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An interesting sidebar to the implementation of tiered graphic 
organizers is the embedded assessment. .Not only do graphic 
organizers enable teachers to monitor progress in the area 
and level being taught, but because the graphic organizers are 
made with increasing complexity, the next step for the students 
is evident. A teacher simply begins offering the more complex 
graphic organizer and the student's skill is once more challenged. 
In this manner, through tiered graphic organizers, we can keep 
students in their zone of proximal development and monitor their 
progress. The ability to differentiate instruction should improve 
as teachers design lessons that align with the standards' cur
riculum continuum. 

Product. We believe graphic organizers are planning tools in 
most cases but, in some instances, they can be a response to 
reading, and therefore the differentiation would be through a 
product. Differentiation by product occurs when students are 
given leveled responses or activities for the same instruction and 
content. For instance, a teacher may differentiate product (i.e., 
how students demonstrate knowledge and understanding) for the 
reading standard for informational text 6-12: "Determine the 
meaning of words and phrases as they are used in a text, includ
ing figurative, connotative and technical meanings" (National 
Governors Association Center for Best Practices and Council 
of Chief State School Officers, 2010, p. 39). The teacher could 
differentiate through a series ofleveled written responses when 
working with figurative language, perhaps an obscure idiom, 
such as "feet of clay," which means a flaw in a character of 
which most people are not aware. A struggling reader or English 
language learner could draw a literal picture of "feet of clay" 
and write the definition in his or her own words. On the other 
end of the spectrum, a student needing a higher-level challenge 
could write the definition and then apply its meaning by writing 
a paragraph describing a character with "feet of clay" without 
using the term. 

Response to Intervention and the Common Core State 
Standards 
Response to Intervention has been approached in various ways by 
school systems as they implement instruction on the three (some 
say four) tiers in the Response to Intervention model. The goal 
of RTI is to provide "instructional support at increasing levels 
of intensity according to student need" (Howard, 2009, p. 23). 
Tier 1 is sometimes referred to as the "universal" tier because 
classroom teachers in all grades and in all disciplines are expected 
to design curriculum and instruction to meet the diverse needs of 
their students. Teachers in Tier 1 provide high-quality instruction 
for students who need extra support, are achieving successfully 
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at grade level, and need lo be cognitively challenged to achieve 
optimum growth. 

Students who do not demonstrate sufficient growth with Tier 1 
resources may be moved to Tier 2, where additional time and 
intensity of instruction is provided to a small group of students, 
often around targeted skills or strategy work. Classroom teachers 
may collaborate with specialists to support students receiving 
the additional Tier 2 support. 

Tier 3 resources should be available for a small percentage of 
students who have not been successful at Tiers 1 and 2. At this 
tier, students often receive help from a highly qualified specialist 
outside the general education classroom. Students participating 
at Tiers 2 and 3 need to accelerate their growth, so the expecta
tion is that they continue to receive research-based, high-quality, 
classroom-based instruction and additional coordinated targeted 
instruction. At all three tiers, assessment informs instructional 
decisions. 

The goals of RTI are clearly in keeping with the goals of the CCSS. 
In fact, the International Reading Association's Commission on 
Response to Intervention noted that "[it is] productive to think 
of RTI as a comprehensive, systemic approach to teaching and 
learning designed to address language and literacy problems for 
all students through increasingly differentiated and intensified 
language and literacy assessment and instruction" (International 
Reading Association, 2010). In this last sentence, we could 
substitute "CCSS" for "RTI" and still have a statement that 
rings true. Both RTI and CCSS are based on similar constructs 
and goals. 

RTI and CCSS teachers must work together to meet the needs of 
learners. In RTI, classroom teachers are encouraged, and often 
required, to consult with specialists to prepare lessons and design 
instruction, especially for students in their classes who receive 
support at Tier 2 and Tier 3. Similarly, the Common Core State 
Standard§ expect schools to share responsibility for the literacy 
development of their K-12 students. English language arts 
teachers no longer are solely responsible for teaching literacy 
skills and understanding. 

Furthermore, the CCSS are organized around grade-specific 
standards that align with consistent anchor standards across 
grades. Teachers and curriculum designers can readily see 
how each standard translates into end-of-year expectations 
within grades, across grades, and throughout disciplines. This 
continuum may serve as a valuable tool for educators who are 
eager to implement Response to Intervention in their settings. 



They can map out how the same skill or understanding manifests 

itself at adjacent grade levels. 

In conclusion, it appears that differentiated instruction and 

Response to Intervention complement the Common Core State 

Standards. As teachers design lessons that align with the CCSS, 

the crosswalk between differentiated instruction, Response to 

Intervention, and the Standards will likely become increas

ingly evident. Teachers, schools, and districts are now afforded 

opportunities to use several frameworks, including DI, RTI, 

and the CCSS, to ensure that students with diverse learning 

needs-in other words, all students-are recognized, valued, 

and provided with learning experiences that prepare them for 

success in school and beyond. 
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