
  
Page 1 

 
   

An Assessment of the Impact of Michigan’s Integrated 
Behavior and Learning Support Initiative on Student 

Behavior and Reading Proficiency  
 
 
 
 

Team Members 
Diana DeSilva 

Rebekah Dupuis 
Brian Eddy 

Rodney Hetherton 
Elizabeth Koski 
Candy Thomas 
Jennifer Torok 

 
Ea 752  

Dr. Mike LaBay 



  
Page 2 

 
   

Table of Contents 
 
 
Acknowledgements ..............................................................................................................3 
 
Abstract ................................................................................................................................4 
 
Chapter 1, Introduction ........................................................................................................6 
 
Chapter 2, Review of the Literature .....................................................................................9 
 
Chapter 3, Method of the Study .........................................................................................14 
 
Chapter 4, Results of the Study ..........................................................................................17 
 
Chapter 5, Conclusions and Recommendations .................................................................34 
 
References ..........................................................................................................................36 
 
Appendices .........................................................................................................................37 
 



  
Page 3 

 
   

Acknowledgements 
 

Our team would like to acknowledge the following individuals and entities for their contributions to our 

research project.  Without their valuable contributions we would not be able to complete this project. 

Dr. Mike LaBay, Oakland University, gave support and direction allowed us to create the framework for 

which to create this paper. He also permitted an educational environment conducive to creativity and 

reflection. 

 

Several area schools, specifically Davison Community Schools, Morrice Elementary School, and Swartz 

Creek Community Schools, shared valuable data surrounding positive behavior support and early 

literacy skills. This data is the basis for our action research paper. 



  
Page 4 

 
   

Abstract 
 

Issue: MiBLSi (Michigan’s Integrated Behavior and Learning Support Initiative) was developed by the 

State of Michigan as a response to better meet student needs in both academic interventions, particularly 

in literacy, and behavior support.  As districts begin to implement MiBLSi or similar RTI/PBS 

(Response to Intervention/Positive Behavior Support) programs, it is important that educators implement 

the model to provide the greatest positive impact on student behavior and achievement.  

Problem Statement: To what extent have the adopted RTI and PBS models of the three sample schools 

studied through our research minimized negative student behavior and maximized student reading 

proficiency? 

Research Method and Findings: The research team studied archival data covering the school years that 

each of the three sample schools were implementing MiBLSi. The data collected covered behavioral 

data (discipline referrals) special education initial referrals, and literacy achievement data (standardized 

assessment delivered at least twice per school year). That data was analyzed to determine whether the 

MiBLSi programming was effective in reducing behavior occurrences and special education initial 

referrals in the three sample sites. The collected data was also used to determine whether the students in 

those three elementary schools improved in their reading achievement.  

In all three test sites there was significant improvement in all three question areas. The data collected did 

not represent the same time span for each of the three schools, making it difficult to ascertain whether 

one program implementation model was more effective than another, the evidence was clear that all 

three sample sites saw significant improvement in the number of behavior and initial special education 

referrals as well as in reading achievement. 
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Abstract Submitted for Presentation (< 120 words) 

Michigan’s Integrated Behavior and Learning Support Initiative (MiBLSi) is the State of Michigan’s 

Response to Intervention model, designed to better meet student needs in both literacy and behavior.  As 

districts implement RTI, it is important for educators to choose the model which provides the greatest 

positive impact on student behavior and literacy achievement. The research team studied archival data 

collected from three elementary school implementing MiBLSi, including disciplinary incidents, initial 

special education referrals, and literacy achievement.  This data was analyzed to determine whether 

MiBLSi was an effective RTI model that reduced disciplinary incidents and special education referrals, 

as well as maximized literacy gains. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
 

Background:  

The MiBLSi initiative is Michigan’s response to the Federal Government’s “Response to 

Intervention” legislation. It is a format through which many schools are addressing the need to be more 

responsive to every student’s individual needs by taking a proactive approach to behavior and literacy. 

Our research team examined three elementary schools to determine whether their implementation of 

MiBLSi programming was effective in reducing behavior and special education initial referrals while 

increasing student achievement in literacy.  

Response to Intervention (RTI) is a new way of intervening in a student’s life before they ever 

experience failure. Traditionally, schools have used what is referred to as the discrepancy model to 

intervene in a student’s life after the child has failed. The discrepancy model is a “wait to fail” method 

that identifies a significant discrepancy between achievement and IQ.  

Our team researched MiBLSi and RTI through many literary sources. One of the most influential pieces 

of literature was, A model for implementing responsiveness to intervention. Teaching Exceptional 

Children, by Fuchs, L. & Fuchs, D. (2007). This piece helped us better understand what RTI is and how 

it can be used to more effectively reach students, preventing the “gap effect”. Another very influential 

piece of literature was published by the Michigan Department of Education Center for Educational 

Networking. The title is MiBLSi outlines a multi-level system of support for Michigan students. Focus 

on Results (2006). This piece was very important in helping our team gain a firm hold on how Michigan 

responded to the Federal Government’s RTI legislation, creating a systemic and systematic approach to 

student intervention. These along with many other literary sources were read, discussed and applied to 
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our research in the three elementary schools we utilized as sample sites for the purpose of this research 

project. 

Research Questions:   

1. To what extent did the model prevent gaps in student achievement in literacy in each of the three 

buildings? 

2. To what extent did the model identify students who were in need of literacy and/or behavioral 

intervention? 

3. To what extent did the model sufficiently provide interventions for students who were identified 

as needing literacy and/or behavioral support? 

4. To what extent did the model reduce the number of referrals to Special Education? 
 

2.  Scope of Inquiry: 

Our research took place within three elementary buildings.  The persons involved in this Action 

Research Project were: 

 Diana DeSilva Central Elementary School Teacher 

 Rebekah Dupuis Montague Elementary School  Principal 

 Brian Eddy  Morrice Elementary School Principal 

 Rod Hetherton Morrish Elementary School Principal 

 Elizabeth Koski Farms Intermediate School Teacher 

 Candy Thomas Carman-Ainsworth Middle School Teacher 

 Jen Torok Hahn Intermediate School Literacy Coach 
 

3. Assumptions and Limitations: 

This research took place over the course of the 2008-2009 school year and utilized relevant archival 

data. Data was collected to show the effectiveness of the RTI/PBS models in fulfilling MiBLSi 

expectations. 

The three schools included in the research study were all in different implementation phases. Morrish 

Elementary is currently in its first year of MiBLSi implementation. The staff there is working on 

designing and implementing an effective Positive Behavior Support system. Additionally, they are in the 
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design phase of the literacy intervention piece. They have been utilizing the RTI approach to literacy 

intervention for the last two years, but have not collected data as it pertains to MiBLSi. DIBELS data 

was collected beginning January, 2009.  

Davison’s Central Elementary is currently in its second year of MiBLSi implementation. They put in 

place their Positive Behavior Support and Literacy Intervention systems and have been collecting data 

for the last two school years (07-08, 08-09). 

Morrice Elementary is currently in its third year of MiBLSi implementation. They put in place their 

Positive Behavior Support and Literacy Intervention systems and have been collecting data for the last 

three school years (06-07, 07-08, 08-09).  

 All three research schools are in different geographic areas. Morrice is located in a rural area 

with most of its residents relying on the agricultural industry. Davison is a suburban, middle class 

district with a large blue collar population. Swartz Creek is a suburban/rural area. The socio-economic 

status of the general population is significantly different in all three districts. Morrice Elementary reports 

a free/reduced lunch count around 32%. Central Elementary in Davison reports a free/reduced lunch 

count around 27%. Morrish Elementary in Swartz Creek reports a free/reduced lunch count around 20%.  

The intent was to look at the reduction in Special Education referrals, reduction in behavioral 

incidences, and a reduction in the number of students being labeled “at-risk” in the area of literacy in the 

three research schools. 
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Chapter 2: Review of the Literature 

 
Response to Intervention (RTI) is an approach to school improvement and Special Education eligibility 

that culminated from the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB) and the Individuals with 

Disabilities Education Improvement Act of 2004 (IDEA 2004). Both of these pieces of legislation are 

intended to change the way we identify struggling students and intervene when they are not meeting 

grade level expectations. RTI focuses on the collection of data that drives decision making for creating a 

system of interventions consisting of research based strategies that must be utilized before a child can be 

referred for Special Education evaluation. 

 In making a determination of eligibility under paragraph (4) (A), a child shall not be determined 
to be a child with a disability if the determinant factor for such determination is – (A) lack of 
appropriate instruction in reading, including the essential components of reading instruction (as 
is defined in section 1208(3) of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965). (20 
U.S.C. 1414(b)(5)(A)). (Cummings, Atkins, Allison, & Cole, 2008). 
 

The onus for needing to change the way we identify Special Education students stems from the negligent 

nature of the discrepancy model that was traditionally used. The discrepancy model is a “wait to fail” 

method that identifies a significant discrepancy between achievement and IQ. By utilizing this method, a 

child could potentially go unidentified and unassisted until they are in fifth grade thereby allowing 

him/her to fail for five to six years before any significant intervention occurs (Fuchs and Fuchs, 2007). 

The 2004 reauthorization of IDEA allowed for the replacement of the discrepancy model with the RTI 

model so fewer students will be labeled with a Specific Learning Disability (SLD) if they receive early 

and systematic behavioral and academic interventions. Another benefit to the RTI model is the ability to 

determine if a child is not meeting benchmarks due to poor instruction or due to a learning disability.  

The premise behind RTI is that students are identified as LD when their response to 
validated intervention is dramatically inferior to that of peers. The inference is that these 
children who respond poorly to generally effective interventions have a disability that 
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requires specialized treatment to produce successful learning outcomes (Fuchs and Fuchs, 
2007). 

 

RTI is “touted as a more effective approach to determining eligibility for Specific Learning Disability 

(SLD) than establishing a severe discrepancy between ability and achievement”. (Zirkel & Krohn, 

2008).  Historically, students were only able to receive Special Education services if they met a specific 

criterion. Students with an IQ two standard deviations below the mean score of 100 are eligible as 

students with a cognitive impairment; students who demonstrate a severe discrepancy between 

cognitive ability (IQ testing) and achievement (academic testing) are eligible as students with a 

learning disability (e.g. a student with an IQ of 99 and academic testing standard score of 79 would 

qualify as a student with a learning disability.) In subsequent testing—required every three years—a 

significant discrepancy must be maintained to remain eligible for Special Education services.  It is 

plausible that a significant discrepancy is present in an initial SLD evaluation and three or six years 

later, the student has made such growth that no significant discrepancy is found.  Since a SLD would 

no longer exist, the student would also be denied access to the very services that undoubtedly played a 

pivotal role in noted achievement gains.   

More alarming are the students who have an IQ of 85 and academic achievement standard scores 

of 75 in all areas. Unless the student qualifies for a different disability label, services would never be 

provided.   

There is a growing appreciation for the effectiveness of early intervention in promoting school 

success (Yaccino, 2008). Response to Intervention (RTI) hopes to target students who show signs of 

failure early and deliver a prescribed series of interventions with increasing intensity. Special 

Education referral and disability labels are used only when the student has been non-responsive to 
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empirically based interventions. RTI’s multi-tiered instructional process generates information 

necessary to understand [individual] academic needs (Fuchs & Deshler, 2007). 

Both RTI and PBS provide a pyramid of interventions that are implemented to make sure all 

students are receiving best practice instruction and are monitored for progress. Using data, teams of 

educators can make important decisions about what instructional strategies individual students need as 

well as the learning and pro-social behavioral strategies that need to be adjusted and/or refocused 

building wide. The goal is that high quality literacy instruction and high quality behavioral 

interventions will greatly impact student achievement and pro-social behavior.  

Implementations of the RTI and PBS models vary. “Technically, there is no one RTI method, as 

districts are free to implement which ever strategies they choose” (Yaccino, 2008). The tiers of 

interventions, the strategies used with students, and the way teams of educators monitor and use the 

data differ across the country. In general, the process should be adapted school wide, consist of multi-

tiered interventions, include universal screening, use formative evaluation, create roles for team 

members, include the family of students, and ultimately reduce Special Education referrals (Council for 

Exceptional Children, 2008). 

RTI and PBS are importantly linked interventions. As learning improves, behavioral problems 

decline and as behavioral problems decline, learning improves. In a three tier model, tier one involves a 

school wide effort of intervention. In RTI, those interventions are best practice reading and writing 

strategies that are differentiated to meet the individual student’s need. In PBS, tier one involves setting 

up a system of school wide behavioral expectations for all key areas of the school and teaching all 

students those key lessons. Both models require the school to then monitor the strategies and 

expectations happening building wide.   
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Tier II interventions happen for students not meeting building standards set up in tier one.  

Students in tier two of the process would meet in small groups to receive further interventions and 

strategies. In Tier III, students are involved in one to one instruction and intervention. Students not 

successful in Tier III may move on to a Special Education referral. In a three tier approach 85% of the 

students are expected to be successful in tier one interventions, 10% of the students are expected to be 

successful in Tier II interventions, and 5% of the students are expected to find success in the third tier.  

Implementing RTI and PBS requires a change in practice and a change in culture. The process is 

predicated on high quality instruction for all students. The data collection, intensive intervention, and 

monitoring of progress involve effort and time. Working through the pyramid of tiers, educators can 

impact student learning with a variety of behavioral and literacy interventions. 

Michigan's Integrated Behavior and Learning Support Initiative (MiBLSi) is a project through 

the Michigan Department of Education's Office of Special Education and early intervention services 

working in collaboration with the Office of School Improvement. It is in its fourth year and has 

partnered with more than 250 schools throughout the state of Michigan (Michigan Department of 

Education, MDE, GATA 06-05). 

MiBLSi helps schools create a culture in which personnel teach academic success and behavior 

success side-by-side. The program works to develop support systems and continued implementation of 

data-driven, problem-solving models in schools. The goal is to help students become better readers with 

the social skills necessary for success. This systems approach model encourages and supports the 

development of school leadership teams by providing professional development.  

The MiBLSi framework consists of a three-tiered model of support that focuses on both 

academic and behavioral systems. Tier I is intended for all students. It is critical to provide a core 

program that meets the needs of most students and should be research-based with proven success. The 
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strong core program will reach a large number of students. However, undoubtedly, there will be those 

who continue to need additional support. Tier II provides supplementary support for these students and 

should focus on additional instructional time in the area of weakness. On-going assessment may be 

required to determine the success of the intervention. Tier III of the MiBLSi model addresses students 

who are struggling significantly. In addition to the core program, these students benefit from high 

intensity, longer duration, and weekly progress monitoring. The rationale of the three-tiered model is to 

provide responsive intervention based on student performance to promote increased successful 

outcomes (Michigan Department of Education, MDE, GATA 06-05). 

With the increasing demands on schools to ensure learning for all students, RTI takes a very 

important front-row seat in the academic theater. “Research strongly supports the use of Problem-

Solving/RTI as the service delivery model that results in the most equitable outcomes for the diverse 

learners in the United States today. RTI implementations (such as the MiBLSi model) have improved 

outcomes in all students and [have] shown reductions in referrals for Special Education” (Fuchs & 

Deshler, 2007). We cannot afford to take a lax approach to literacy and behavioral interventions. A 

research-based systemic approach is the best answer to the literacy and behavioral challenges we face 

in our schools. 
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Chapter 3: Method of the Study 
Data Gathering Process: 

The following data was gathered for each research question: 

1. Did MiBLSi identify students in need of literacy and/or behavioral intervention? 

• We used DIBELS and SWIS behavioral databases. 

2. Did MiBLSi prevent gaps in student achievement in literacy? 

• We collected archival DIBELS results. 

3. Did MiBLSi reduce the frequency of “major” and “minor” behavior offenses?  

• We used SWIS data and reports to review progress on goals. 

4. Did MiBLSi reduce the number of referrals to Special Education for students with learning 

disabilities and emotional impairments? 

• We collected Special Education referrals. 

The research did not require the review and approval of the Oakland University Institutional review 

Board for the Protection of Human Subjects since only archival data was collected. 

 

Data Analysis Process: 

DIBELS was used to gather data on literacy achievement. This data was used to illustrate a decrease in 

the student achievement gap. We used DIBELS data to show a reduction in the student achievement gap 

in the area of literacy.  

 
1. Did the model prevent gaps in student achievement in literacy? 

• Archival records review of literacy data 
• Literacy data was obtained from Davison, Swartz Creek, and Morrice Schools 

 
2. Did the model identify students in need of literacy and/or behavioral intervention? 

• Behavioral data from districts using the SWIS data base 
• Literacy data from districts using DIBELS  
 

3. Did the model sufficiently provide interventions for students identified as needing literacy 
and behavioral support? 
• Behavioral data from districts using the SWIS data base 
• Literacy data from districts using DIBELS 
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4. Did the model reduce the number of referrals to Special Education? 
• Frequency count of Special Education referrals from each district 

SWIS (School-Wide Information System) is a database found on the web that allows a school 

building to track discipline referrals.  SWIS database is housed at the University of Oregon, and is a 

direct result of research based in Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports from that 

University. This database is designed so that student behavior can be tracked granting the school 

information so that interventions can be delivered appropriately.  There are three primary elements 

to SWIS.  They are:  

o An efficient system for gathering information.  
o A web-based computer application for data entry and report generation.  
o A practical process for using information for decision making.  

With these elements in place a school can identify behaviors occurring in particular settings, 

behaviors occurring at particular times for individual student behavior, as well as behavior of groups 

of students. This database can create reports that indicate times and locations prone to certain 

problems. Once a school has a SWIS account set up, the school staff enters office discipline 

referrals. The data then has the ability to be summarized to provide information about individual 

students, groups of students, or the entire student body over any time frame. Visuals are created for 

use in decision-making. SWIS can be adapted to fit any schools need but also has a standard five 

major reports. They are: 

o The number of office discipline referrals per month.  
o The type of problem behaviors leading to office referrals.  
o The locations of problem behavior events.  
o The problem behavior events by time of day.  
o The students contributing to office discipline referrals. 

With this information readily available a school can begin to make data driven decisions as opposed 

to relying on intuition. SWIS gives administrators and teachers the ability to create an atmosphere 

conducive to learning by targeting problem behavior and putting in place proper interventions. 
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The archival data was compared across all three sample sites. The comparison allowed us to speak to 

the overall effectiveness of the three research sites’ MiBLSi implementation design in reducing 

Special Education referrals, improving literacy, and improving student behavior. 
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Chapter 4: Results of the Study 

Our data findings are consistent across all three study sites in that all three buildings are 

experiencing growth in reading performance and a reduction in behavior referrals. Both Central 

Elementary and Morrice Elementary have over one and two years of data, respectively, showing growth 

in reading and a reduction in behavior referrals since implementing MiBLSi. Morrish Elementary is 

currently in their first year of implementation and is encouraged by early promising results. They have 

been collecting RTI data since January of 2009 indicating an upward trend in reading scores.  

One limitation of our data reporting is that we do not have cohort data to hone in on one group of 

students and follow their progress over the course of several grade levels. We feel if this data were 

available it would strengthen our research in that we could take a deeper look at how the programming 

impacted students over time. Another limitation is that all three test buildings are in different phases of 

implementation so the data points are not equal in length. It would be optimal to have data covering the 

same time span so we could show the impact of several years of consistent Tier one, two and three 

interventions. In all three buildings reading intervention programming is slightly different, but all are 

addressing Response to Intervention legislation through MiBLSi which has defined programming 

guidelines. All programming must be research-based and implemented with fidelity. Frequent progress 

monitoring is a must and programming adjustments are made on an individual student need basis 

dependent on the progress they make in each phase of intervention.  
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Morrice Elementary School addresses the three phases of Intervention through the following 

programming choices: 

Literacy Support 

Tier I 

All students, kindergarten through sixth grade, receive small group guided reading instruction within a 

90 minute literacy block.  Teachers manage classroom activities through the Deb Diller model of 

Literacy Stations.  Groups of two students rotate throughout the room among stations related to literacy 

while the teacher leads one group of students.  This one group of students receives guided reading 

instruction at several levels of frequency.  Intensive students receive four to five sessions a week.  

Strategic students receive three to four sessions a week.  Benchmark students receive one to two 

sessions a week.  

Tier II 

In addition to Tier I instruction, Morrice Strategic students receive tier II instruction in the form of Road 

to the Code in kindergarten, First Grade PALS (Peer Assisted Literacy Skills) in first grade, Road to 

Reading in second grade, and Fluency Folders (modeled after Read Naturally) in second grade through 

sixth grade.  Grades kindergarten through second receive this instruction three times per week while 

third through sixth grade receive this instruction two to three times a week. 

Tier III 

Students who are Intensive receive Title I and/or Special Education pull out instruction in grades 

kindergarten through second grade while Intensive students in grades third through sixth receive pull out 

support activities in all core subjects. 
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Positive Behavior Support (PBS) 

Morrice Elementary School’s PBS program focuses energies on teaching appropriate and desired 

behaviors and rewarding students who make those choices in their everyday school experience. While 

rewarding positive behavior, negative behavior is confronted with negative consequences. Negative 

behaviors are recorded as important data pieces called major office referrals.   

Every teacher is given major office referral forms as well as SOAR awards. The teachers are 

instructed to deliver canned lessons that described desired behaviors in several given areas throughout 

the school.  Teachers had specific lessons for bus behavior, hallway and cafeteria and playground 

behavior (See Appendices for more SOAR detail and formal paper work examples). The teachers are 

then told to observe student behavior at all times. When students are making good choices, reward the 

students with a SOAR award. When the students are making poor choices, assign an office referral to 

the student. 

• If the student receives a SOAR award: The student receives a praise-filled letter signed by the 

principal. The student’s name is displayed on the SOAR board.  The student’s name is announced over 

the school-wide intercom. The student’s name is entered in a raffle for a SOAR t-shirt, drawn on every 

Friday. 

• If the student receives an office referral: Parents are contacted and the student and behavior is 

entered into the SWIS data base. The negative consequence is administered. With every referral 

assigned a note is sent home, signed and returned. These returned notes are filed for review at another 

time. 
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Central Elementary School addresses the three phases of Intervention through the following 

programming choices: 

Literacy Support 

Tier I 

A school-wide plan is established to allocate sufficient reading time and coordinate resources to ensure 

optimal use of time. 90 minutes has been allotted for reading daily, including but not limited to, guided 

reading, shared reading, and interactive reading. 

Tier II 

Additional instruction time is allocated to students who fail to make adequate reading progress. The 

Read Naturally program is implemented by the classroom teacher for these students. Progress 

monitoring is administered every two weeks.  

Tier III 

For the more intensive students an additional 40 minutes of small group (3-4) instruction is provided 4 

days a week. The Systematic Instruction, Phonemes, Phonics, and Sight Words (SIPPS) program is 

implemented by trained paraprofessionals overseen by a Literacy Coach (1-4). For students who have 

not responded to the SIPPS program, the Literacy Coach provides extended support by using Leveled 

Literacy Intervention (LLI). At Central the staff have targeted second grade with the LLI program. 

Progress monitoring is administered every two weeks. 

Positive Behavior Support (PBS) 

Tier I 

A district-wide PBS model has been implemented. The district uses a behavior matrix for all locations of 

the school grounds. Lesson plans are used to teach expected behaviors in grades K-12. Central awards 

‘Cardinal Code’ tickets to students who demonstrate positive behavior. These tickets are placed into a 



  
Page 21 

 
   

weekly drawing. A celebration is planned for each marking period for students who receive a minimum 

of 5 tickets and all 1’s on their report card for Cardinal Code. 

Tier II 

In addition to the Tier I interventions, students at this tier may have behavior charts, check in/check out 

program, and weekly one-on-one meeting with counselor. 

Tier III 

In addition to the Tier I and Tier II interventions, students at this tier may have behavior charts, and a 

behavior plan that is both on file, as well as the teacher having a copy in the classroom. The behavior 

plan has been filtered through administrator, parent, and student. 

 

Morrish Elementary began collecting DIBELS data in January of 2009. The RTI program at Morrish is 

in its second year of implementation, the first under MiBLSi. Last year RTI covered Kindergarten 

through 2nd Grade and this year it has expanded through third grade.  The program operates through 

three tiers of intervention. 

Literacy Support 

Tier I 

Tier I interventions are global for all students.  All students receive explicit instruction in reading 

through Balanced Literacy and Reader’s Workshop.  Students are taught through guided, shared, and 

independent reading.  Students receive differentiated instruction based on their instructional reading 

level. Accommodations and modifications of the program are made for individual students. A 

Differentiated Instruction Specialist works with the teacher to make sure interventions are happening at 

the classroom level.   

Tier II 
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Through the MLPP assessment and now DIBELS process, students are assessed three times a year. 

During RTI meeting data is analyzed and discussions of individual student data takes place with the 

principal, DIS, and grade level teachers. Students not making benchmark are placed into Tier II 

intervention groups. Small groups are created by the DIS and the Special Education teacher. The 

schedule is organized and run by the DIS. The majority of Tier II groups are run by RTI 

paraprofessional staff while the DIS and the Special Education teacher may run a group. Groups are 

organized on student need; fluency, comprehension, and writing. 

Tier III 

When analyzing student data at the RTI meetings, and looking at students who have been in Tier II, the 

group makes a decision on whether a Tier II student is still not progressing as needed. Students who 

need further intervention progress to Tier III interventions, which are similar to Tier II, except that the 

groups are one on one and led by the lower elementary Special Education teacher. Students who are not 

successful in Tier III are reviewed by a child study team and referred to Special Education. 

Positive Behavior Support (PBS) 

Morrish Elementary’s MiBLSi team has helped lead the staff through the process of creating 

common behavior expectations, a behavior matrix, and developing behavior lesson plans.  The 

expectations for all elementary buildings are CREEK: Commit to Learning, Respect Others, Everyone is 

Responsible, Everyone is Safe, and Kindness Counts.  The staff is currently working only with Tier I 

interventions.  We have and uses Treasure Chest Tickets, Friday Certificates, Fun Fridays, and Student 

of the Month as building wide consistent rewards.  The staff is gradually changing discipline methods to 

more closely align with SWIS by using major and minor discipline forms.  The majority of students 

receiving minor referrals go to conduct class with the principal to work on a behavior plan during lunch 
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and recess. Major Discipline is handled in conjunction with the student code of conduct on a progressive 

scale. 

As is evidenced above, all three elementary schools examined through our study utilized similar 

programs to implement their MiBLSi initiative. However, under the MiBLSi system, individual schools 

and districts can choose from a large menu of approved, research-based programming to address Tiers I, 

II and III. Our study sites all used DIBELS as a baseline indicator of where every student in the school 

performed in terms of basic reading skills (nonsense word fluency, phoneme segmentation fluency and 

oral reading fluency). Each school analyzed these results and developed a research-based programmatic 

response using the three-tiered model.  

In each school Tier I consisted of programming designed to provide universal support. In all 

three sample sites guided reading groups, literacy centers, K-Pals and Pals were the research-based 

interventions utilized most frequently. All of these programs were designed to be used as whole-group 

or small-group instruction. Tier II interventions are more targeted interventions and provide secondary 

support for students who do not respond to Tier I interventions. In our three sample sites Tier II 

interventions varied, but were all research-based and specific to the needs of each student. Tier III 

interventions are designed to provide the most intensive support system for students who did not 

respond to Tier I or II interventions. In our sample sites, Tier III interventions consisted of smaller group 

(in most cases one on one or two to one) very targeted instruction. This level of intervention calls upon 

the expertise of Special Education interventionists to minimally consult and design individual 

programming, but also, in most cases, to administer the program. 

The results of our study are consistent in that the Positive Behavior Support models all resulted 

in fewer major behavior incidences in each building. At Central Elementary, major behavior incidences 

decreased in frequency over the course of the two years of behavior data collection. In school year 07-08 
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there were 21 major behavior referrals and 141 total behavior referrals from September through 

February. In school year 08-09 from September through February there were 11 major behavior referrals 

and 70 total behavior referrals. At Morrice Elementary, major behavior incidences decreased in 

frequency over the course of the three years of implementation. Morrish Elementary does not have 

SWIS data to support a decrease in behavior referrals because they just began utilizing that data 

collection method this year. However, the principal and staff report an overall decrease in the 

occurrences of major behavior incidences and the preliminary data for year one of implementation 

shows a decrease in the overall number of referrals from school year 07-08 to school year 08-09. 
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Our research team wanted to know if the schools implementing MiBLSi would see an overall 

decrease in the number of students who are referred to the Special Education Program. The data 

supports an overall decrease in the number of students referred for Special Education Services at both 

Morrice and Central Elementary. In school year 06-07 there were seven Morrice Elementary initial 

Special Education referrals. In school year 07-08 there were three initial Special Education referrals. In 
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school year 08-09 there were two initial Special Education referrals. In school year 06-07 Central 

Elementary reported 23 total referrals. In school year 07-08 Central Elementary had 17 initial Special 

Education referrals. In 08-09 there were 6 initial Special Education referrals during the first semester. 

Morrish Elementary is in the midst of collecting their first year data, but preliminary data would suggest 

they will see a decrease in the number of Special Education referrals in the school year 08-09. In school 

year 07-08 there were 16 initial Special Education referrals. So far this year they have had 2 initial 

Special Education referrals. 
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Finally, each of the three sample sites has seen an increase in reading achievement as evidenced 

by the following DIBELS reporting. It should be noted that Oral Reading Fluency, Phoneme 

Segmentation, and Letter Naming Fluency refers to basic literacy skills. Established is a proficient 

achievement level requiring core instruction. Emerging is a moderate achievement level requiring 
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strategic intervention, in addition to benchmarked instruction. Deficit is a significant lack of skill and 

requires intensive intervention, in addition to strategic and benchmarked instruction. 
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Morrice and Central Elementary schools experienced growth in reading achievement each year 

they implemented MiBLSi. There was evidence of student growth from each school year in every grade 

level at both schools. Another interesting occurrence depicted in the data tables above is that in four of 

the eight data tables, the number of students who started the year as established was higher in the second 

or third year of implementation than the first. These results point to the possibility that we will see 

compounding growth in the upcoming years if the programming is implemented with at least the same 

fidelity as it was during the first two years of implementation. As Morrish Elementary progressed 

through the first year of full MiBLSi implementation and began their data collection they reported initial 

findings of student gains during intervention sessions and through formative progress monitoring. They 

will have DIBELS data to report at the end of the 2008-2009 school year. 
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Chapter 5: Conclusions and Recommendations 
 

Our research team has come to the conclusion that MiBLSi is an effective approach to RTI. The 

three sample sites all experienced significant improvements in the number of special education referrals 

during each of their MiBLSi intervention years. Another area of improvement all three schools 

experienced was in the reduction in the number of behavior referrals. Finally, reading achievement 

improved in both of the sample sites who had collected at least one full year of data. Early indications 

are that the third sample site will report an increase in reading achievement at the end of the current 

school year.  

In our research we found that each of the schools utilized similar program and system designs in 

their implementation of their interventions. Each school has successfully designed and implemented a 

Positive Behavior Support program and a three tiered reading intervention system. Even though each 

system was similar, the MiBLSi design allowed each school to design their program to meet the unique 

needs of their students.  For instance, one school may choose to use K-Pals as a Tier I phonemic 

awareness intervention for kindergarten and first grade students who are not at grade level while another 

school may use Visual Phonics as their phonemic awareness Tier I intervention for kindergarten and 

first graders who are not at benchmark. The programming is different, but the design is the same. Each 

kindergarten and first grade teacher would utilize their respective intervention program every day with 

their entire group of students. They would use the program as it was designed at the same duration and 

frequency as the other teachers. They would collect baseline data at the beginning of the year and do 

frequent progress monitoring to measure each individual student’s growth.  

Our team would recommend that each of the three schools we sampled continue with their 

MiBLSi implementation, assuring that every year the system is reassessed to measure efficiency and 
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effectiveness. Each year these schools will need to look at their student achievement data and make 

decisions about which students will receive Tier II and Tier III interventions, what those interventions 

will be, how frequently and with what duration they will receive them. Each school will need to 

continue their Positive Behavior Support program, with frequent modeling and utilization of the lesson 

plans by all teachers to keep the learning culture alive and thriving in their buildings. 

There must be a real commitment to maintaining a rigorous intervention plan and a pledge that 

they will continue to commit the necessary human and material resources to make it happen with 

fidelity. 

MiBLSi schools would benefit from future research focused on the design of a specific systemic 

design that is proven to be maximally effective. If interventions were already chosen, based on research, 

and the tiers were broken down by intervention design, duration, and frequency, it would take some of 

the front-loading out of the implementation phase for schools new to MiBLSi. Another future research 

idea would be to identify a cohort of kindergarten students and track those kids’ progress through their 

elementary education to take a deeper look at the cumulative effect this systemic approach to 

intervention has. It would be a very worthwhile research project to watch a child grow through all five 

years of their early elementary experience and compare that progress with their peers.
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Appendices 
 

Problem Statement: How should the RTI model be used to effectively reduce negative student 

behavior and increase student reading proficiency? 

 

MiBLISI Interview Questions 
Interview Date: January 30, 2008 

Interview by:  Elizabeth Koski 

   6th grade Teacher 

   Hartland Farms Intermediate School 

Interview with: Bonnie Meadows 

   Assistant Principal 

   Hartland Farms Intermediate School 

Introduction:  

The reason for this interview is to further probe why the district is not using the MiBLISI, RTI, and PBS 

models.  The interview took place at Hartland Farms Intermediate School, inside the office of Bonnie 

Meadows, Assistant Principal.  Mrs. Meadows was chosen to be interviewed because she expressed an 

interest in this subject when I initially approached her.  I explained what the research team was studying 

and why, and I questioned why our district and school is not currently using these models to help our 

students.  Mrs. Meadows was willing to paRTIcipate with the interview.  She expressed an interest in 

reading the research team final results. 

 

Problem Statement/Ill-Defined Problem:  

How should the RTI model be used to best decrease negative student behavior and increase student 

reading proficiency? 

 

Question 1: What do you know about MiBLISI? PBS? RTI? 

Bonnie was not aware of the MiBlisi model that other schools are currently using. She is also not aware 

of PBS. Bonnie is familiar with RTI, but does not believe that our school follows any particular model. 

There has not been any formal training offered, and she said that she has not received any information 

on the program yet. 
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Question 2: Why are we NOT implementing MiBLISI? 

Our district has not heard of it yet!  She said that we should wait to see how it is working somewhere 

else. Let them smooth out the kinks and then we can model the "good things" that have happened. 

 

Question 3: Do we have reading data that could help with the implementation of this program? 

MEAP, Common assessments, and STAR reader tests 

 

Question 4: What testing is done for students who do not meet "fluent" standards in reading? 

Special Education students- Brigance testing 

General Education students- teachers should be administering their own form of reading assessment and 

then help low achieving students with teachers own methods. No consistency across the board.  

 

Question 5: Is there a correlation between low readers and behavior issues within our building? 

Sometimes. If it is a Special Education student and a low reader, then you really could not count them in 

this category for help. If it is a general education student and a low reader, then sometimes they will act 

out to avoid reading/learning. 

 

Question 6: Who implements/test students who are labeled as low readers? 

IEP's from the elementary buildings are looked at in the spring. The Special Education teachers will 

work with these children the following year and make sure that the general education teacher is aware of 

their needs. 

If a new student is enrolled and they are not reading well, they a general education teacher will refer 

them for testing. A Child Study is started.  

 

Question 7: Who is responsible for initiating the testing? General Education teachers? Special 

Education teachers?  

General Education student- general education teachers, a student assistance team is formed. 

 

Question 8: Where are we at with the implementation of this program? or, when will it begin? 

No where! 
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Question 9: Will staff be trained? How? Where? 

Bonnie needs to see the plan in action to know if it will be successful in our school, she cannot just jump 

in. The "powers that be" should take into consideration the climate and personalities of our building and 

then determine if it is right for us.  

 

Conclusion:  

As a result of this interview, one can conclude that the Hartland Consolidated School district is not 

paRTIcipating in the MiBLISI, RTI, and PBS models.  Mrs. Meadows indicated that she and other 

members in administration had not heard of this model and she was insistent that we let the other 

districts work out the” kinks" before we begin implementation.  Hartland has other models of reading 

assessment, but no model to determine if there is a correlation between low readers and poor behavior 

students.  This conclusion is left up to the individual teacher.  Mrs. Meadow's believes that more 

teachers in our building need to take initiative and dissect test scores (MEAP, STAR, and Common 

Assessments) in order to better serve the students in our school.   
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RTI Interview Questions 
Interview Date: January 28, 2008 

Interview by:   Rodney Hetherton, Principal 

   Morrish elementary School 

   Swartz Creek Community Schools 

Interview with: Sharon Fouts 

   Assistant Superintendent for Curriculum & Instruction 

   Swartz Creek Community Schools 

Introduction: 

The purpose of this interview is to take a look at the RTI (Response to Intervention) initiative happening 

in many school districts and find out the benefits of the program.  As Special Education laws have 

changed, more resources are being put into the classroom to intervene with students so that they get the 

literacy help they need and avoid being placed in Special Education.  Students who go through intense 

intervention and do not catch up to their grade level peers can then qualify for Special Education 

services.  The state has introduced its own program, MiBLSi, for implementing RTI and PBS (Positive 

Behavioral Support).  Other districts have developed their own version of RTI.   Below is the interview 

with the Assistant Superintendent of Swartz Creek Community Schools about the important program 

aspects of RTI and the intended impact on student success in reading goals. 

 

Question #1: What are the advantages of using RTI? 

The advantages are: 1) Identifying kids’ needs more accurately.  2)  Having more steps in the process, as 

opposed to the old system of identify and refer to Special Education.   3) Making the correct placement 

for kids.   & 4) Having students’ needs met without putting them into a Special Education program. 

 

Question #2: What do you think the advantages / disadvantages are for running the state piloted 

version of RTI vs. running the district’s model? 

With the state model you get funding.  With the state model you have cumbersome planning and 

paperwork.  Since the district has moved so far ahead in the process it would be cumbersome to then go 

back and fill out required documentation.  The state model does not offer any “new” idea that the district 

hasn’t already thought of for its implementation of RTI. 
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Question #3: How do RTI teachers handle the balancing of resources they used to put into their 

caseload with their new responsibilities for RTI? 

Personal Capacity.  The teacher needs to be able to quickly identify needs, be resourceful, make things 

happen in the program.  The teacher needs to recognize that the benefits are for the students.  The 

students will get more intense time on task.  The adults will have to work harder to properly implement 

the new model. 

 

Question #4: Is there a percentage of Special Education money that districts can use for RTI?  Do 

you know of any district adding staff with that money? 

I have heard up to 20%, we’ll have to check with Dan (Special Education Director).    I have not heard 

of any district using the money to make new hires.  It’s too early in the process, possibly in the future.   

We would need to reduce Special Education numbers.  Many “move-ins” are coming in already placed 

in Special Education.   It will take some time before all districts are using this model. 

 

Question #5: With all the research on inclusion and “push-in” programs, is RTI a contradiction 

with the pull-out that takes place for the small group and one-on-one interventions? 

Pull-out was always the first thing that we did as a district.  Now it is not.  In conjunction with 

introducing literacy coaches and other changes in Special Education we have saved a lot of kids from 

leaving the classroom.  Those that are being pulled out now have been properly identified.  They go 

back into the classrooms and their tiers can change.  It is a more fluid system.   

 

Question #6: What kind of data do you expect RTI to produce?  Is there any countywide effort to 

compare data? 

No, there is not a current countywide effort to compare data.  Districts are not on the same page with the 

process/plan and the tiers.  It is more beneficial to look inward at district kids, tracking their 

success/failure with interventions.  It would be important to look at the number of Special Education 

kids who had gone through the RTI process, and those that had not.  Data needs to be used to look at 

their success, and make sure that they are achieving long term. 

 

Question #7: How do you see RTI Expanding in Swartz Creek?   
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The amount of interventions will depend on what we can pay for.  We will have to stay with in our 

resources.  Most importantly will be reinventing roles: the role of the literacy coach, the role of the 

general education teacher, and the role of the Special Education teacher.  One option would d be the 

addition of paraprofessional aides to help with groups of students.  Expanding the program through out 

the buildings will depend on the capacity of each building.  We will need to check with the principals to 

see how to get the most success. 

 

Question #8:  What would be evidence of success? 

1) Decreasing our Special Education numbers (excluding move-ins).   

 

2) Academic success of students in the program. 

 

3) Long lasting benefits on successful kids.  (Kids in the program don’t need help in following years 

when they are not in the program.) 

 

4) Data will be used to determine success. 

 

Conclusion: 

The goal of the RTI program is to identify students who need support, specifically in the area of literacy.  

Once students are identified they are placed into intervention groups where the goal is to meet their 

needs through intense intervention that will catch them up to grade level.  Students reaching grade level 

expectations will be removed from the program and transitioned out of intervention groups, decreasing 

the number of student referred for Special Education services. 

 

The state is training educators from districts.  Some districts have qualified for this grant and others have 

taken on RTI with their own resources.  The amount of time, the intervention groups, and the data 

produced all require districts to put more resources into their elementary buildings.  Often this falls on 

teachers and aides already employed by the district.  The Special Education teacher, the regular 

education teacher, the literacy coach, and paraprofessionals all play an important role in running the 

program. 
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Data is a key piece to the program.  The data will be the evidence used to see if students are truly closing 

the gap in their grade level literacy expectations.  Program data will also be important to paint a picture 

of success or failure.  One hopeful outcome, besides students reaching grade level expectations, would 

be a decline in Special Education referrals.  As the program evolves it will be expanded to other grade 

levels (upper elementary and middle school). 
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Implementation and Data Sharing – Davison’s Central Elementary 

Davison Schools are implementing a state initiative known as MiBLSI. This acronym stands for 

Michigan’s Integrated Behavior and Learning Support Initiative (MiBLSI). MiBLSi is designed to help 

students become better readers who use appropriate behavior resulting in increased student success in 

the school and community. 

  

Three schools have volunteered to paRTIcipate in the MiBLSI initiative and implement the RTI model 

in their buildings. The three schools are Hahn Intermediate (grades 5-6), Central Elementary (grades 1-

4), and Gates Elementary (grades 1-4). The MiBLSI initiative requires that each cohort commit for three 

years. Each cohort will receive grant money in the sum of $3000 for each year. The monies can be used 

for training of school personnel, purchase of materials to carry out reading interventions and implement 

instructional activities. 

 

At Central, all students have been tested using two assessments: DIBELS (Dynamic Indicators of Basic 

Early Literacy Skills) and the DRA (Developmental Reading Assessment). Results from these 

assessments identified students in need of intensive reading instruction. These students will take part in a 

reading intervention program called SIPPS (Systematic Instruction in Phoneme Awareness, Phonics, and 

Sight Words). This program received high marks from the Michigan Reading Association. 

Paraprofessionals were trained to use the program. They work with small groups of children four days a 

week for 45-55 minutes. The groups are kept to five or fewer students. Students receive SIPPS 

instruction in addition to the regular reading instruction from the classroom teacher. Student’s progress 

is monitored every two weeks to make sure they are developing as expected.  

 

The SIPPS® program is based on the asseRTIon that early literacy is best taught through two distinct 

strands, one focusing on decoding and the other on comprehension. While comprehension is relatively 

grade-level specific, students differ significantly in their decoding skills. To deal with these differences, 
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instruction in decoding must be flexible and multi-leveled, both across and within grades. Theoretical 

work and research findings form the scientific basis for the program. Research shows that the program 

has a considerable impact on students. SIPPS® uses a unique process and content to help students 

develop reading fluency quickly and effectively. Teachers work with students in small groups to build 

word recognition and spelling skills and to develop fluency. There are four unique aspects of the 

program: systematic instruction, mastery learning, use of “hybrid  text”, and polysyllabic strategies. In 

addition there are six elements of the teaching process: placement on the developmental continuum, 

consistent daily routines, choral responding, immediate strategic feedback, ongoing assessments, 

independent daily reading. 

 

This initiative will improve the success of all students. Schools can monitor student reading and 

behavior performance, access dynamic data collection systems that provide staff with performance 

indicators in reading and behavior that are accurate and timely —for example the School Wide 

Information System (SWIS™) and the Dynamic Indicator of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS™). 
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Morrice 1st Grade Letter Naming Fluency ‐ DIBELS
Deficit Fall Emerging Fall Established Fall

06‐07 17% 37% 46%
07‐08 22% 29% 49%
08‐09 16% 29% 55%

Morrice 1st Grade Phoneme Segmentation Fluency ‐ DIBELS
Deficit Fall Deficit Spring Emerging Fall Emerging Spring Established Fall Established Spring

06‐07 11% 0% 35% 6% 54% 94%
07‐08 21% 0% 29% 3% 50% 97%
08‐09 7% 27% 66%

Morrice 2nd Grade Oral Reading Fluency ‐ DIBELS
Deficit Fall Deficit Spring Emerging Fall Emerging Spring Established Fall Established Spring

07‐08 33% 32% 33% 18% 35% 50%
08‐09 42% 25% 33%

Morrice 3rd Grade Oral Reading Fluency ‐ DIBELS
Deficit Fall Deficit Spring Emerging Fall Emerging Spring Established Fall Established Spring

07‐08 14% 11% 25% 36% 61% 53%
08‐09 27% 27% 46%

Morrice 4th Grade Oral Reading Fluency ‐ DIBELS
Deficit Fall Deficit Spring Emerging Fall Emerging Spring Established Fall Established Spring

07‐08 40% 34% 17% 24% 43% 41%
08‐09 24% 22% 54%  
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Central 1st Grade Letter Naming Fluency ‐ DIBELS
Deficit Fall Emerging Fall Established Fall

06‐07 17% 37% 46%
07‐08 22% 29% 49%
08‐09 16% 29% 55%

Central 1st Grade Phoneme Segmentation Fluency ‐ DIBELS
Deficit Fall Deficit Spring Emerging Fall Emerging Spring Established Fall Established Spring

06‐07 2% 1% 11% 4% 87% 95%
07‐08 21% 1% 52% 20% 27% 79%
08‐09 15% 54% 31%

Central 2nd Grade Oral Reading Fluency ‐ DIBELS
Deficit Fall Deficit Spring Emerging Fall Emerging Spring Established Fall Established Spring

07‐08 15% 17% 28% 16% 57% 68%
08‐09 17% 23% 60%

Central 3rd Grade Oral Reading Fluency ‐ DIBELS
Deficit Fall Deficit Spring Emerging Fall Emerging Spring Established Fall Established Spring

07‐08 28% 16% 22% 34% 50% 50%
08‐09 16% 22% 62%

Central 4th Grade Oral Reading Fluency ‐ DIBELS
Deficit Fall Deficit Spring Emerging Fall Emerging Spring Established Fall Established Spring

07‐08 26% 13% 19% 23% 55% 64%
08‐09 28% 20% 52%  

 



  
Page 48 

 
   

Central Elementary 1st – 4th Grades 
2006-07 & 2007-08 DIBELS Data 

Percentage of Students at Benchmark 
 

First Grade 
2008-09 School Year 

 Phoneme Seg. 
Fluency 

Nonsense Word 
Fluency 

Oral Reading  
Fluency (WPM = 
words per minute) 

September 2008 31% benchmark 
         (15% at risk) 

48% benchmark  
      (22% at risk) X 

January 2009 
 

84% benchmark 
        (0% at risk) 

56 benchmark  
       (11% at risk) 

 79 % benchmark  (20 
WPM)  

            (2% at risk) 
May 2009     ___% benchmark 

(40 WPM) 
 

First Grade 
2007-08 School Year 

 Phoneme Seg. 
Fluency 

Nonsense Word 
Fluency 

Oral Reading  
Fluency (WPM = 
words per minute) 

September 2007 27% benchmark 
         (21% at risk) 

39% benchmark (24+ 
letter sounds) 

      (28% at risk) 

X 

January 2008 
 

86% benchmark 
        (3% at risk) 

35% benchmark (50+ 
letter sounds/min.) 

      (17% at risk) 

62% benchmark  (20 
WPM)  

            (6% at risk) 
May 2008 79 % benchmark 

(1 % at risk) 
68% benchmark 

(9 % at risk) 
67% benchmark (40 

WPM) 
(11% at risk) 

 
First Grade 

2006-07 School Year 
 Phoneme Seg. 

Fluency 
Nonsense Word 

Fluency 
Oral Reading  

Fluency 
September 2006  86%  benchmark     70% benchmark             X 
January 2007    93%  benchmark     51% benchmark 70% benchmark 
May 2007 X     56% benchmark 62% benchmark 
    
 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
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Second Grade 

2008-09 School Year 
 Nonsense Word 

Fluency 
Oral Reading  

Fluency 
September 2008 50% benchmark (50   

letter sounds/min.) 
(14% kids at risk) 

60% benchmark (44 WPM)  
      (17% of kids at risk) 

January 2009            X  76 % benchmark (68 WPM)  
(16 % of kids at risk) 

May 2009            X ____% benchmark (90 WPM) 
 

Second Grade 
2007-08 School Year 

 Nonsense Word 
Fluency 

Oral Reading  
Fluency 

September 2007 41% benchmark (50   
letter sounds/min.) 
(17% kids at risk) 

56% benchmark (44 WPM)  
      (16% of kids at risk) 

January 2008            X 72% benchmark (68 WPM)  
(19% of kids at risk) 

May 2008            X 68 % benchmark (90 WPM) 
(17% at risk) 

 
Second Grade 

2006-07 School Year 
 Nonsense Word 

Fluency 
Oral Reading  

Fluency 
September 2006  61% benchmark 
January 2007  73% benchmark  
May 2007  54% benchmark 

 
Central Elementary 1st – 4th Grades 

2006-07 & 2007-08 DIBELS Data (WPM= words per minute) 
 

Third Grade  
2008-09 School Year 

  Oral Reading  
Fluency

       September 2008 62% at benchmark (77 WPM) 
(16% of kids at risk) 

       January  2009 62 % at benchmark (92 WPM)  
    (14 % of kids at risk) 

       May 2009     _____% benchmark (110 WPM)  
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Third Grade 
2007-08 School Year 

  Oral Reading  
Fluency

       September 2007 50% at benchmark (77 WPM) 
(27% of kids at risk) 

       January  2008  56% at benchmark (92 WPM)  
    (27% of kids at risk) 

       May 2008     50% at benchmark (110 WPM)  
              (16% at risk) 

 
Third Grade 

2006-07 School Year 
 Oral Reading  

Fluency
      September 2006 54% at benchmark 

 
      January 2007 57% at benchmark 

 
      May 2007                 54% at benchmark 

 
 
 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 

Fourth Grade  
2008-09 School Year 

 Oral Reading  
Fluency

      September 2008 52% at benchmark (93+ WPM) 
(28% of kids at risk) 

      January 2009 66 % at benchmark (105 WPM) 
(17% of kids at risk) 

 
      May 2009               at benchmark (118 WPM) 

 
Fourth Grade 

2007-08 School Year 
 Oral Reading  

Fluency
     September 2007    55% at benchmark (93+  WPM) 

               (26% of kids at risk) 
       January  2008 61% at benchmark (105 WPM)  
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Fourth Grade 
2006-07 School Year 

 Oral Reading  
Fluency

      September 2006 62% at benchmark 
 

      January 2007 66% at benchmark 
 

      May 2007               62% at benchmark 
  

 

(13% of kids at risk) 
       May 2008   64% at benchmark (118 WPM)  

(13% of kids at risk) 
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School Wide Behavior Expectations 
Common 

Area 
Be Safe Have 

Ownership
Allow 

Learning 

Show 
Respect

Cafeteria 

 Keep all food to 
self. 

 Keep feet on the 
floor, below 
bench. 

 Keep hands and 
feet to yourself. 

 Raise your hand 
to get up. 

 Clean up after 
yourself. 

 Use materials 
wisely. 

 Get everything the 
first time through 
the line. 

 Use a quiet, 
indoor voice. 

 Finish eating 
on time. 

 Allow 
anyone to sit 
next to you. 

 Use kind 
words. 

 Follow 
directions the 
first time 
given. 

 Use good 
table 
manners. 

Hallways 

 Walk 
 Stay to the right 

side of the 
hallway. 

 Face forward. 
 Allow others to 

pass. 
 Leave a little 

space between 
you and others. 

 Keep up with the 
rest of the class 
when in line. 

 Take responsibility 
for your actions. 

 Go where 
you need to 
and return to 
class quickly. 

 Use a quiet 
voice. 

 Listen to 
your teacher 
or other 
adults. 

 Treat artwork 
and other 
displays with 
respect by 
looking 
without 
touching. 

 Use kind 
words. 

Bathrooms 

 Keep feet on the 
floor. 

 Keep water in 
the sink. 

 Throw trash in 
the wastebasket. 

 Wash hands. 

 Use facilities and 
materials as 
designed. 

 Flush toilets. 
 Clean up after 

yourself. 
 Report problems.  

 Use indoor 
voices. 

 Return to 
class 
promptly. 

 Give others 
privacy. 

 Knock on 
door or stall 
quietly. 
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SOAR at Morrice 
Elementary 

 

Be Safe 

• Walk facing forward. 
• Keep hands, feet, and 

objects to yourself. 
• Get adult help for accidents 

and spills. 
• Use all equipment and 

materials safely. 

Have Ownership 

• Take proper care of school 
equipment. 

• Follow directions. 
• Be honest. 
• Clean up after yourself. 

Allow Learning 
• Use indoor voices. 
• Return to class promptly.  
• Be prepared and on time. 

Show Respect 
• Use kind words and actions. 
• Wait your turn. 
• Include others. 
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SOAR before and 
after school 

 

Be Safe 
• Stay on the sidewalk. 
• Wait in designated areas. 
• Walk. 

Have Ownership • Arrive and leave on time. 

Allow Learning • Use quiet voices. 

Show Respect 
• Use kind words when speaking 

to others.  
• Follow adult directions. 
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SOAR on the 
Playground 

 

Be Safe 

• Walk to and from 
playground. 

• Stay inside boundaries. 
• Use equipment safely and 

properly. 
• Be aware others around you.

Take Ownership 
• Return equipment. 
• Use playground equipment 

as intended. 

Allow Learning 
• Follow adult directions the 

first time given. 
• Line up promptly when the 

whistle blows. 

Show Respect 
• Allow anyone to play with 

you. 
• Play fairly. 

 



  
Page 56 

 
   

CENTRAL ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 
MiBLSi Lesson Plan  

 Teaching School-wide Expectations on the Bus 
 
School-wide expectations:  Central Elementary staff will use the catch phrase, “Cardinal 
Code” to assist in students recalling Courteous, Attentive, Respectful, Dependable, and 
Supportive.  Students will be expected to recall the expectations aloud in their classrooms in 
an effort to make them memorable.  Additionally, students will memorize motions to remember 
CARDS.  Courteous (bow), Attentive, (point to ears), Respectful (salute), Dependable (right 
uppercut), Supportive (hands on hips). Posters and other visuals will also be used to assist in 
the process. 
 
Instructional Location:  Bus 
 
Expectations being Taught:  Cardinal Code 
 
Rationale:  To maintain and promote safety on the bus.  Exhibiting the Cardinal Code on the 
bus will keep the driver from being interrupted and distracted.  Also, this will prevent students 
from being hurt emotionally and physically.  This will keep students from getting into trouble 
and make Central a positive place to be. 
 
Behaviors that demonstrate school-wide expectation on the bus:  See school-wide matrix 
for Bus  
 

Teaching Plan 
Presentation:  Students will line up on sidewalk by the bus.  The bus will announce 
expectation to the group, define it, and discuss the rationale.  Volunteers will then demonstrate 
the correct ways to follow the Cardinal Code on the bus (e.g., loading on to the bus, sitting in 
their seats, keeping hands and feet to themselves, etc.)  Students that are observing will rate 
the performance by giving a thumb up or thumbs down.  A set of students will then 
demonstrate the expectation the incorrect way (e.g., touching and pushing others, looking 
around and not paying attention, and turning around looking and talking to other students.)  
Students will then be asked to rate the performance.  Volunteers will be acknowledged with 
specific verbal praise. 
 
Practice:  Each class will be asked to demonstrate.  A suggestion would be to model the 
appropriate action as it pertains to the Cardinal Code.   
 
Reinforcement:  Provide specific verbal praise to students after practice session.  Students 
will be positively reinforced with Cardinal Cards.  Two students per grade level will be drawn 
bi-monthly for prizes.    In addition, when the entire class exhibits knowledge and 
understanding of the Cardinal Code a CARDS bracelet will be earned. 
 
Follow-up Plan:  Daily for the first two weeks of school, bus drivers provide reminders about 
what the bus expectations as it pertains to the Cardinal Code. 
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CENTRAL ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 
MiBLSi Lesson Plan  

 Teaching School-wide Expectations for Arrival/Departure 
 
School-wide expectations:  Central Elementary staff will use the catch phrase, “Cardinal 
Code” to assist in students recalling Courteous, Attentive, Respectful, Dependable, and 
Supportive.  Students will be expected to recall the expectations aloud in their classrooms in 
an effort to make them memorable.  Additionally, students will memorize motions to remember 
CARDS.  Courteous (bow), Attentive, (point to ears), Respectful (salute), Dependable (right 
uppercut), Supportive (hands on hips). Posters and other visuals will also be used to assist in 
the process. 
 
Instructional Location:  Arrival/Departure 
 
Expectations being Taught:  Cardinal Code 
 
Rationale:  To maintain and promote safety during arrival/departure.  Exhibiting the Cardinal 
Code during arrival/departure will keep students safe.  Also, this will prevent students from 
being hurt emotionally and physically.  This will keep students from getting into trouble and 
make Central a positive place to be. 
 
Behaviors that demonstrate school-wide expectation for arrival/departure:  See school-
wide matrix for Arrival/Departure 
 

Teaching Plan 
Presentation:  Students will line up in designated area.  The teacher will announce 
expectation to the group, define it, and discuss the rationale.  Teachers will then demonstrate 
the correct ways to enter and exit the building. (e.g., face forward, wait patiently, keep your 
own personal space, use quiet voices and kind words, respect adults and safety patrol etc.)  
Students that are observing will rate the performance by giving a thumb up or thumbs down.  A 
set of students will then demonstrate the expectation the incorrect way (e.g., touching and 
pushing others, taking cuts, running, etc.) Students will then be asked to rate the performance.  
Volunteers will be acknowledged with specific verbal praise. 
 
Practice:  Volunteers will be asked to demonstrate.  A suggestion would be to team up with 
another class in your grade level or hallway to demonstrate and rate performances.   
 
Reinforcement:  Provide specific verbal praise to students after practice session.  Students 
will be positively reinforced with Cardinal Cards.  Two students per grade level will be drawn 
bi-monthly for prizes.    In addition, when the entire class exhibits knowledge and 
understanding of the Cardinal Code a CARDS bracelet will be earned. 
 
Follow-up Plan:  Daily for the first four weeks of school, teachers provide reminders about 
what the arrival/departure expectations are.  For the remainder of the school year follow 2007-
2008 lesson schedule. 
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