intervention Integrity and 
STP Intervention development

Year 3 (05-06): RtI English 9 class
Year 4 (06-07):  RtI English 10, CLHS 

“Check & Connect”
Year 5 & 6  (07-08, 08-09): See table

Windram, Johnson, Bollman, 2010

CLHS Multi-Tier RtI Model: Examples

Level Class/Intervention Primary Assessment(s) 
TIER 4 ? SPECIAL EDUCATION CBMs, ODRs, MTS 
TIER 3 1:1 or small group interventions CBMs, ODRs/Failure Rates 
TIER 2 Advisement Correctives (2x term) 

(STP) 
RtI 9 English class (STP) 
RtI 10 English class (STP) 
English 9 skinny classes (STP) 
Pre-Algebra (STP) 
Math Resource Room (Wtr 2010) 
CLHS “Check & Connect” (STP) 

Grades/Credits 
CBM Reading & Writing 
CBM Reading & Writing 
CBM Math Applications 
CBMs, Grades/Credits, 
MAPs 
Grades/Credits,  
DPRs (Variation) 

TIER I SW-PBIS 
 
PAWS Advisement (daily) 
9th grade common expectations 
(planners) 
9th grade Link Crew 
NCA Goal instruction 

ODRs/Failure 
Rates/Attendance 
Grades/Credits 
Grades/Credits 
 
Grades/Credits 
Writing 
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CLHS: Problem Solving

• Student Assistance Team (Regular Education) = 
Problem-Solving Team

• Problem-Solving Team Members: Assistant Principal, 
guidance counselors, school psychologist, school 
nurse, police liaison officer, truancy prevention, 
chemical health, and mental health. 

• Weekly, Monday AM
• 1x month data reviews with small group: AP, 

Counselors, School Psych., truancy, RtI Coach

Windram, Johnson, Bollman, 2010

Problem-Solving Process at 
CLHS

Step 1: Student referred to SAT/Problem-Solving Team 
via counselors from teachers, parents, etc. 

Step 2: Problem Identification data are collected
Step 3: Team prioritizes problem & decides next step:

– Level 1: Grade Level Team or Consultation/follow-up
– Level 2: Support Staff Consultation 
– Level 3: Refer for STP
– Level 4: Extended Problem-Solving Team referral
– Refer to SST for consideration of SE evaluation

10
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Who collects the data?

Attendance/grades/credits Counselors 
Educational History Counselors/School Psych 
Health review Counselors/School Nurse 
Observation School Psych/Paraprofessional 
Interviews: Parent, teacher(s), student Counselors, School Psych 
TIES Web Portal: 
CBM benchmarks (rdg, wtg, math) 
     3x year, K-8 
NWEA MAPs (rdg, math) 
     2x year, Fall & Spring 
MCAIIs/GR AD 

Counselors/School Psych/AP 

Current CBM Paraprofessional 
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Data Reviews

Tier 2 Classes (Math and English): 2x per term
– Teachers identify students of concern prior to 

meeting
– Graph review and problem-solving done as a team
– RtI Teachers, Principal, Asst. Principal, 1 or more 

counselors, School Psychologist

1x month for students in Problem-Solving
– CBM graphs
– Check & Connect data

Windram, Johnson, Bollman, 2010

How is integrity ensured?

Direct Observations

Windram, Johnson, Bollman, 2010

Critical features of remedial literacy 
instruction at the secondary level

• Effective professional development
• Effective instructional tools incl. core curriculum and 

instructional methodology
• System reorganization and support
• Formative and summative assessment
• Building/classroom climate that fosters high student 

engagement
• Committee/Team 

(e.g., Allain, 2008; Alliance for Excellence in Education, 2004; Diamond, 2004)

Windram, Johnson, Bollman, 2010

RtI English classes 

• Daily, one 85 minute block, all year
– DOUBLE the instructional time!!!!
– Typical English 9 & 10: 1 block, 1 semester 

• Reading & writing interventions 30-40 min. daily
• Core English 9 & 10 curriculum taught

– Modified pace 
– Adapted based on students’ needs

• CBM Reading & Writing data collected on every student
• Data reviews 2x per quarter

Windram, Johnson, Bollman, 2010

Who are the teachers

• English Teachers: Enthusiastic, 
experience with “at-risk” learners

• Intervention Specialists

• These were already existing positions

11
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How Students Are Selected 
RtI Eng 9

• Spring of 8th grade, teachers introduce 
class to students and families

• Not required

• About 18-24 students per year

Windram, Johnson, Bollman, 2010

How students are selected
Multiple data sources and indicators of student 

engagement:
• CBM scores
• MAPs
• State level reading tests
• Attendance and grades
• Current 8th grade class enrollment
• 8th grade problem-solving status
• Eighth grade teacher input and recommendation
• No specific/formal entrance or exit criteria

Windram, Johnson, Bollman, 2010

RtI English 9: First quarter

Three goals:
1. Build relationships with students
2. Establish regular cycle of CBM data collection & 

review. Set up graphs.
3. Apply problem-solving model for intervention 

decisions: what and for whom

Professional Development

Windram, Johnson, Bollman, 2010

First quarter supplemental 
instruction

Whole group academic interventions for reading 
fluency and writing mechanics
– Daily Oral Language (DOL) 
– Six Minute Solution (Adams & Brown, 2003)

Windram, Johnson, Bollman, 2010

RtI English Classes
• End of first quarter: Identify additional needs at 

class, small group, and individual level.

• Rest of the year:

– On-going data collection and reviews

– Continued problem-solving for class, small 
group, and individual level

– Change supplemental instruction for basic 
reading and writing skills based on student 
need

Windram, Johnson, Bollman, 2010

SCRED Target Scores

CBM ORF: 170 words read correct 

CBM Correct Word Sequences: 64 cws

MAP R RIT: 226

MAP M RIT: 235 – Algebra I

12
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RtI Eng 9 PLC in Action

PLC Goal: Increase class average ORF through 
a motivation intervention (i.e. one on one 
graph reviews).

Baseline (Oct 2009):  Avg was 125.35 wrc
By June 2009: Avg 140.35 wrc
February 2009: Avg 142.23 wrc

Avg growth was 1.13 wrc per week*
* 15 words in 17 weeks. Winter break weeks not included.

Windram, Johnson, Bollman, 2010
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Special Education: SLD

SCRED districts use a SRBI process for 
SLD eligibility.

CLHS:
05-06: 1 student

06-07: 1 student

07-08: 0 students

08-09: 0 students

Percent of Students making adequate growth on MAP: Grade 9 English programs
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What is the influence on 
schoolwide outcomes

????



13

Windram, Johnson, Bollman, 2010

����

�� ����

��

����

����

����

����

����

��	

�

�

��

��

��

��

��������� ��������� ��������� ��������� ��������	

������� ���

�

������
����
����
�
�  

�

������
����
����
�
��!
"��#�

Windram, Johnson, Bollman, 2010

Chisago Lakes Middle School
• 816 students

• 10% special education

• 15% free/reduced lunch

• 1% English Language Learning

• Seven period day
• Daily homeroom - CORE Connect

Windram, Johnson, Bollman, 2010

CLMS Three Tier RtI Model: 
Examples

Level Class/Intervention Primary Assessment(s) 
 SPECIAL EDUCATION CBMs 

 
TIER 3 1:1 or small group interventions CBMs 

ODRs 
TIER 2 RtI Communications (gr. 6-8) (STP) 

RtI Math (gr. 6-8) (STP) 
CLMS “Check & Connect” (STP) 

CBM Reading & Writing 
CBM Math Applications 
Grades/Credits, DPRs 

TIER I CORE Connect 
Wall of Fame 
Good Cat Caught in the Act 
Wildcat Eye on Success 
Golden Plunger 

Grades/ODRs 
Grades/Credits 
SEI 
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CLMS Problem-Solving Team

• Facilitator: School Psychologist

• Co-Facilitator: Asst. Principal

• Counselors (2)

• 1-2 Grade Level reps (3 people)
• CLMS “Check & Connect” coordinator

• Tier 2/3 Reading Specialist

Windram, Johnson, Bollman, 2010

CLMS Problem-Solving 
Process

Step 1: CORE Grade Level Team
Step 2: Teacher Request for Assistance   

through Grade Level Team Rep

Step 3: PST Prioritizes and moves to 

Levels 1-4

Windram, Johnson, Bollman, 2010

Data Reviews

• Core Grade Level Teams/PLCs

• Problem-Solving Team: 1x month
– CBM graphs
– Check & Connect data

• RtI Classes - 2x per Trimester
– CBM Graphs
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Rush City High School

Math Lab

1 certified teacher and 1 paraprofessional

28 students (8-11 grade)

-9th grade, did not meet MAP Goal of 
235 (needed for Algebra)

- Did not pass BSTs

Windram, Johnson, Bollman, 2010
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So you want to implement RtI
at the Secondary Level?
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It’s a 5-10 
year journey
with bumpy 
roads and 

scenic vistas

Windram, Johnson, Bollman, 2010

Start small, simple, and wisely

Windram, Johnson, Bollman, 2010

RtI School-Wide Action Planning

• Commitment (On-going)

• Leadership (Team)

• Assessment

• Instruction
• Problem-Solving

Windram, Johnson, Bollman, 2010

Commitment

Sugai, G.

How not to do it
“Train & Hope”

REACT to
Problem
Behavior

REACT to
Problem
Behavior

Select &
ADD

Practice

Select &
ADD

Practice

Hire EXPERT
to Train
Practice

Hire EXPERT
to Train
Practice

WAIT for
New

Problem

WAIT for
New

Problem

Expect, But 
HOPE for 

Implementation

Expect, But 
HOPE for 

Implementation

Windram, Johnson, Bollman, 2010

• Start with a few, motivated, charismatic staff
• Make in-person connections (emails do not cut it)
• Give educators tools for remedial/basic skill 

instruction Create time for their involvement, e.g., 
no bus or hallway duty, schedule team meetings 
during prep, etc.

• For every 1 new task/initiative added, take 2 
away.

�����������������������		�������		�������		�������		 
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Consensus 
building

Not a 
one time 

event

Windram, Johnson, Bollman, 2010

Building Leadership

Windram, Johnson, Bollman, 2010

Start with school-wide literacy
and/or positive behavior support

Windram, Johnson, Bollman, 2010

Where to start?
Steps For Action Planning

• Action Planning:

Where is your building at? (Handouts)

• Problem-Solving Model

Windram, Johnson, Bollman, 2010

������������������������	�
���������������

Thanks to Sandra Christenson (U of MN), Jamie Nord (School Psych, CLHS), Jen Hegstad (Paraprofessional, CLHS), and 
the CLHS Problem-Solving Team
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What if the problems are  . . .

High office discipline referrals?

High class failure rates?

Poor attendance?

Lots of tardies?
Kids just “don’t care”?

Windram, Johnson, Bollman, 2010

Relationships

Windram, Johnson, Bollman, 2010

Problem Identification

Identified a need for a Tier II behavioral 
intervention
– Tier I supports in place  

– Special education

Windram, Johnson, Bollman, 2010

Problem 
Identification/Analysis

• Organize data on at-risk students: 
– GPA, MS Report (i.e., contract, check-ins), 

CORE Report, Discipline Referrals, HS 
Report, Problem Solving/SPED Eval, U of 
M Student Engagement Survey

• Team meets to select final participants

Windram, Johnson, Bollman, 2010

Who should participate?

• Academic skills are proficient
• Reinforced by adult attention

Windram, Johnson, Bollman, 2010

Plan Development

• Research review: Two programs:
– Check and Connect (Christenson et al.)

– Behavior Education Program (Crone et al.) 

• Combined each program to create 
CLHS “Check and Connect”

18
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The Plan

Morning Check-In
– Student meets with C & C Coordinator each 

morning before 1st block
– Student enters name in raffle for checking in
– Make sure student has supplies for day; check 

planner
– Decide if missing work should be completed at 

tutoring center after school
– Check student’s mindset/attitude for the day
– Send student off to class with positives

Windram, Johnson, Bollman, 2010

The Plan - continued

Individual Problem Solving Sessions
– Meet over student’s lunch period bi-

weekly
• Students are provided with a free lunch

– Discussion on specific skill deficits 
identified by coordinator & student (data 
sheet)

Windram, Johnson, Bollman, 2010

The Plan - cont’d

Work through problem solving process 
(SODAS):
1. Situation
2. Options
3. Disadvantages
4. Advantages
5. Solution

Windram, Johnson, Bollman, 2010

The Plan - continued

Reinforcement System
– Weekly drawing for check-ins

– Small, short-term rewards

– Lunch with coordinator

– Larger rewards for making progress toward 
term end goals 

Windram, Johnson, Bollman, 2010

The Skills We Teach

Lack of motivation is viewed as a:
1) Skill deficit

2) Performance deficit

Windram, Johnson, Bollman, 2010

The Skills We Teach

Teach the link between effort and behavior

Frequently call attention to the daily 
academic and social behaviors that will 

affect long-term academic outcomes

19
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Progress Monitoring Data

• Grades

• Discipline referrals

• Attendance

Windram, Johnson, Bollman, 2010

Data Reviews

Weekly: C & C coordinator 

BI-Weekly: C & C coordinator and school 

psychologist 

Monthly: Team

Windram, Johnson, Bollman, 2010

Plan Implementation

• Integrity Script and Checklist

Windram, Johnson, Bollman, 2010

Failure Rates
Sample Student #1  
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Referral Rates 
Sample Student #1    
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Program Failure Rates  07-08  

���

���

��

���

��

���

���

���

���

���

���

���

� � � �

&����

20

Windram, Johnson, Bollman, 2010

Program Failure Rates  08-09  
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Program Referral Rates 07-08  
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Program Referral Rates 08-09  
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Plan Evaluation   

• Overall decreased failure rates
• Overall lower number of referrals
• Continual review of data

– Problem solve and make adjustments as 
needed

Windram, Johnson, Bollman, 2010

Random Pop Quiz

Windram, Johnson, Bollman, 2010

Which child needs RtI?
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School Psychologists
Leadership for implementing 

RtI framework

Windram, Johnson, Bollman, 2010

Roles: School Psych Super 
Powers

• Evidence Based Practices

• Assessment

• Data Analysis and Utilization

• Consultation & Collaboration
• Consensus Builder

• Educational Interpreter

Super Power #1:
Evidence Based Practices

- Understand of importance of 
controlled studies

– Knowledge of educational journals  
–Analysis and questioning are taught 

and valued  

Do I Have to Know it ALL?

No!
but we must be willing to ask 

Is there an evidence base for 
the effectiveness of this 

approach?

Super Power #2:
Assessment

• System v. Individual
• Reliable and valid data for universal 

screening (Tier 1) and progress 
monitoring  (Tier 2 and beyond) 

• Less individual formal assessment = 
time for other roles

Super Power #3:
Data Usage and Analysis

–Current v. Expected skills
–Graphed data & decision-making
–Analyzing multiple sources of data 

across individuals or small groups
–View trends & patterns in data 

across grades, years, etc.
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Super Power #4:
Consultation

• Problem solving is Consultation

• SPs are trained in consultation!
• SPs will need to use consultation skills to 

address the system AND individuals if we 
want to impact ALL learners.

Super Power #6: 
Educational Interpreters

• SPs are educational translators 

• Educators don’t communicate well 
across disciplines.

• We help diverse staff see the 
connections!

Windram, Johnson, Bollman, 2010

School Psychologists = LEADERS 
for implementing a RtI framework

Windram, Johnson, Bollman, 2010

SCRED School Psychologists:
Tier 1

Facilitate building level RtI
Help team focus on the system

Collect & interpret screening data
Consult with general ed teachers

Input on school-wide or class-wide interventions

Windram, Johnson, Bollman, 2010

Tier 2

Facilitate problem-solving teams

Influence Standard Treatment Protocol

Ensure implementation integrity

Ensure research-based instruction
Facilitate regular data reviews

Windram, Johnson, Bollman, 2010

Tier 3 

Facilitate intensive problem-solving

Ensure implementation integrity

Ensure research-based instruction

In-depth Problem Analysis
Facilitate regular data reviews
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My Role at CLHS 

• Partner with Administrators
• Facilitator of problem-solving process at all tiers
• Facilitator of using data for decision-making
• Leadership on research-based instruction
• Coaching & support for regular ed. staff 
• Guidance for a systems viewpoint
• Data collection and integrity checks

Collaboration and Consulting!

Windram, Johnson, Bollman, 2010

RtI Resources

• Handouts

• www.scred.k12.mn.us

• www.pbis.org

• www.rti4success.org
• www.rtinetwork.org

Windram, Johnson, Bollman, 2010

Intervention Ideas

• Intervention Central
www.interventioncentral.org
• Evidence Based Interventions
http://www.ecu.edu/cscas/psyc/rileytil

lmant/EBI-Network-Homepage.cfm)

Windram, Johnson, Bollman, 2010

Questions?  More Info?
www.scred.k12.mn.us

Holly Windram, SCRED
651-674-1016 or 320-358-1237
hwindram@scred.k12.mn.us

Sara Johnson, CLHS
651-213-2503
sjohnson@chisagolakes.k12.mn.

us

Jodi Otte, CLMS
651-213-2408
jotte@chisagolakes.k12.mn.us

Kerry Bollman, SCRED
kbollman@scred.k12.mn.us

Jamie Nord, SCRED

651-213-2508
jnord@chisagolakes.k12.mn.us


