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from the editor

R
esponse to Intervention (RtI)  is a popu-
lar model for identifying learning deficits 
and serving children with special needs in 
our schools today. The idea of RtI is not 
new; however, it has garnered a great deal 
of attention since it was highlighted in the 

Individuals with Disabilities Educational Improvement 
Act (IDEA, 2004) as an effective way of finding and 
helping special needs children in lieu of using the dis-
crepancy model that was, for many years, the predomi-
nant way of determining access to special education 
services. 
 The RtI model provides a framework that includes lev-
els or “tiers” of service, with the first tier (or Tier 1) involv-
ing research-based instruction in the regular classroom 
delivered through the same standardized curriculum for 
all children. Preassessment is used to determine the readi-
ness level of each child, then the standardized curriculum 
is delivered and student progress is monitored. Standard 
protocol interventions are used to provide extra support to 
children who are not experiencing academic success, and 
tiers of service involving more intense interventions at each 
level are offered to support the child in realizing his or her 
full academic potential.
 According to Hughes, Rollins, and Coleman (2011), 
key components of RtI include:

• a tiered or stage approach to supports and services,
• early intervention prior to formal identification,
• universal screening, 
• fidelity of implementation through standard pro-

tocol interventions,
• progress monitoring or dynamic assessments to 

determine the child’s needs and to plan instruction, 
• the use of professional development so that practi-

tioners can implement the interventions, and

• collaborative problem-solving structures that allow 
greater involvement with parents.

 This issue of TEMPO provides an overview of RtI and 
takes a look at how it might be implemented to offer gifted 
and talented students services that effectively address their 
unique educational needs. Cecelia Boswell and Vowery 
Carlile begin by introducing RtI and sharing ways that the 
RtI process might be effectively implemented to serve gifted 
children. They provide a model that addresses various tiers 
of service and help to articulate the types of intervention 
that are appropriate at each tier. Tracey Sulak’s article fol-
lows, addressing the use of assessments in identifying and 
monitoring progress of gifted students who are served using 
the RtI model. Chrystyna Mursky shares examples of how 
RtI has been implemented in her home state of Wisconsin 
to address the needs of gifted kids. She goes straight to the 
experts in individual school districts, asking them to share 
their stories and giving readers a glimpse into how RtI 
works as a framework for serving gifted students in real-life 
situations. Finally, Debra Troxclair provides an overview 
of the research that has been conducted in RtI and gifted 
education. 
 I hope you enjoy this issue of TEMPO as you hear 
from authors who share their expertise by examining the 
RtI model and ways that it might be implemented to help 
improve services for gifted students.

REFERENCES
Hughes, C. E., Rollins, K., & Coleman, M. R. (2011). Response 

to intervention for gifted learners. In M. R. Coleman & 
S. K. Johnsen, S. (Eds.), RtI for gifted students. (pp. 1–20). 
Waco, TX: Prufrock Press.
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by Krystal Goree, Ph.D.
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by Lynette Breedlove, Ph.D.

from The presIdeNT

G
ifted education  makes a difference for 
every child by providing the innovation 
in education. Shifts in instructional 
improvement, curriculum revision, and 
education reform are based in gifted 
education. Dual language, problem-

based learning, real-world audiences, self-pacing, and other 
tenets of good education were first embraced by teachers of 
the gifted. General education needs gifted education. To 
protect and advance gifted education, we must continue 
to connect with one another for awareness, advocacy, and 
action. 
 TAGT needs your voice, your innovative ideas, and 
your input and efforts to remain a vibrant, relevant orga-
nization making a difference for exceptional children. 
There are many ways you can contribute to the mission of 
our organization and support gifted individuals: nominate 
a colleague or yourself for a TAGT Award; volunteer to 
serve on a committee or on the Board; serve on a subcom-
mittee; write an article for TEMPO; participate in #gtchat 
on Twitter Fridays at 6 pm (7 pm in El Paso); attend a 
TAGT event (online, regional, or central); renew your 
TAGT membership and give one as a gift to a colleague; 
quiz those running for local or state office about their sup-
port for gifted education and vote accordingly; ask your 
federal Representative or Senator to support the TALENT 
Act and provide federal funding for gifted education. 
 TAGT leadership is working to keep our organiza-
tion robust to preserve our ability to protect and advance 
gifted education. This past February, the TAGT Board 
renewed long-term goals and set new strategies for 2012. 
(See page 40.)
 Implementing the strategies successfully will require 

focused effort by every TAGT division and committee, as 
well as the membership. This is a time to be involved. As 
people well-versed in gifted education and experienced in 
parenting gifted children, we are well suited for the creativ-
ity and flexibility demanded by the financial stresses on the 
educational system. 
 Drastic educational budget cuts have far-reaching 
effects. Class sizes are larger, special programs are reduced 
or eliminated, and everyone is asked to do more with less. 
Certainly there are ramifications for student learning and 
development. Most of us working in school districts have 
been directly affected. In addition, businesses and associa-
tions that support education are experiencing the strain. 
Just as teachers and districts must adjust and creatively 
solve problems, educational associations must think flex-
ibly and adapt. The TAGT Board, staff, and members must 
work together to ensure the association continues to make 
a difference for gifted individuals by providing relevant, 
innovative programs and services and engaging a diverse 
membership. 
 TAGT was founded by dedicated volunteers with 
a deep commitment to improving gifted education in 
Texas. Through the continued efforts and vision of vol-
unteers, the organization has grown into the largest 
state organization supporting gifted individuals. TAGT 
positively impacts lives by connecting and empowering 
educators and parents to meet the unique needs of gifted 
and talented individuals through awareness, advocacy, 
and action. TAGT thrives because passionate parents 
and educators like you join efforts, step up for leadership 
positions, get involved, think flexibly, and problem solve. 
Thank you for being a member of TAGT and contribut-
ing to our collective voice. 
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Response  to Intervention (RtI) is for all students, including gifted/talented (G/T) students (Casbarro, 

2008). Yet, when queried about RtI, educators often respond with the belief that this process is only 

for students with deficits in learning. Students with learning deficits are supported by the Individuals 

with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), a federal law enacted in 1990 and reauthorized in 1997 and 

2004, which is designed to protect the rights of students with disabilities by ensuring that everyone receives a free 

appropriate public education (FAPE), regardless of ability (U.S. Department of Education, 2012). In IDEA, RtI 

is emphasized as a process that may be used to provide more effective instruction for students experiencing learn-

ing difficulties. The RtI process involves addressing learning concerns as they emerge in the educational setting in 

order to prevent some students from being identified as learning disabled.

 A position paper on RtI issued by 
The Association for the Gifted, Council 
for Exceptional Children (CEC-TAG) 
specifically addresses the needs of chil-
dren who are twice-exceptional, indi-
cating that their needs must be met 
through the provision of “access to a 
challenging and accelerated curricu-
lum, while also addressing the unique 
needs of their disability” (CEC-TAG, 
2007, p. 1). The inclusion of students 
who are twice-exceptional within the 
RtI framework extends the application 
of RtI to children who are gifted.
 Although it is important to note 
that RtI does meet the needs of gifted 
students who struggle academically, 

it is also important to recognize that 
G/T students who are not twice-
exceptional often struggle as well—
with sameness, repetitive content and 
practice, and boredom borne from 
learning that is inappropriate in strat-
egy and content. RtI for G/T students 
includes recognizing their learning 
needs and interests, responding with 
research-based curriculum methods, 
and matching all with best practices.
 How does RtI for gifted/talented 
students compare to RtI for the strug-
gling learner? Features discussed in 
RtI for the Gifted Student (Boswell & 
Carlile, 2010) parallel those for strug-
gling learners in the following ways:

1. OBSERVATION, 
IDENTIFICATION, AND 

DOCUMENTATION

 The regular classroom offers an 
environment in which the RtI process 
can be implemented to evaluate stu-
dent responses to curriculum. Teachers 
observe students’ reactions to research-
based best practices, along with class-
room management and instructional 
strategies, as they work in the classroom 
with all students—Tier 1. Teachers 
document responses to curriculum that 
reflect characteristics that are particular 
to gifted/talented learners. The observa-

RtI and the 

Gifted:  
A Great 
Match!
Cecelia Boswell, Ed.D.,  
and Vowery Carlile

RtI and the 

Gifted:  
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tions and documentation lead to screening and identification 
of G/T students for services.
 Observable characteristics that teachers reference 
include, but are not limited to, the following abbreviated 
list. G/T students:

 • learn more quickly,
 • prefer company of adults or older youth,
 • react intensely,
 • learn conceptually,
 • are often overly sensitive,
 • display insatiable curiosity,
 • think analytically,
 • display a mature sense of humor,
 • are advanced in language abilities in their home lan-
guage, and

 • understand ideas and problems from different points 
of view.

2. CHOICE OF ACTIVITIES BASED ON 
PREASSESSMENT OF CONTENT AND 

CONTINUOUS MONITORING OF PROGRESS 
 RtI for gifted services should include pre- and postas-
sessments that guide educational decisions. Opportunities 
for the gifted should include evaluation of process and 
products through rubrics with both external and student 
self-evaluation. The purpose of assessment and monitoring 
is to ensure student growth.
 Best practice for the education of G/T students includes 

differentiation based on instructional and classroom manage-
ment strategies that meet their unique learning needs. They 
include, but are not limited to, the following:

 • differentiation through critical thinking, 
 • creative thinking, 
 • depth and complexity, 
 • concept-based differentiation, and 
 • research and independent study. 

RTI MODELS
 A variety of RtI models are now available. During the 
introductory phases of RtI that addressed struggling learn-
ers, the most common graphic that explained the model was 
a pyramid. Tier 1, the pyramid base, referred to interven-
tions for students by the regular classroom teacher. When 
adjustments for learning were not successful at Tier 1, an 
educator with expertise in learning disabilities provided 
strategies for the teacher and/or worked with the students in 
the regular classroom (Tier 2). If the students needed more 
in-depth or personalized instruction, they would work with 
a small group or one-on-one with the educational specialist 
(Tier 3). After all interventions were exhausted at Tiers 1, 
2, and 3 and the student still was not able to work with 
grade-level content, the student would then be referred for 
formal assessment guided by IDEA.

AN OVERVIEW OF RTI FOR GIFTED
 The three-tier model often associated with RtI for 
struggling learners is inverted for the gifted/talented (see 
Figure 1). The goal of RtI for struggling learners is to inte-
grate students into the Tier 1 setting—the regular cur-
riculum and classroom for all content areas. The goal for 
gifted/talented learners is Tier 3, or independent study. 
As struggling learners move from Tier 1 to Tiers 2 and/or 
3, their educational goal is to move back to Tier 1. G/T 
learners also require appropriate learning opportunities in 
Tier 1, while Tier 2 is designed for cluster grouping of 
G/T students, and Tier 3 is aimed at independent study 
for G/T students. G/T students may flow back and forth 
through the tiers as appropriate for their learning needs as 
the teacher uses flexible grouping as a classroom manage-
ment strategy. For example, G/T students may participate 
with their age peers in the regular classroom as content new 
to them is introduced (Tier 1). Because G/T students learn 
more quickly, they may move to a cluster group of students 
who are ready to apply and analyze the new information 
(Tier 2). If a student has an interest in the topic that is 
beyond his cluster group, or if the teacher has planned the 
concept for independent study for each student, Tier 3 is 
the next logical step. Interventions between Tiers 2 and 

 

Students are observed for the identification process.  Districts use 
multiple measures, both qualitative and quantitative, to determine 
if modifications of the regular curriculum is required. Instruction   
for G/T students generally involves whole-class instruction with  

 

Tier 1  

 

Identified students are served 
according  to their learning styles with 
differentiated curriculum based upon 
the curriculum standards. This includes 
pace, depth and/or complexity, and best 
practices for education

Tier 2 

 

 

Independent             
Study 

Tier 3  

 

RtI and the Gifted Child

 

all students.

Figure 1. Three-tier RtI model for serving gifted/
talented learners.
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3 may include not only the teacher, 
but also counselors, librarians, and/or 
outside mentors.
 Tier 1 may also be the time for 
observation of learning characteris-
tics typical of gifted learners so that 
students not already identified may be 
referred for the identification process 
and be included in cluster grouping 
and/or independent study. District 
personnel responsible for identification 
services for gifted and talented learn-
ers will evaluate the student through 
multiple measures, both qualitative 
and quantitative, to determine if 
modification of the regular curricu-
lum is required. As noted above, Tier 1 
instruction for G/T students generally 
involves whole-class instruction with 
all students.
 Tier 2 services are designed for 
identified students or students of poten-
tial and are appropriate to their learning 
style. Students are provided differenti-
ated curriculum in the regular class-
room and possibly in a resource class. 
Differentiation is based on curriculum 
standards, but is at the pace, depth, 
and/or complexity that meets specific 
student learning needs. Best practice, as 
defined in the section addressing Tier 
2 that follows, is the basis for their dif-
ferentiated learning. G/T students and 
students of potential should be grouped 
for learning in this tier.
 Tier 3 is designed for independent 
study, which includes many of the 
skills taught in Tiers 1 and 2 as well as 
research skills and product creation and 
presentation skills. A valuable reference 
for addressing specifics for indepen-
dent study can be found in the Texas 
Performance Standards Project (TPSP) 

that may be accessed at http://www.
ritter.tea.state.tx.us/gted or http://www.
texaspsp.org.

A SAMPLING OF STRATEGIES
 The following strategies found in 
Tiers 1, 2, and 3 are but a few that 
meet the needs of the gifted/talented. 

Differentiation With 
Research-Based Strategies

 • Similarities and differences (com-
paring and contrasting)

 • Nonlinguistic representations
 • Cooperative learning
 • Generating and testing hypotheses

Differentiation With 
Instructional Management 
Strategies

 • Curriculum compacting
 • Tiered assignments
 • Interest centers/interest groups 
 • Learning stations
 • Agendas 
 • Exit cards
 • Learning contracts

These strategies are discussed in depth 
in Tier 2.

EXAMPLES OF TIER 1 
INTERVENTION FOR 
GIFTED STUDENTS

 Tier 1 G/T students may partici-
pate with their age peers in the regular 
classroom as content new to them is 
introduced. Integration of concept-
based learning with critical and cre-
ative thinking offers G/T students in 
Tier 1 appropriate curriculum oppor-

tunities. Table 1 shows an example 
of how fourth graders may study the 
concept of structure during a grading 
period.
 The teacher can introduce each 
subject separately and tie them 
together with the concept of structure 
and the essential understanding that 
“a structure is no stronger than its 
weakest component.”
 The teacher may begin the grading 
period by having students, individually 
or in groups, create a spaghetti struc-
ture that will hold a defined amount of 
weight or determine which structure 
holds the most weight. As structures 
fail under ever-increasing amounts of 
weight, the teacher will have the stu-
dents identify the weakness in their 
structure. Using this concrete activity 
that involves both critical and creative 
thinking, the teacher can observe stu-
dents to ascertain those who are able 
to relate their work to the concept and 
essential understanding. 
 If the teacher elects to teach the 
four subject areas individually, he can 
remind the students of the concept 
and the essential understanding before 
beginning a science lesson, asking stu-
dents to interpret the effects of forces 
of gravity on an object in an experi-
ment. The teacher will probe students 
during their study and activities to 
determine which students are able to 
relate their learning to the concept and 
essential understanding. The students 
may already be identified as G/T or, 
if not, the teacher will continue to 
observe them for possible nomination 
for services. 
 The teacher will repeat the process 
of reminding students of the concept 

TABLE 1.
Example of Subject Integration in Concept-Based Learning During the Study of Structures.

Science Social Studies English/Language Arts Math
Structural effects 
of forces of gravity 
on an object in an 
experiment

Structure of the Texas 
Republic

Structural elements 
particular to dramatic 
literature

Structure of 
multiplication: 
multiplying two digits by 
two digits
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of structure and essential understand-
ing as they study the structure of the 
Texas Republic in social studies, struc-
tural elements particular to dramatic 
literature in English/language arts, 
and the structure of multiplication in 
learning how to multiply two digits by 
two digits in math.
 The teacher could choose to create 
a unit that integrates subject areas. For 
example, he may integrate math and 
science by asking students to learn and 
practice the skill of multiplication as 
they interpret the effects of gravity on 
an object. As with the discrete presen-
tation of each subject, the teacher will 
guide students with the concept and 
essential understanding. 
 For social studies and English/
Language Arts, the teacher may 
relate activities to dramatic literature 
from the time of the Texas Republic. 
He might ask students to evaluate 
structural elements particular to the 
literature and the elements of govern-
ment that parallel the structure of the 
Texas Republic. With the concept and 
essential understanding to guide their 
learning, G/T students, identified or 
not, should be able to make concep-
tual connections. 
 As noted above, Tier 1 instruction 
for G/T students generally involves 
whole-class instruction with all stu-
dents. For identified G/T students 
who learn concepts quickly and easily, 
the teacher should have Tier 2 activi-
ties ready as appropriate.

EXAMPLES OF TIER 2 
INTERVENTION FOR 
GIFTED STUDENTS

 Tier 2 serves identified gifted 
students with a differentiated curricu-
lum in the regular classroom and in a 
pull-out resource class. It also provides 
gifted students an opportunity to be 
cluster grouped with other gifted stu-
dents, as required in the Texas State 
Plan (Texas Education Agency [TEA], 
2009).
 The differentiated curriculum 

used to challenge gifted students in 
Tier 2 is based on best practices for 
educating the gifted, research-based 
strategies, and effective classroom 
instructional management strategies.

Best Practice
 Critical thinking—involves the 
use of higher-level thinking skills that 
utilizes complex and abstract ideas.  
Relevant and open-ended tasks are 
explored, leading to the development 
of research skills and methods.   
 Creative thinking—challenges 
students to generate unique ideas that 
defy current beliefs.  Innovative ideas 
are used to produce the products that 
evolve from creative thinking. 
 Depth and complexity—includes 
the elements of Language of the 
Discipline, Details, Trends, Patterns, 
Ethics, Unanswered Questions, Rules, 
Big Ideas, Across the Discipline, Changes 
Over Time, and Different Perspectives 
(Kaplan, 1979).
 Concept-based differentiation—
involves an overarching theme and 
challenges students to focus their 
learning around a basic concept that 
includes generalizations that focus 
the concept and create a purpose for 
learning.
 Research/independent study—offers 
students the opportunity to conduct 
authentic research in an area of inter-
est. It involves self-directed learning 
that allows them to grow intellectually 
and personally. 

Research-Based Strategies
 Identifying similarities and differ-
ences—allows students to see patterns 
and make connections by construct-
ing comparisons and contrasting 
ideas, theories, problems, and solu-
tions (Marzano, Pickering & Pollock, 
2001). 
 Nonlinguistic representations—
representation of skill acquisition that 
changes the normal linguistic form of 
learning. They allow students to par-
ticipate in role-play, demonstrations, 
models, dramatizations, kinesthetic 

or whole-body modes, and other 
activities that use movement learning 
(Marzano et al., 2001).
 Cooperative learning—encourages 
interaction between students.  It can 
include students working in pairs or in 
groups. This strategy provides oppor-
tunities for team building, which can 
boost self-esteem and promote social 
skills (Marzano et al., 2001).
 Generating and Testing 
Hypotheses—a powerful cognitive 
learning opportunity that challenges 
students to make predictions based 
on new learning and test their predic-
tions. This strategy is based on the sci-
entific theory, but can be used across 
the curriculum (Marzano, Pickering, 
& Pollock, 2001). 

Instructional Management 
Strategies
 Curriculum compacting—based 
on the student’s learning needs. 
Preassessment is used to make instruc-
tional decisions. If mastery is deter-
mined, then enrichment is offered 
so students can continue their study 
with a more in-depth assignment. This 
could include an independent study 
project.
 Tiered assignments—utilize 
various levels of activities, allowing 
students the opportunity to grow 
intellectually by building on prior 
knowledge.
 Interest centers/interest groups and 
learning stations—provide time and 
opportunities for students to pursue 
content at greater depths. Centers are 
rich in resources to accommodate stu-
dent interests. 
 Agendas—used with students after 
preassessment is completed. Teachers 
design the agendas based on students’ 
needs. These are used to guide stu-
dents through Tier 2 and 3 learning 
experiences.
 Exit cards—used in any Tier to 
assess student learning; their use as 
students move through independent 
assignments is a valuable tool in Tiers 
2 and 3.   
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 Learning contracts—used to manage gifted students’ 
learning while the teacher works with other students in the 
classroom. Contracts allow students to work on appropri-
ately challenging curriculum while acquiring independent 
study skills. 
 Teachers who use instructional management strategies 
and allow students opportunities to work with best prac-
tices and research-based strategies are creating an environ-
ment for gifted students that is appropriate and rewarding 
for all.

EXAMPLES OF TIER 3 INTERVENTIONS 
FOR GIFTED STUDENTS

Independent Study
 A primary goal for educators is to prepare students 
for Tier 3, an independent study project. All gifted stu-
dents should move to this level following instruction in the 
basic elements of research. Not only does Tier 3 require an 
understanding of research methodology, it also includes the 
necessary instruction needed to create a product of profes-
sional quality. The entire project is then presented to an 
audience of professionals and peers. 
 According to the Texas State Plan for Gifted Education, 
identified gifted students should be allowed the opportu-
nity to work with all students, in groups with peers that 
are gifted, and alone. Tier 3 meets the independent study 
requirement of the Texas State Plan. The Texas Performance 
Standards Project (TPSP, 2011), which was initiated by 
the Texas Education Agency, is an ideal way to meet the 
requirements of Tier 3. 
 In order for students to succeed in Tier 3, the following 
skills are required:

 • an understanding of the research process,
 • the ability to distinguish what makes a quality prod-
uct, and

 • the skill to communicate professionally, both written 
and orally.

The Research Process 
 In order for students to grasp the elements of the 
research process, they must first understand what research 
is. According to the Encarta Electronic Dictionary, research 
is “an organized study; methodical investigation into a sub-
ject in order to discover facts, to establish or revise a theory, 
or to develop a plan of action based on the facts discovered.” 
In other words, research is the discovery of facts that can 
lead to the production of new knowledge or the gaining of a 
better understanding of a topic in order to create a solution 
to an existing problem. 
 Traditional research required students to research a 
topic and write a paper about what was learned. Research 
today requires students to deal with questions that have 

no known answers or identify problems without current 
solutions. Students need to learn how to develop research 
questions that have no predefined answer. The outcome of 
their research will be the production of new knowledge, 
products, and potential solutions to real-world problems. 
According to Renzulli (1977), superior gifted programs 
challenge students to become producers of new knowledge, 
rather than consumers of existing knowledge.
 There are many programs available today to educate stu-
dents on conducting a research project. Most include the fol-
lowing skills: authentic research, product, and presentation.

Authentic Research
 Authentic research requires students to define the 
research problem and make a hypothesis about a possible 
solution. Once the problem is defined, students must pose 
genuine research questions in order to make a hypothesis. 
 Once the research questions are written, students are 
ready to design their research study. The correct research 
methodology for the topic being investigated must be chosen. 
Each discipline requires a different method of gathering and 
analyzing data, then using it to discover new knowledge. 
According to Schack and Starko (1998) in Research Comes 
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Alive, there are three main research 
designs: descriptive, historical, and 
experimental. Descriptive research 
simply means to describe. It answers 
questions about “how things are now.” 
Historical research involves explor-
ing the past by attempting to answer 
questions about “how things were in 
the past.” Reconstructing the past as 
accurately as possible in order to create 
an original thesis about the question 
is the purpose of this type of research. 
Experimental research investigates the 
cause and effect of things that hap-
pen. This type of research involves a 
control group, changes the variables of 
one group, and then compares it to the 
other group. 
 The next step is to gather the data. 
A variety of methods for obtaining 
the data should be considered when 
refining the questions and designing 
the study. This aspect of the research 
project can lead to success or failure. 
The required data that are needed to 
complete the research project may or 
may not be present in the student’s 
environment. 
 Students should use as many 
primary resources as possible to help 
them refine their questions. They must 
also be taught how to distinguish 
whether the resources are credible. 
There are so many pieces of data avail-
able through modern technology that 
students must learn how to review the 
data and choose only the quality infor-
mation that will be helpful in refining 
their questions. The gathering of data 
also includes skills such as note taking, 
summarizing, and citing sources.
 After the students have gathered 
the needed data, they must organize 
their research and possibly refine the 
research question(s). At this point in 
the process, students are ready to carry 
out the research by collecting and 
analyzing more data and testing their 
hypothesis. Once they have found sup-
port for, or disproved, their hypoth-
esis, they are ready for the last step: 
presenting their findings by creating 
a product and presentation.

Product and Presentation
 A product can be any representa-
tion of learning that the student wishes 
to share with an audience and can be 
produced from any of the five categories 
of learning styles: oral, written, visual, 
kinesthetic, and technological. Giving 
students the opportunity to use their 
dominant learning style will enhance 
the product creation experience. 
 The student should be encour-
aged to create a product of professional 
quality. In order for students to create 
a professional product, they must first 
understand what defines a “quality” 
product, which requires teacher instruc-
tion in this critical area. The following 
issues must be considered when teaching 
students about quality products:

 • instructional intent of the study,
 • time associated with completing 
the product,

 • expense of the product, and
 • assessment of the product.

Students must also be taught that a 
quality product requires the following 
components:

 • content accuracy;
 • plan for the product;
 • presentation of learning within 
the product, which includes orga-
nization and written aspects;

 • creativity and innovation require-
ment; and

 • self-reflection of learning.

Each component is essential for pro-
ducing a quality product (Boswell & 
Carlile, 2010).
 The last step of an independent 
study is the presentation of learn-
ing. As noted in the book, RtI for the 
Gifted Student, the presentation can 
be compared to icing on the cake; 
without icing, the cake is not as good. 
The research process is “not as good” 
without the presentation (Boswell & 
Carlile, 2010).
 Teachers cannot assume that stu-
dents know how to present the findings 
from their learning. The students must 

be taught how to organize and present 
newly acquired information and should 
be encouraged to practice in front of 
family and friends before the final pre-
sentation. Student presentations can be 
videotaped and stored on a website such 
as TeacherTube so the audience can be 
broadened even more.
 It is never too early to allow students 
to stand in front of the class and talk 
or present something of interest to their 
peers. This experience gives students a 
feeling of self-confidence when asked to 
give a presentation before others.
 An independent study is no easy 
task for students. In order to utilize 
their gifts and talents, they must be 
challenged to move from teacher-
directed to self-directed learners, as 
required in Tier 3. The ultimate goal 
in an independent study is to allow 
students to select their content, cre-
ate a time frame of the study, define a 
problem, develop research questions, 
explore resources, create an innovative 
product, and present their findings to 
an audience. This process is a valu-
able life skill that not only challenges 
the gifted students, but also provides 
needed skills for their future education 
and career choices.

CONCLUSION
 Response to Intervention is for 
all students, including gifted/talented 
(G/T) students. G/T students struggle 
when the curriculum does not meet the 
pace of their learning abilities, does not 
include best practice for gifted think-
ers, or does not tie to their interests. 
Recognizing G/T students’ learning 
needs and interests, responding with 
research-based curriculum methods, 
and matching all with best practice will 
facilitate RtI for G/T students.
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WHAT IS ASSESSMENT?

ssessment� is often confused with testing, and granted the two terms 

are related but they do not refer to the same thing. Assessment 

refers to the process of collecting information that can be used for 

evaluation while a test is a tool used to gather the information 

(Miller, Linn, & Gronlund, 2009). Tests provide a piece of the assessment 

puzzle, while other instruments, such as surveys, observations, interviews, ques-

tionnaires, or checklists, may be used as a part of a comprehensive assessment 

to form a more complete picture of an individual or program. The assessment 

process should include a systematic approach to gather the information neces-

sary to make informed decisions about gifted education outcomes individualized 

for students (Johnsen, Sulak, & Rollins, 2012).

 An assessment may evaluate a 
program, a person, a behavior, or 
even an objective. Although assess-
ment has been traditionally used as a 
way to improve existing outcomes, as 
a part of a Response to Intervention 
(RtI) framework, assessment becomes 
the engine that drives instruction 
(Johnsen, et al., 2012). According to 
the current gifted education program-
ming standards, assessment should 
be used for identification, learning 
progress and outcomes, and evalua-
tion of programming. The assessment 
program in an RtI framework meets 
the requirements of Standard 2 of 
the National Association for Gifted 
Children (NAGC) programming 
standards (Johnsen, 2012).
 Although RtI has been applied 
to students with special needs, the 
framework may not be as familiar to 
teachers of gifted students. Decisions 
for educational programming under 
RtI are supported by data collected 
through ongoing assessment, which 
includes universal screening, progress 
monitoring, and diagnostic assessments 
(Riccomini & Witzel, 2010). An RtI 
framework consists of three or four 
tiers of increasingly intense educational 
intervention, and the information from 
the assessments are used to place stu-
dents in the appropriate tier. For ease 

of illustration, the following discussion 
will be based on a three-tier system 
and will focus on progress monitoring 
and universal screening. Movement 
between the tiers, unlike movement 
in and out of typical gifted programs, 
remains fluid and a student is able to 
capitalize on existing strengths while 
bolstering any weaknesses. RtI, like 
the NAGC gifted education program-
ming standards, supports a develop-
mental perspective on gifts and talents 
(Johnsen, 2012). The following dis-
cussion will demonstrate the utility of 
the RtI framework of assessment for a 
gifted program and connect this utility 
to NAGC Programming Standard 2: 
Assessment (Johnsen, 2012).

TIER 1 AND  
UNIVERSAL SCREENING

 Tier 1 ensures all students receive 
research-based instruction, high quality 
classroom instruction, while universal 
screening serves to identify students 
working above and below the cur-
rent grade level. Typically, Tier 1 can 
serve 80–90% of all students effec-
tively, including students with excep-
tionalities (Colorado Department of 
Education, 2008; Fuchs, Compton, 
Fuchs, Bryant, & Davis, 2008). High-
quality, research-based instruction is 

implemented across the entire cam-
pus for Tier 1, so students receive a 
seamless standard of instruction from 
electives to core classes. The instruc-
tion under Tier 1 may be considered 
preventative, because it is designed to 
catch and remediate any small deficien-
cies before the deficit requires a larger, 
more intense intervention. For gifted 
programming, scientific research-based 
Tier 1 instruction across the campus 
will ensure many of the NAGC gifted 
programming standards are consis-
tently met. The assessment of Tier 1 
instruction through progress monitor-
ing and universal screening will ensure 
the NAGC gifted programming stan-
dards are translated into measurable 
learning outcomes. 
 Universal screening will be 
addressed first because it functions 
as a brief tool to assess the NAGC 
Standard 2: Assessment. Universal 
screening can serve as a beginning of 
the identification process, assess stu-
dents’ learning progress and outcomes, 
and evaluate the overall health of a 
program. Typically, universal screen-
ing is used as a first-line identification 
tool for students who may be at risk 
for learning disabilities; however, it 
functions well as a tool for meeting 
the gifted standard for assessment 
because it consists of a brief assess-
ment conducted at set intervals, and 
it is tied to skills that are predictive of 
future educational outcomes (Hughes 
& Dexter, 2011). 

WHAT IS UNIVERSAL 
SCREENING?

 Universal screening is admin-
istered three times a year to assess 
the progress of students individu-
ally and as a group. The screening 
instrument needs to be brief, but also 
should be reliable, valid, and tied to 
evidence-based classroom practices 
(VanDerHeyden & Burns, 2010). For 
example, an instrument is considered 
reliable if the screening tool produces 
consistent measurements. If the 



 TeXas assocIaTIoN for The GIfTed aNd TaleNTed 19

screening tool is administered twice, 
scores for each student should be cor-
related, or have a large part of each 
score in common. Interestingly, this 
could mean the instrument is mea-
suring the wrong thing consistently 
and as such, validity is another con-
sideration when choosing a universal 
screening. Validity refers to whether 
the scores of an instrument measures 
what it purports to measure, but it also 
applies to the acceptability of using the 
scores for the given purpose with the 
current sample of individuals (Miller, 
et al., 2009). When choosing a univer-
sal screening instrument, the psycho-
metrics, which includes information 
on reliability and validity, should be 
considered. 
 Publishers should make the psy-
chometric properties of a universal 
screening instrument available for 
users. When reading technical infor-
mation on instruments, the jargon can 
be intimidating. For example, teacher 
education programs may not require 
a course in assessment, and as such, 
the graduates may not be familiar with 
the technical language of psychomet-
rics and statistics. Obvious things 
to consider would be the cost of the 
instrument for each student and the 
time required for administration, but 
the underlying psychometric qualities 
must be considered as well. The valid-
ity of the instrument may be addressed 
through a purpose statement or the 
publisher may offer some statistical 
support for aspects of validity. Validity 
information should include the grades 
and ages for which the instrument is 
appropriate, the knowledge or con-
cepts assessed, the scores produced, 
and the interpretation of the produced 
scores. Additional information on the 
psychometric properties may include a 
factor analysis showing how the indi-
vidual test items relate to a construct, 
such as phonological awareness, or 
other statistical information showing 
how the items discriminate between 
groups of individuals based on the 
construct being measured, a property 

which may be referred to as discrimi-
nate validity.
 Discriminate validity may also 
be referred to as sensitivity and speci-
ficity. Sensitivity means the instru-
ment’s scores discriminate between 
students who need something beyond 
Tier 1 and students who do not 
(VanDerHeyden & Burns, 2010). In 
the case of gifted students, a sensitive 
instrument should detect the students 
who require additional assistance in 
the form of in-class enrichment or 
acceleration. The results of a sensitive 
universal screening instrument may be 
used as part of the argument for iden-
tification of gifted students, especially 
within the underrepresented subpopu-
lations on a campus. 

 As opposed to sensitivity, speci-
ficity refers to rates of false positives 
(VanDerHeyden & Burns, 2010). 
Specificity will result in identification 
of students who may or may not need 
additional services, which could be 
both a positive and a negative for a 
gifted program. If a gifted program 
is having an issue with underidenti-
fication of students, then it may be a 
consequence of the instrument rather 
than a reflection on the gifted behav-
iors of the students. An instrument 
with a higher false positive rate may 
allow additional identifications, which 
could open the gifted program to a 
diverse population and give students 
the opportunity to receive the benefits 
of enrichment or Tier 2 services. On 
the other hand, an instrument with 

too high of a false positive rate will 
identify students who may struggle 
under a Tier 2 intervention. If a large 
number of students struggle under 
Tier 2 interventions, then this may 
mean the specificity of the instru-
ment is too high. Choosing the uni-
versal screening instrument for a gifted 
program often involves a balancing 
act between sensitivity and specific-
ity, because the two share an inverse 
relationship. Individual programs have 
the latitude to decide which is more 
important—specificity or sensitivity.
 Once a gifted program chooses to 
utilize an RtI framework and decides 
on the specific criteria for the uni-
versal screening instrument, then it 
is time to locate the instrument that 
fits the program’s specific needs. The 
Internet contains many free and cost-
based programs with universal screen-
ing instruments. For example, http://
www.aimsweb.com is a website dedi-
cated to assessment and data manage-
ment under an RtI framework. It is 
easy to use the site to locate off-level 
instruments for screening students 
who may be advanced in a specific 
content area or to browse examples 
of instruments that may be used as 
inspiration to create a new instrument 
tailored to the needs of a specific pop-
ulation. Other websites, such as http://
www.rti4success.org, contain psycho-
metric data on a variety of screening 
instruments. Many of the websites 
are designed for use with students at 
risk for poor educational outcomes, 
but may be adapted for use with stu-
dents who need additional enrichment 
beyond the Tier 1 general education 
curriculum.
 By implementing an RtI frame-
work with universal screening, the 
gifted program will be making 
strides toward meeting the NAGC 
Programming Standard 2: Assessment. 
These instruments may open the iden-
tification process to students typically 
missed by single-administration iden-
tification tools or teacher recommen-
dations and can increase the diversity 

These instruments may open 
the identification process 

to students typically missed 
by single-administration 

identification tools or 
teacher recommendations 

and can increase the 
diversity of the gifted 

program without lowering 
the high academic 

standards.
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of the gifted program without lower-
ing the high academic standards. In 
addition, the results of the universal 
screening instrument among the stu-
dents served in gifted programs can be 
used to track key learning outcomes 
over the course of the year as well as 
provide data on the gifted program’s 
overall effectiveness. When more spe-
cific feedback on individual student 
and program growth is required, the 
universal screening results can be 
supplemented with information from 
progress monitoring.

WHAT IS PROGRESS 
MONITORING?

  Progress monitoring allows for 
the systematic tracking of progress 
through data and can be used to evalu-
ate group, as well as individual, prog-
ress. A student moved to Tier 2 or Tier 
3 of a gifted program should be moni-
tored for progress on the outcomes or 
goal for the current tier (Colorado 
Department of Education, 2008). In 
Tier 1, the universal screening instru-
ment may provide a global indica-
tion of student growth, but progress 
monitoring of specific objectives can 
be used within the Tier 1 framework 
if needed. This may occur when a stu-
dent excels in many areas but struggles 
with a specific set of objectives or when 
a student is excelling overall but the 
decision to move to a Tier 2 strat-
egy has not yet been made. Progress 
monitoring allows fluid movement 
between tiers of service by provid-

ing data on which to base these deci-
sions (McDougal, Graney, Wright, & 
Ardoin, 2010). It also allows the real-
time adjustment of instruction to fit 
the needs of individual students.
 Many of the same psychometric 
criteria used for selecting a universal 
screening instrument should be used 
with the selection of progress monitor-
ing tools. One difference between the 
two types of instruments is that prog-
ress monitoring occurs much more 
frequently than universal screening. 
Because of the frequency of use, reli-
ability and validity are primary con-
cerns for progress monitoring tools. An 
instrument that is not reliable may pro-
vide different scores with each adminis-
tration, but it is difficult to attribute the 
score changes to actual learning (Miller, 
et al., 2009). Using an instrument that 
does not produce valid results may have 
even graver consequences, such as mak-
ing programmatic changes based on 
invalid data (McDougal et al., 2010). 
An instrument’s publisher should pro-
vide information on validity and reli-
ability. The other concerns addressed 
in the section on universal screening 
instruments should also be taken into 
consider when choosing a progress 
monitoring tool. 
 Many schools choose to use cur-
riculum-based measurement (CBM) 
to monitor student progress in an 
RtI framework. This practice was 
first used in special education as a 
way to identify specific objectives 
(often referred to as individual educa-
tion goals) and then track a student’s 

progress over time on these objectives. 
Since CBM is aligned to the Tier 1 
curriculum and the standards of the 
state, progress on the CBM also means 
progress in the general education cur-
riculum (National Research Center 
on Learning Disabilities [NRCLD], 
2006). For gifted education, CBM 
may be used to accelerate content and 
measure student progress on material 
beyond what is offered in the gen-
eral education curriculum. A typical 
CBM is criterion-referenced, mean-
ing it is aligned to a specific body of 
knowledge, but in a gifted program, 
the body of knowledge may be tai-
lored to the needs of the program and 
individual students (NRCLD, 2006). 
CBM gives teachers a tool to indicate 
progress, whether or not the goals 
are tied to the general education cur-
riculum. Because the procedures for 
administering and scoring CBMs are 
standardized, positive changes in the 
scores are generally taken as evidence 
of progress. 
 As suggested previously, instruc-
tional decision can be adjusted continu-
ously based on data collected through 
progress monitoring with CBM. 
Because of this, decision rules must 
be created. A decision rule determines 
the level of performance on CBM that 
is considered satisfactory; when prog-
ress exceeds or falls below this level, 
instructional change is warranted 
(VanDerHeyden & Burns, 2010). 
For gifted students, the decision rule 
may be used as a gateway between the 
tiers of services such that performance 
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exceeding the decision rule may lead to 
movement to a higher tier while perfor-
mance below that standard may lead to 
a return to a previous tier. Because the 
movement is fluid, the gifted student 
can move seamlessly between the dif-
ferent tiers of service based on progress 
monitoring data.
 The decision rule criteria needs 
to be set according to the needs of 
the gifted program and the needs of 
the student population to be served. 
Placement in tiers based on the rule 
creates a “high-stakes” atmosphere 
and as such, care should be taken in 
the creation and implementation of 
the rule. For special education, the 
decision rule is typically calculated 
according to an analysis of trend and 
level, but gifted programs can decide 
to how to structure the decision rule. 
Analysis of the level of performance 
is the easiest way to calculate prog-
ress. This involves knowing the local 
normative performance on a CBM, 
or how the average student body per-
forms in the beginning of the year and 
the end of the year. When these points 
are plotted on a graph, the line con-
necting them represents the goal line, 
or the line used for a decision rule. As 
students are measured using CBM, the 
points are plotted on a graph with the 
goal line. The location of the points on 
the plot shows the level of performance 
at that time.
 Analysis of the trend occurs 
when the lines from performance at 
each time point are connected. This 
squiggly line represents the trend of 
a student’s performance over time. 
One decision rule often used in spe-
cial education involves the use of the 
student’s performance line and the 
plotted points from performance at 
each time point (NRCLD, 2006). A 
simple visual analysis of the student’s 
performance line should indicate if 
the student is improving, or has a line 
slope that is positive. If the student 
is improving and has four sequential 
data points above the goal line, a spe-
cial education student is moved to a 

less restrictive tier (NRCLD, 2006). 
For gifted education, four sequential 
data points above the goal line and a 
positive performance line for the stu-
dent may indicate the need for more 
advanced instruction, such as that 
found in a higher tier. The following 
example may clarify the utility of this 
decision rule. 
 A fourth-grade student identified 
as gifted is currently served in the gen-
eral education classroom with Tier 2 
small-group instruction for advanced 
math. Progress in advanced math has 
been tracked through CBM at a fifth-
grade level. For the past 4 weeks, the 
student has scored above the expected 
goal line for a typical fifth-grade stu-
dent, indicating the gifted student is 
moving through the math materials 
at a faster pace and with better under-
standing than the average fifth-grade 
student. When the performance points 
are connected, the student’s perfor-
mance line has a slope that exceeds 
the goal line and has four consecutive 
data points above the goal line. See 
Figure 1 for a visual example.
 An analysis of the graph shows 

four consecutive data points above 
the goal line, as well as a progress line 
that exceeds the slope of the goal line. 
According to the decision rule men-
tioned, the student needs a change 
of instruction, which could mean 
a move to Tier 3 instruction. For a 
student who struggles, this would 
mean less frequent progress monitor-
ing and movement to less restrictive 
tier. For gifted students, Tier 3 means 
a move towards a more individualized 
program with additional enrichment 
designed to continue the student’s 
exceptional growth as well as more 
frequent progress monitoring. Most 
programs estimate the percentage of 
students needing Tier 3 instruction to 
be approximately 5% of the student 
body (Riccomini & Witzel, 2010). 
Moving a student to Tier 3 may also 
signal the need for a diagnostic evalu-
ation to gather additional informa-
tion on the student’s unique pattern 
of strengths and weaknesses.

DIAGNOSTIC ASSESSMENT
 A diagnostic assessment is used 

Figure 1. The student progress line exceeds the slope of the goal line 
and four consecutive data points are above the goal line. The student 
is progressing faster than the average rate and is performing at a 
higher level; therefore, the student should be given additional inter-
ventions designed to match this unique set of needs.
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to establish a pattern of a student’s 
strengths and weaknesses for design-
ing individualized or small-group 
instruction (Colorado Department of 
Education, 2008). This is probably the 
type of assessment with which gifted 
educators are most familiar, but RtI 
uses the results of a diagnostic assess-
ment to plan instruction as well as eval-
uate a student. Diagnostic assessments 
can be used as both formative and 
summative assessments (Riccomini & 
Witzel, 2010). As a summative assess-
ment, diagnostic assessments provide 
information on program success and 
student progress during a specified time 
period. When used as a part of forma-
tive assessment, the diagnostic assess-
ment provides direction for additional 
instruction in Tier 3 (Brown, 2012). 
For example, diagnostic assessments 
identify student strengths and weak-
nesses. If the results are used to design 
instruction, the diagnostic assessment 

is considered a formative measure, but 
if the results are used to assess a learn-
ing outcome after instruction, then the 
diagnostic assessment is considered a 
summative measure.
 Diagnostic assessments for gifted 
learners in an RtI framework include 
many types of evaluation tools used 
to meet the NAGC standards with 
students who need additional instruc-
tion beyond Tier 2. These assessments 
can support the NAGC gifted educa-
tion programming standards’ develop-
mental approach to gifts and talents 
(Johnsen, 2012). The assessments 
could include performances, portfo-
lios, observation protocol, standard-
ized assessments designed for gifted 
individuals, and interest inventories. 
As a means to identify areas for accel-
eration or in-depth independent study, 
the instruments used for diagnostic 
assessments should provide the data 
needed to design advanced instruction 

that capitalizes on a student’s strengths. 
The same psychometric considerations 
used for choosing a universal screen-
ing instrument or progress monitoring 
tool should be followed when choosing 
instruments for diagnostic assessment. 
 According to the NAGC gifted 
education programming standards, 
early identification increases the chances 
of gifted ability growing into talent in 
any student population. The selection of 
diagnostic assessments should be guided 
by the “inclusive, developmental view-
point” adopted under the new program-
ming standards. As such, diagnostic 
assessments in an RtI program should 
assess for gifts in multiple domains, 
including creativity and general intel-
ligence (Johnsen, 2012).

GENERAL CONCLUSIONS
 Assessment in RtI is used to gather 
Continued on page 40
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A BRIEF HISTORY OF RTI

T
hroughout  our educa-
tional history, we have 
debated how to improve 
our schools. Historical fig-
ures such as Thomas Paine 
and Horace Mann, studies 

like the Committee of Ten’s curricu-
lum study and the Association for the 
Advancement of Progressive Education’s 
Eight Year Study, and reports such as 
A Nation At Risk and Goals 2000 con-
tributed to this conversation (Public 
Broadcasting System, 2001). 
 One significant reform that 
changed the landscape of education 
occurred in 1975 when Congress 

enacted the Education for All 
Handicapped Children Act (Public 
Law 94-142), a critical piece of leg-
islation that guaranteed a free, public 
education to students with disabilities. 
Previously many of these students were 
either institutionalized and excluded 
from or provided only limited access 
to the educational system (U.S. 
Department of Education, 2007). It 
has been periodically reauthorized 
and updated to continue to provide 
improved options for these students. 
The 1990 revisions included renaming 
the legislation as the Individuals with 
Disabilities Act (IDEA).
 The most recent reauthorization of 
IDEA in 2004 (when it was renamed 

to the Individuals with Disabilities 
Education Improvement Act, or 
IDEIA) is significant to gifted edu-
cation. This revision included several 
notable changes. It:

 • Removed the requirement for 
school districts to use the “signifi-
cant discrepancy” formula based 
on IQ tests that was previously the 
benchmark for special education 
services. 

 • Gave schools the option of 
addressing academic failure 
early by using data to implement 
increasingly intensive research-
based instructional interventions 
for struggling students and moni-
tor their progress. 

Response to 
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Education

Stories 
From Wisconsin
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 • Emphasized collaboration among 
classroom teachers, special educa-
tion teachers, and other support 
professionals to meet the needs of 
struggling students.

These changes came to be known 
as Response to Intervention or RtI. 
It meant that children no longer had 
to “wait to fail” before they received 
help. Instead, schools used a problem-
solving approach that drew on mul-
tiple sources of data to make decisions 
about appropriate learning opportuni-
ties for students. Although Response 
to Intervention is rooted in special 
education, it is not just a framework 
for meeting the needs of students with 
disabilities. It also holds promise for 
supporting the academic and behav-
ioral success of all students, including 
those with gifts and talents. It is a sys-
tem that we have put into practice in 
Wisconsin.

A PROBLEM-SOLVING 
APPROACH IN WISCONSIN

 The problem-solving approach 
that is the hallmark of Response to 
Intervention was originally intended 
to be used for struggling students. 
However, we have successfully applied 
it to high-ability/high-potential stu-
dents in Wisconsin, as well. This 
problem-solving process has a variety 
of names: Student Intervention Team, 
Child Study Team, and Building 
Consultation Team are a few we use 
in our state. No matter the label, the 
steps for making decisions about what 
learning comes next for students are 
the same. 
 The Wisconsin Department of 
Public Instruction, in partnership 
with the Wisconsin Educational 
Communications Board, spent the 
2010–2011 school year document-
ing the RtI journeys of three school 
districts in the state. Four profes-
sionally produced videos are avail-
able for viewing at http://www.ecb.
org/rti. One video is for “Getting 

Started.” Each of the other three 
focuses on one aspect of Wisconsin’s 
RtI framework: Collaboration, High 
Quality Instruction, and Balanced 
Assessment. Accompanying the videos 
are Conversation Starters for reflection 
or collegial discussions and materials 
to “Go Deeper.” The two bonus videos 
for Collaboration give us the oppor-
tunity to sit in on two uncut Student 
Intervention Team meetings for Blake, 
a student with gifts and talents.

MORE WISCONSIN STORIES 
 To further understand the 
impact of RtI on gifted education in 
Wisconsin, leaders from five school 
districts in the state were interviewed:

 • Tracy Donich, Director of 
Curriculum, Instruction, and 
Assessment, Beloit Area School 
District (Beloit Area School 
District is a K–12 urban school 
district of about 7,000 students 
that has been using RtI for stu-
dents with gifts and talents for the 
past 2 years).

 • Dana Sommerfeld, Director 
of State and Federal Programs, 
Chippewa Falls Area Unified 
School District (Chippewa Falls 
Area Unified School District is a 
K–12 rural district of about 5,000 
students that has been using the 
RtI model for about 4 years).

 • Sara Stone, Principal, West Side 
Elementary School, Elkhorn 
Area School District (West Side 
Elementary School is a K–5 school 
of 492 students that has used RtI 
for students with gifts and talents 
for 3 years now).

 • Sue Schaar, TAG Coordinator, 
Madison Metropolitan School 
District (Madison Metropolitan 
School District is a K–12 urban 
district of almost 27,000 students 
that has just begun using RtI for 
students with advanced learning 
needs).

 • Amy Miller, Gifted & Talented 
Coordinator, Oregon School 

District (The Oregon School 
District is located in a small 
Wisconsin town; there are 
approximately 3,700 students in 
the district).

 Each of these educators was asked 
the following four questions: 

1. What systemic successes have you 
had by including gifted in your 
RtI framework? 

2. What challenges did you experi-
ence implementing RtI for gifted 
and how did you overcome them?

3. How have students benefitted 
from including gifted education 
into your RtI framework?

4. What pointers do you have for 
those who are considering embed-
ding gifted education into an RtI 
framework or are in the early 
stages of implementation? 

SYSTEMIC SUCCESSES
 Because Response to Intervention 
represents a systems change, we would 
expect to see systemic successes. Our five 
Wisconsin educators had stories to share. 
 Beloit Area School District began 
implementing RtI 3 years ago. Ms. 
Donich noted that the timing was a 
perfect storm for systems reform. There 
were only three G/T teachers for the 
entire school district, making it diffi-
cult for them to provide direct service 
to all high-ability students. The district 
had already been looking at the model 
designed by Winebrenner and Brulles 
(2008) for clustering as a way to better 
meet the needs of students with gifts 
and talents. It soon became evident that 
the research for clustering supported 
its use as an important strategy on the 
continuum of services for RtI. The G/T 
teachers were trained in clustering and 
peer coaching so that they could pro-
vide a gradual release of responsibility 
for high-ability students to classroom 
teachers. The resource teachers began 
by modeling effective differentiation, 
then cotaught these strategies with the 
classroom teacher, and finally observed 
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and supported the classroom teacher. 
RtI helped turn more responsibility for 
students with gifts and talents over to 
general education.
 Ms. Stone found that RtI has 
opened the door for teachers in her 
building in the Elkhorn Area School 
District to focus on student growth. 
She has noticed that there is a greater 
tendency for staff to say, “Courtney is 
here. In order to keep developing, she 
needs ______.” This change has also 
begun to break down artificial barri-
ers that grade levels sometimes create. 
Now, teachers more commonly pre-
test to form flexible groups of students 
based on their knowledge and skills. 
You can find these small groups all 
over the building. There are second 
graders using third grade trade books 
and fourth graders doing fifth grade 
math problems. RtI has changed the 
way teachers at West Side Elementary 
provide instruction.
 West Side Elementary has also 
begun working on the behavior side 
of RtI using Positive Behavioral 
Interventions and Supports (PBIS). Staff 
select a behavior to focus on, then design 
a Cool Tool, which Ms. Stone charac-
terized as “a mini-lesson to instruct 
students in expected behavior.” Ninety 
percent of teachers chose hallway behav-
ior as the first area to work on. A second-
grade teacher instructed students how 
to “hold a bubble in their mouths” as 
a Cool Tool to walk quietly in the hall. 
Her efforts and the efforts of other staff 
are paying off. They’ve discovered that 
if they reduce problem behavior, there’s 
more time for instruction.
 Dr. Schaar shared these two 
systemic successes for the Madison 
Metropolitan School District:

 • Reinforcing the notion that “all 
children need to grow” means 
exactly that—all children. It is 
interesting how many people have 
told me that until the application 
of RtI, the words “all children” 
were interpreted by them (at least 
internally) as “children who are 
typical and children who are strug-

gling.” Now when I reinforce that 
RtI provides a continuum of ser-
vices for all students, struggling to 
advanced, I start to see heads nod 
in the affirmative. This has been 
important for our district since 
TAG has historically been per-
ceived as an “entity out there some-
where,” not in any way embedded 
into the instructional “system.” 

 • The notion of instruction meeting 
the needs of all students on a con-
tinuum of instructional services 
and interventions is beginning to 
decrease the notion of labeling 
students for a “program,” espe-
cially one that is not well-known, 
not well understood, and/or per-
ceived as something that is elitist. 
The label had emphasized differ-
ences and, thus, exacerbated iso-
lation and “unkind remarks” or 
worse for many students.

Ms. Sommerfeld noted that gifted 
is incorporated into the Chippewa 
Falls Area Unified School District’s 
RtI framework. Because of this, its 
success mirrors the success of RtI in 
general. She shared: 

When a particular school, grade 
level, or even classroom has 
embraced and activated the RtI 
framework with enthusiasm and 
fidelity, the ‘gifted’ side has been 
implemented well. In those places 
where it has been difficult to move 
folks into RtI systems thinking, 
the progress is slower. The key is to 
have the ‘gifted’ RtI system evolve 
hand in hand with the ‘general’ 
RtI system.

She added that when RtI for gifted 
succeeds, resource teachers are able to 
spend more time coaching classroom 
teachers rather than providing direct 

C.P.’S CORNER
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service to students. In this way, many 
more students are impacted with very 
limited resources.
 Ms. Miller has noticed that 
RtI has brought the Oregon School 
District together with a common focus 
on student growth and the need to 
differentiate to meet the needs of all 
students. She elaborated:

RtI has also moved the district to a 
data-driven, student-need focused, 
multifaceted curriculum delivery 
model. Through our presentations 
to staff which demonstrated stu-
dent need in our gifted population 
and as staff began to assess and to 
evaluate data, student needs both 
on the high and low end created 
the momentum to change our cur-
riculum delivery to a more indi-
vidualized and student-focused 
model. We have moved from a 
“gifted department” that worked 
almost independently of the rest 
of the school to being a part of the 
new differentiated model that is 
driven by student needs and learn-
ing. In many classes, students who 
are top performers are now receiv-
ing differentiated assignments and 
instruction to better match their 
learning needs. The importance of 
all students demonstrating growth 
has brought all staff together with 
a common goal. Teachers with dif-
ferent areas of expertise are sharing 
information and ideas in a new 
collaborative model. We are still 
at the very early stages of K–12 
RtI, but have seen great benefits 
for staff and students already.

IMPLEMENTATION 
CHALLENGES

 Any system change bring chal-
lenges in implementation. The expe-
riences of our five Wisconsin educators 
should provide useful information for 
other educators.
 The primary challenge for each 
of these school districts was helping 

educators, parents, and school board 
members shift their thinking to embrace 
a new way of delivering services. In 
the past, pull-out with a gifted spe-
cialist was a common element of the 
service model. Staff and parents relied 
on these sessions to meet the needs of 
high-ability students. Ms. Sommerfeld 
pointed out that implementing RtI 
means “changing the viewpoint of 
‘gifted’ as a separate entity or service 
to one of being embedded into a part 
of a larger system.” 
 For educators, this shift has impli-
cations for professional development. 
Madison Metropolitan School District 
(MMSD) found that this can be frus-
trating. Dr. Schaar explained:

One of our biggest challenges is the 
professional development necessary 
to enable educators to master the 
mindset and the requirements of 
the [RtI] model. MMSD is just 
starting to implement the model 
and to roll out Core Standards 
at the same time. While this is a 
welcomed marriage in the eyes of 
many of us, the professional devel-
opment requirements are stagger-
ing. As a department whose focus 
is to facilitate the interventions 
for advanced learners, we have to 
be creative in figuring out ways 
to embed what we can in general 
professional development while 
offering support for cluster teachers 
and those who provide advanced/
honors classes.

Chippewa Falls Area Unified 
School District, on the other hand, 
has experienced some success in this 
area. Ms. Sommerfeld stated: 

Our success . . . has been having 
the ability to create ‘aha’ moments 
with staff during professional 
development. One way we have 
been able to create these moments 
has been when a classroom teacher 
has contacted a G/T resource 
teacher for assistance. The G/T 
specialist then is able to provide 

personalized coaching to walk 
the teacher through the RtI pro-
cess. The classroom teacher will 
often share her successful experi-
ence with others in the building, 
helping to strengthen everyone’s 
understanding of the RtI process 
and benefits for all students.

 The shift in service delivery mod-
els also requires helping school board 
members and parents understand 
the change. The pull-out programs 
of the past were visible and parents 
could point to services that their stu-
dent received. With the move to RtI, 
clustering, classroom differentiation, 
and shared responsibility, gifted edu-
cation has become more integrated. 
Ms. Donich noted that communica-
tion has been the key to helping the 
school board and parents understand 
this change. Their G/T newsletter pro-
vides information about identification, 
contests, program opportunities, and 
more. In order to make it more eas-
ily accessible to anyone who wants to 
read it, the school district has placed 
the G/T newsletter on its website. In 
addition, Dornich makes sure that 
gifted education is on the school 
board agenda every semester. Gifted 
staff report program data so that board 
members are updated on the progress 
of initiatives, but they also take the 
opportunity to educate board mem-
bers about critical elements of the RtI 
service model like clustering, the five 
areas of identification, and so forth.
 In addition to changing service 
delivery, RtI changes the way schools 
carry out identification. Educators, 
parents, and school board members 
also need time to assimilate this shift 
in thinking. Rather than setting 
static criteria that results in students 
being “in” or “out” of a “program,” 
RtI uses a fluid identification process 
that responds to student needs as they 
change. This often eliminates the use 
of the “gifted” label for students. But, 
we believe that it’s more important 
to recognize a student’s needs and to 
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provide appropriate learning oppor-
tunities than it is to affix a label. For 
example, let’s say Sara enters kinder-
garten ready to read. The core cur-
riculum, however, focuses on letter 
recognition and letter sounds. In the 
past, instead of providing her oppor-
tunities to advance her reading skills, 
we might have had a conversation that 
went something like this (you might 
be familiar with it): 

We shouldn’t allow her to par-
ticipate in guided reading groups 
with the first graders. After all, we 
don’t know if she’s really gifted. 
She might just be an early reader. 
Her family has a lot of books in 
the house and took her to a lot 
of museums, you know. We won’t 
be able to tell if she’s really gifted 
until third grade. And we don’t 
want her to miss any instruction 
until then in case she’s not really 
gifted. So, she should just work 

with the rest of class on letter rec-
ognition and sounds.

 Response to Intervention elimi-
nates this debate, this “wait to succeed” 
argument. It doesn’t really matter if we 
call Sara “gifted” as a kindergartner 
or not. Clearly, she is beyond the core 
curriculum and needs something very 
different, whatever the reason. If she is 
a typical reader by the time she gets to 
third grade, then the core curriculum 
will meet her needs. We don’t have to 
“de-gift” her at that point and blame 
the kindergarten teacher for “misiden-
tifying” her. We simply respond to her 
instructional level. But, this is not an 
easy shift in thinking for our school 
districts. Ms. Miller summarized it well: 
“We are still struggling with the percep-
tion of ‘once gifted always gifted’ from 
a school/community perspective. It will 
be a challenge to move to a model where 
student needs in a given year will drive 
services needed—some years a student 
may need gifted services and others not.”

 Scheduling was identified as a sec-
ond major challenge in several school 
districts. A couple, examples will pro-
vide a glimpse of the issues. Beloit was 
able to build in “intervention time” into 
all of its K–12 schedules. Initially, only 
struggling students received instruc-
tion because there were staff in every 
building to do this. Gifted special-
ists, on the other hand, were stretched 
more thinly across the district—one for 
approximately every six buildings. So, 
the challenge lay in figuring out how 
high-ability students could also be 
served during this intervention time. 
The answer lay in redefining services for 
students with gifts and talents as a col-
laborative responsibility. Once this shift 
was made, educators other than gifted 
specialists came forward to work with 
the high-ability students. West Side 
Elementary also experienced challenges 
in scheduling. Ms. Stone wanted to 
provide a 30-minute RtI time for every 
grade level. Initially, the task seemed 
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overwhelming, but she called upon her 
grade-level teams to agree upon a com-
mon time for reading and math. She 
also arranged for a common weekly 
planning time for the grade-level teams.
 A third challenge, the language in 
state statutes for gifted education, was 
identified by Madison Metropolitan 
School District. Dr. Schaar stated that, 
“The nomenclature of the law does not 
always fit the RtI model. So the ques-
tions start—are we really satisfying 
the law? It is easy to be confused about 
this!” This observation points out that 
policy sometimes lags behind practice.

STUDENT SUCCESSES
Because a Response to Intervention 

framework is designed to focus on stu-
dents, it is valuable for us to hear how 
students have been impacted. Each of 
the five school districts had stories to 
share that indicate that RtI helps to 
better meet the needs of students with 
gifts and talents. One of the key reasons 
seems to be that RtI encourages us to 
focus on growth for all students. Dr. 
Schaar attributed this to progress mon-
itoring, which she observes, “requires 
the systematic examination of growth 
for students—and if such growth is not 
demonstrated, the RtI process requires 
investigation and problem solving to 
support continued growth for a stu-
dent. The systems approach embed-
ded into the RtI process holds us all 
accountable!”

The Chippewa Falls Area 
Unified School District, the Madison 
Metropolitan School District, the 
Elkhorn Area School District, and 
the Beloit Area School District all have 
success stories to share concerning stu-
dents with gifts and talents. 

Ms. Sommerfeld described one of 
her experiences in the Chippewa Falls 
Area Unified School District: 

We recently had a situation where 
a very young student was exhibit-
ing signs of high abilities in math-
ematics. By using our RtI system 

we were able to meet his imme-
diate needs as well as to monitor 
progress over time to determine 
if a more involved intervention 
would be necessary. Throughout 
the process we were able to pro-
vide the professional development 
needed for the classroom teacher 
to differentiate and adjust instruc-
tion not only for this student, but 
for others in the class, as well. The 
end result was an educational plan 
that was thoughtful, fluid, and 
developmentally appropriate for 
this student. 

Dr. Schaar has also found that 
RtI provides a framework for making 
thoughtful decisions about program-
ming for students. She noted that: 

The triangulation of data is an 
important step in the RtI process 
and one that we are embracing as a 
more objective way to match stu-
dents with appropriately challeng-
ing services/interventions. In the 
past, many decisions to accelerate, 
especially in math, were driven by 
well-meaning parents who felt that 
acceleration would fit the need for 
faster pace. Unfortunately, many 
times students were accelerated 
without mastery of the grade-
level standards, which meant they 
lacked the opportunity to develop 
a deep math foundation that they 
would need to succeed in higher 
level math.

 The Beloit Area School District 
has yet another story. Ms. Donich 
shared that Jason was recently referred 
to a building’s Student Intervention 
Team. He was brought to their atten-
tion because of his loud and disruptive 
behavior. In designing a behavioral 
intervention to address the problems, 
the team decided to ask Jason to select 
a reward that he would like to earn for 
exhibiting positive behavior. He asked 
to do math problems. Team members 
were surprised by his choice. As the 
classroom teacher observed Jason 

when he solved these math problems, 
she was even more surprised to dis-
cover that he excelled in the subject. 
His talent had not previously shown 
through because he did not complete 
his homework. He has since been sub-
ject accelerated.
 This notion that Response to 
Intervention helps us to find high-
potential students that we have histori-
cally missed is echoed by the Madison 
Metropolitan School District in two 
different areas. The first is twice-excep-
tional. Dr. Schaar shared that RtI 

makes it easier to understand how 
social-emotional-behavioral issues 
must be included in the larger 
educational picture and how a 
student may be struggling in one 
domain while excelling in another. 
It seems to help teachers under-
stand the needs of twice-excep-
tional students more explicitly 
than when students are identified 
for a program. 

Dr. Schaar also explained how 
the thoughtful use of RtI universal 
screeners can expand the talent pool: 

MMSD has been piloting the 
CogAT as a universal screener in 
grades 2 and 5. We are currently 
considering students scoring in the 
9th stanine as potential candidates 
for intensive services and students 
scoring in the 7th and 8th stan-
ines as potential candidates for 
focused talent development. In 
the process, we are noticing a rise 
in the number of students from 
typically underrepresented popu-
lations who are showing up on 
our ‘radar’ for further skill devel-
opment. This is an exciting and a 
welcome change.

 Finally, Ms. Miller observed that 
an emphasis on growth for high-ability 
students has had a surprising effect. It 
has resulted in improved instruction 
for all students. Interestingly, the gifted 
field has long maintained that if educa-
tors are prepared to use research-based 
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strategies for high-ability students, 
then all students in the classroom will 
benefit. Ms. Miller’s experiences in the 
Oregon School District appear to sup-
port this claim and the benefits of col-
laboration between general education 
and gifted education:

By focusing on growth for all stu-
dents, individualized and small 
group instruction models can be 
seen consistently in classrooms 
K–6. Differentiation is now seen 
consistently in classrooms K–8 and 
in many classrooms at our high 
school. Teachers are now looking 
at growth data and are collaborat-
ing with gifted professionals in 
buildings as to how to proceed to 
support individual students and to 
change teaching practices to bet-
ter meet the needs of all learners. 
Assessments are becoming more 
prescriptive to match student 
needs: if a student is well below 
grade level or significantly above 
grade level, that student will take 
an assessment that better matches 
his/her ability and can truly mea-
sure growth. We are now evaluating 
assessments to find new tools that 
will demonstrate growth because 
it is difficult to find assessments 
that measure growth in our high-
est achieving students. With bet-
ter measures, students, parents, 
and teachers can more effectively 
understand student needs. By hav-
ing all students included in the RtI 
framework, regrouping and differ-
entiation have become common-
place for students in our district. 
We have been able to continue our 
gifted programming at a high level 
and have also added service levels 
to better meet student needs. 

POINTERS
 The five Wisconsin gifted lead-
ers were asked what pointers they 
would give to those who are consider-
ing embedding gifted education into 

an RtI framework or who are in the 
early stages of implementation. They 
were eager to share the lessons they’ve 
learned.
 Ms. Donich offered two tips: 
“Frame conversations about students 
around evidence and data” and “It’s 
OK to take baby steps, but know 
where you’re headed.”

Ms. Miller noted it’s important to 
“remember that the RtI framework is 
based on growth and differentiation.”
 Ms. Stone suggested to “make 
changes slowly. We’ve worked on RtI 
for 4 years now and we’re not there 
yet.” She also reminded us that: “It’s a 
journey, not a kit you buy.”
 Dr. Schaar shared two thoughts. 
The first is to 

remember that change is always 
a process and takes time. Getting 
everyone in the central office to 
understand the mindset and pro-
cess is one thing—ensuring that 
it happens with fidelity in the 
schools takes a long time and 
requires significant professional 
development. Plan for these things 
at the outset.” 

She also advised educators to “discuss 
the benefits and challenges with all 
stakeholders before simply adopting 
the RtI model to provide interventions 
for advanced learners.”
 Ms. Sommerfeld urged educators 
to:

Be at the table! The entire devel-
opment of your RtI process and 
framework implementation must 
include all children, including 
those who are surpassing bench-
marks. It is important to have 
someone in the decision-making 
and development process that 
understands this and is a cham-
pion for meeting the needs of all 
students. It is also very important 
to remember that the RtI frame-
work lifts labels, so it is not about 
labeling students. It is more about 
meeting learning needs. 

 The insights of these Wisconsin 
educators emphasize two recurring 
themes. The first is the need to advocate 
for embedding gifted education into an 
RtI framework. This means being at the 
table from the beginning. About a year 
ago, I was given a sage piece of advice 
related to this idea: “If you’re not at the 
table, you’re on the menu.”
 The second theme is that this is a 
journey. Designing and implement-
ing a thoughtful, effective Response 
to Intervention system takes time and 
hard work. It’s not something you buy. 
It’s something you do. The discussions, 
at times, will be difficult and the way 
will be murky. But it’s by mucking 
around together in these ideas that 
we create meaning for educators and 
positive outcomes for students.
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Reviewed by Karen M. Fitzgerald,  
TAGT Past President

Differentiating Instruction With 
Centers in the Gifted Classroom
Written by Julia Link Roberts, Ed.D., and Julia Roberts 
Boggess; ©2012; $19.95

Among the latest releases of 
classroom materials for teachers 
of gifted and advanced learn-
ers is this book, which provides 
teachers with a wealth of ideas 
and guidance for creating unique 
classroom centers. The goal of 
using learning centers is for all 
children to thrive in school—
not just survive. Teachers who 
use centers to differentiate make school a place in which all 
children engage in learning.
 Want to get started using differentiated learning cen-
ters but just don’t know how? Chapter 1 will answer your 
questions while assisting you in getting started. This book 
introduces strategies to assist in planning and implementing 
centers and includes instructional management techniques 
to make the centers work effectively. 
 Center ideas for grades K–8 are introduced through 
content in language arts, social studies, mathematics, sci-
ence, and the arts. The arts chapter offers a multidisciplinary 
approach to differentiation.
 Charts, models, product lists, game formats, and guides 
are featured throughout the book. Want to set up Think-Tac-
Toe for a social studies test review? Do you need additional 
ideas for project assessment? This resource will put all kinds 
of differentiation at your fingertips. 
 The authors note: “The key is to start small and dif-
ferentiate a unit of study or create a differentiated learning 
center.” Using this guide, teachers who share same-grade cur-
riculum materials can each create one differentiated center 
to be used by all grade-level teachers throughout the school 
year. Together you can create easy-to-implement lessons that 
go beyond the core curriculum.   
 For more information, contact Prufrock Press Inc. at 
1-800-998-2208 or visit http://www.prufrock.com. 
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Free Resources  
for Elementary Teachers 
Written by Colleen Kessler; ©2012; $12.95

Teachers pick up resource books 
like this one in an effort to make 
learning better for their students, 
wanting them to love learning 
and wanting to inspire them to 
achieve. Classroom budgets are 
tight with class sizes growing, so 
where can an elementary teacher 
look to find free things for the 
classroom? Simple . . . the Internet.
 Most companies no longer 
offer free resources for teachers 
using “snail mail.” Companies now offer online forms where 
you type in your information, click a button or two, and 4 to 
6 weeks later the posters, booklets, CDs, and DVDs show up 
in your mailbox. A lot of companies have eliminated using 
the mail at all and will offer their resources online only.
 Look under the “for educators” or “for teachers” tab on 
educational websites where you can download PDF files con-
taining multiple resources. Many of the Internet resources 
are only a click away if you have a reasonably fast Internet 
connection. This book is chock-full of free and almost free 
curriculum, samples, lesson plans, and background informa-
tion teachers can use in preparing lessons, virtual field trips, 
Webquests, eBooks, and more. 
 Kessler offers concrete suggestions for guiding you in 
your quest to efficiently find valuable resources. First, get 
organized following her three “come up with a system” sug-
gestions. Next, pace yourself so you don’t leave the computer 
tired, cranky, and with a headache. Have fun by playing the 
games; looking for interesting, different teaching curricu-
lum, and sorting out the “fluff.”
 To get started, the author presents seven questions to ask 
yourself as you surf and think about how you will use the 
resources in your classroom. The book is organized by subject 
areas. Each chapter includes an introduction, games, ideas, 
and activities. The main subject areas covered are language 
arts, mathematics, science, and social studies. Health, P.E., 
and music are also covered. In addition, there are two chapters 
about blogs.  
 The book offers more than 200 pages of free, time-saving 
resources for your elementary classroom. You will find guid-
ance for evaluating freebies and their use in your classroom. 
The author’s hope is “that this book helps you find lots of 
wonderful things to make your lessons better—both for you 
and for your students.”
  For more information, contact Prufrock Press Inc. at 
1-800-998-2208 or visit http://www.prufrock.com.

Nurturing Brilliance: Discovering and 
Developing Your Child’s Gifts
Written by Janine Walker 
Caffrey, Ph.D.; ©2011; $19.95
 
This book is full of tips for par-
ents on how to identify and sup-
port different kinds of brilliance. 
It is also a helpful book for teach-
ers of the gifted as they search to 
understand how to help children 
realize their full potential. As we 
know, children can have excep-
tional abilities in many areas. The 
author describes how parents can 
nurture the talents of children with each type of giftedness. 
 As a parent, teacher, school leader, educational innova-
tor, and school superintendent, Caffrey has unique insights 
into gifted education and understandings in the develop-
ment of talent. Her book is well-organized, easy to read, and 
offers suggestions to parents for identifying and supporting 
their children who are different.
 Caffrey ceases to use the word “gifted” in her book after 
page 5, replacing it with the word “brilliant.” She writes, 
“In my opinion, this word is much better suited to describe 
children who have abilities and talents that immediately 
garner (or should garner) the attention of those around 
them.” The book guides parents of bright children through 
assisting their child(ren) in discovering and developing their 
brilliance. 
 Throughout the book Caffrey uses “diamonds in the 
rough” analogies to share how without proper nurturance, 
children’s sparks of brilliance may never ignite. The book 
leads you through identification, uneven development, edu-
cation, communication, motor skills, and motivation as it 
encourages the reader to give children the best chance for a 
fulfilling life. 
 After reading this book, you will agree, “Small gems, 
when polished appropriately, can sparkle and shine with 
luminous splendor.” Caffrey helps you find your way in dis-
covering and developing your child’s gifts. 
 For more information, contact Great Potential Press, 
Inc. at 1-888-946-2314 or visit http://www.giftedbooks.com. 
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Math Bafflers:  
Logic Puzzles That Use Real-World 
Math, Grades 3–5 and Grades 6–8
Written by Marilynn L. Rapp Buxton; © 2011; $14.95

Do you have students who 
finish assignments quickly 
and then ask, “Now what 
should I do?” Students enjoy 
logic puzzles so much that 
they often ask for more. 
These books offer more than 
40 logic puzzles that help stu-
dents develop logical thinking 
in fun formats. The puzzles 
use relevant, real-life math-
ematical situations to stimulate 
critical thinking, analysis, and 
problem-solving skills for elemen-
tary and middle school students.
 Buxton begins with “How to Solve the Math Bafflers” 
and walks you through the seven steps for solving the prob-
lems. Eleven strategies are then outlined to help you and 
your students solve the math bafflers. After you complete the 
“Practice Problem,” you are ready to photocopy the puzzle 
pages and introduce them to your classroom. 
 The puzzles at the beginning of the book are easier to 
solve. Puzzles at the end require you to use the logical think-
ing skills that you learned while solving the easier puzzles. 
Each puzzle reinforces a mathematical skill while tempting 
students to use what they know about money, fractions, 
sequencing, operations, etc. to solve the mystery. The solu-
tions to each puzzle are outlined at the end of the book.
 Using the introductions, charts, and clues, students will 
have sufficient information to solve each one. The logical 
thinking required can be challenging, though. The puzzles 
encourage students to make hypotheses, organize informa-
tion, draw conclusions, and use syllogistic thinking. Use 
each puzzle for the whole class or differentiate for various 
learners.
 If you liked Math Logic Mysteries and More Math Logic 
Mysteries, you will like this book. The author is an expe-
rienced activity book writer who knows how to motivate 
and challenge bright learners. An important note is that 
your students do not guess on these puzzles. They must find 
information to verify their thinking. You and your students 
will enjoy these challenging puzzles.   
 For more information, contact Prufrock Press Inc. at 
1-800-998-2208 or visit http://www.prufrock.com. 

Moving Past Perfect: 
How Perfectionism 
May Be Holding 
Back Your Kids (and 
You!) and What You 
Can Do About It
Written by Thomas S. 
Greenspon, Ph.D.; © 2012; $15.99

 
Do you know a child who believes 
that he can do something per-
fectly? Perfectionism isn’t about 
the struggle for excellence, doing our best, or the healthy 
striving for high goals. It “is about believing that if we can 
just do something perfectly, other people will love and accept 
us—and if we can’t, we’ll never be good enough.” It’s a 
burden that takes a heavy toll.
 We know that everyone makes mistakes. Children don’t 
always understand that mistakes are part of human nature. 
If your child becomes very upset by mistakes, if he dwells 
on his errors and missteps, revisiting them over and over, he 
may be a perfectionist. Some children begin to feel extremely 
anxious and afraid of making mistakes. Other children feel 
paralyzed by their fear of making a mistake. 
 This book considers some of the possible answers to 
“What makes mistakes so upsetting?” As adults we under-
stand that making a mistake doesn’t mean something is 
wrong with us. We can help our children by teaching them 
that “your desperate desire not to make mistakes can actually 
get in the way of your success.” 
 This book for parents and educators helps us influence 
our children’s emotional development. It begins with asking 
us to “See the Signs of Perfectionism,” and continues through 
“Getting to the Bottom of Perfectionism.” Throughout the 
book you will find places to make notes. Using your personal 
observations you can tailor the book to your own needs and 
situation.
 This book guides families who struggle with perfection-
ism. You’ll want to read it and have it on your shelf for future 
reference. It is well written and informative and based on 
years of case study. You’ll like the helpful tips and sound 
advice Greenspon shares. 
 For more information, contact Free Spirit Publishing, 
Inc. at 1-800-735-7323 or visit http://www.freespirit.com. 
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he  Response to Intervention initiative has added a new acronym, RtI, to the anthology of educa-

tional abbreviations with the passage of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act of 2004. 

Response to Intervention was introduced into the educational arena through special education 

legislation. Its initial focus was to provide a specifically different pathway for identifying students 

with learning disabilities. This stemmed from general dissatisfaction with the discrepancy model. 

Currently, RtI’s focus has strayed far from this original application (Coleman & Hughes, 2009; 

Pereles, Omdal, & Baldwin, 2009), evolving in such a way that it potentially may impact the 

education of all learners with its systematic approach to resolving learning problems of struggling 

and able children (Hughes & Rollins, 2009; Rollins, Mursky, Shah-Coltrane, & Johnsen, 2009). 

Additionally, if gifted education employs the RtI framework for policy development, claims that 

gifted education is elitist can be disputed because of RtI’s fidelity of implementation element 

(Brown & Abernethy, 2009).

What the 
Research Says 

About RtI  
and Gifted

Debra A. Troxclair, Ph.D.
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 The RtI models commonly used 
are the standard protocol and the 
problem-solving models (Coleman & 
Hughes, 2009; Rollins, et al., 2009). 
The authors in the majority of articles 
reviewed herein indicated a prefer-
ence for the problem-solving model 
(Hughes & Rollins, 2009; Rollins, 
et al., 2009). However, Coleman and 
Hughes (2009) saw the use of both 
models as being relevant to gifted 
learners. The problem-solving RtI 
model has the potential to make 
great strides in providing for gifted 
children, especially for the needs of 
twice-exceptional learners (Coleman 
& Hughes, 2009; Pereles, et al., 2009) 
because this model addresses both 
students’ strengths and weaknesses. 
Pereles, et al. (2009) summarized the 
principles of RtI that are common to 
both models. They are: (a) education 
for all children should be rigorous, 
differentiated, and standards-based; 
(b) intervention should happen early 
based upon observation of problem-
atic issues; (c) interventions should be 
tiered to address the entire array of stu-
dent learning needs; (d) performance 
data is continually collected and used 
in the decision making process; (e) 
collaboration among all educators is 
ongoing; and (f) students are impacted 
by family engagement.
 The literature is robust with 
respect to the search terms “response 
to intervention” and when those 
keywords were entered into the 
Academic Search database, 4,759 
entries resulted (as compared to 9 
entries resulting when the keyword 
“gifted” was added). Thus, the lit-
erature on Response to Intervention 
and gifted is still emerging. The key-
words “response to intervention” and 
“gifted” were used to search the fol-
lowing journals in this review: Gifted 
Child Quarterly, Gifted Child Today, 
Journal for the Education of the Gifted, 
and Roeper Review, for the years 2004–
2012, and 7 articles were discovered. 
All of these articles were descriptive in 
nature. Six of the articles came from 

a special issue of Gifted Child Today, 
which had Response to Intervention 
and gifted as its special focus.
 Additionally, two books were 
found on the topic of RtI and gifted: 
Coleman and Johnsen’s (2011) RtI for 
Gifted Students and Johnsen, Sulak, 
and Rollins’ (2012) Serving Gifted 
Students Within an RtI Framework: A 
Practical Guide. 

Brown, E., & Abernethy, S. (2009). 
Policy implications at the state 
and district level with RtI for 
gifted students. Gifted Child 
Today, 32(3), 52–57. 

 Brown and Abernethy (2009) 
explained the need to create policies for 
gifted education and suggested using 
the RtI framework for this task. The 
RtI framework used for policy devel-
opment in gifted education will result 
in more program fidelity, increased 
procedural coherence, and an appro-
priate blending of many aspects of 
general/gifted/special education prac-
tices. The incorporation of the early 
intervention aspect of RtI into gifted 
education would result in baseline 
screening for all students, increasing 
the potential for identifying more 
students’ talents, gifts, and abilities. 
This means that precocious children, 
especially those from traditionally 
underserved populations, would be 
identified and served earlier. Using 
the RtI framework for policy devel-
opment would assure that the concept 
of out-of-level testing is included in 
assessment protocols. Tiered service 
delivery would verify that gifted chil-
dren’s needs would be met by match-
ing services to their strengths, needs, 
and interests under the RtI frame-
work. The fidelity of implementation 
aspect of RtI would provide additional 
accountability to verify gifted learn-
ers’ needs were actually being met. The 
provision for professional development 
in RtI holds general education teach-
ers accountable for obtaining train-
ing with respect to teaching gifted 
children. The RtI framework would 

provide a formal pathway for parental 
advocacy for their gifted children and 
assure the possibility for meaning-
ful engagement of parents of gifted 
children in planning committees. A 
plan was provided for infusing the 
RtI framework for policy development 
into gifted education. The authors 
concluded that the blending of best 
practices from general/gifted/special 
education would benefit all children 
if the RtI framework addressed the 
needs of highly-able learners. 

Coleman, M., & Hughes, C. (2009). 
Meeting the needs of gifted stu-
dents within the RtI framework. 
Gifted Child Today, 32(3), 14–19. 

 Coleman and Hughes (2009) 
reported similarities between gifted 
education approaches and the RtI 
model. Tiered instruction, a tactic 
familiar to gifted educators, as it is 
used in the RtI model for matching 
students’ needs to available resources 
will not be problematic for gifted 
educators. Tier 1 services, provided 
by the general educator, involve rig-
orous, differentiated learning experi-
ences, include screening of advanced 
potential in all children, as well as 
progress monitoring documenting 
mastery of learning objectives. Tier 
2 services, provided by general and 
gifted educators, consisted of data-
driven documentation guaranteeing 
even more academic rigor and empha-
sis on students’ interests and abilities. 
Tier 3 services, under the auspices of 
the gifted specialist, resulted in addi-
tional individualization based upon 
further assessment coupled with a 
move toward formal identification. 
Currently, early identification, espe-
cially for diverse and underrepresented 
populations, is haphazard, but by 
incorporating the early intervention 
aspect of RtI into gifted education, 
advanced learners’ needs would be 
tended to sooner, saving instead of 
wasting time awaiting formal identi-
fication. In this way, children would 
be exposed to opportunities for evok-
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ing gifted responses prior to the for-
mal identification process. Screening, 
which is critical to both RtI and gifted 
education, must have the gifted child’s 
strengths as its focus. Another aspect of 
RtI, progress monitoring, is crucial to 
curriculum compacting, a procedure 
used in gifted education. Standard 
instructional protocols required by 
RtI must be rigorous and focus on the 
child’s strengths. RtI includes a collab-
orative approach in both the standard 
protocol and problem-solving models. 
Collaborative planning and parental 
involvement could be guaranteed 
if RtI was applied to gifted educa-
tion. Coleman and Hughes believed 
that aspects of RtI remind us of our 
commitment to nurture potential, to 
provide excellence for all children, to 
use assessment information to inform 
instruction, and of our obligation to 
provide rigorous, differentiated cur-
riculum. All of this must be accom-
plished in collaboration with all 

partners involved. An annotated bib-
liography of websites to assist in RtI 
was included.

Coleman, M. R., & Johnsen, S. K. 
(Eds.). (2011). RtI for gifted stu-
dents. Waco, TX: Prufrock Press.

 The book assembled information 
provided within several of the articles 
summarized in this current review, 
elaborating upon and providing more 
detail about those topics. The main 
focus of this book was to illustrate 
how many aspects of the RtI model 
can be merged with gifted education. 
Detailed descriptions of the Wisconsin 
Department of Public Education, 
Colorado Department of Education, 
the Ohio Department of Education 
plans and the Utah Model of Gifted 
Education were supplied. The book 
contained a comprehensive explana-
tion of how instruction in Tiers 1 and 
2 provided the opportunity for nurtur-
ing potential. The use of the RtI model 

to meet the needs of twice-exceptional 
learners was outlined. RtI provides 
gifted education with a useful frame-
work for policy development. The 
book concluded with a chapter that 
delineated how to assess a school’s RtI 
model in order to determine the level 
of provisions for able learners.

Hughes, C., & Rollins, K. (2009). RtI 
for nurturing giftedness: Impli-
cations for the RtI school-based 
team. Gifted Child Today, 32(3), 
31 –39. 

 Hughes and Rollins (2009) intro-
duced the idea of using RtI to nurture 
giftedness and discussed the issue of 
fairness, insisting that all children’s 
learning needs, including gifted chil-
dren’s needs, were covered under the 
intent of recent legislation. Screening, 
an element of RtI, must include off-
grade-level testing, eliminating ceil-
ing effects for gifted learners. The 
RtI framework provides a formal 
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method of identifying and nurturing 
talent and potential talent; it reduces 
the mismatch of services that occurs 
between “the identification instrument 
and the child’s strengths” (p. 33), and 
it supports twice-exceptional learners. 
Tier 1 services in the general educa-
tion classroom consisted of a menu of 
learning opportunities differentiated 
within groups of gifted learners, and 
afforded gifted learners the chance to 
experience excellence in school. Tier 
2 services included collaboratively by 
general and gifted educators included 
acceleration, enrichment, compact-
ing, and contracting. Tier 3 services 
included significant acceleration, 
enrichment, grade skipping, Advanced 
Placement (AP) courses, and early col-
lege classes. In this tier, it was empha-
sized that off-level testing was essential 
for documenting growth.
 RtI has the potential to discredit 
the myth of elitism because the fidel-
ity of instruction surrounding data-
driven curriculum provides verifiable 
accountability. Progress monitoring, 
vital to the RtI process in Tiers 1 and 
2, allows for the flexibility and fluidity 
that accommodates student growth for 
gifted learners. The goal for struggling 
learners is to raise student achievement 
and proceed down and out of the tiers. 
The goal for advanced learners is to 
maintain performance in the highest 
tier possible. Legislation has mandated 
that all educators receive training in 
gifted education. Professional orga-
nizations (NAGC and CEC) have 
provided guidelines for staff develop-
ment to accomplish this objective. The 
professional development aspect of RtI 
is a safeguard for substantiating that 
teachers will acquire this mandated 
training.
 Gifted educators as classroom 
collaborators collect data, assist with 
assessment, and facilitate differentia-
tion of instruction, enrichment, and 
acceleration. Parents of gifted chil-
dren, key collaborators in the RtI 
model, provide teachers with informa-
tion concerning their child’s strengths, 

interests, and needs. In return, par-
ents have access to the gifted special-
ist’s expertise, learning how to better 
understand, support, and encourage 
their children. Instruction for twice-
exceptional learners is impacted within 
the RtI model because this process 
matches resources to needs in areas 
of strengths as well as those needing 
remediation.

 According to Hughes and Rollins 
(2009), the RtI process for all learners 
involved teachers discovering what stu-
dents need, determining how to teach 
them, recording progress toward meet-
ing their needs, and making decisions 
about their progress. The expertise 
of all educators, support personnel, 
and parents is required. Hughes and 
Rollins acknowledged that the entire 
RtI process is still new, that most dis-
tricts have not yet fully embraced this 
practice with struggling learners, and 
that using the process for able learners 
is an even newer concept. However, 
they believed that RtI is a viable 
framework for providing appropriate 
education to struggling and gifted 
leaners. An agenda for a sample RtI 
team meeting was provided.

Hughes, C., Rollins, K., Johnsen, S., 
Pereles, D., Omdal, S., Baldwin, 
L., . . . Coleman, M. (2009). 
Remaining challenges for the 
use of RtI with gifted education. 
Gifted Child Today, 32(3), 58–61.

 The authors perceived RtI, as 

systemic change, had the potential to 
improve the education of many stu-
dents. Administrative support at the 
district and school levels is needed for 
such an impact to occur. A philosophic 
shift is also vital to the success of this 
intervention. Programming warrants 
inclusivity rather than exclusivity, with 
emphasis placed on programming 
based upon a student’s needs/behav-
iors instead of services being provided 
when there is an “identified” label. 
Shrinking budgets and resources have 
the potential to squelch the positive 
impact that this approach provides. 
The authors suggested that with the 
implementation of collaborative ser-
vices, Title I funds, technology funds, 
media center funds, and curriculum 
funds may provide the required bud-
getary boost. Administrators who 
support this initiative are essential 
as they provide the leadership that is 
needed for the success of this initiative. 
Professional development with provi-
sion for follow-up is crucial to success-
ful attainment of potential benefits. 
 The authors discussed challenges 
accompanying this process. Strict 
adherence to a standard curriculum 
will not be suitable to successfully 
implementing the RtI process. All 
stakeholders in the school need to 
be open to the ongoing collabora-
tion emerging from the RtI interven-
tion model. General educators must 
become aware of and implement 
research-based strategies such as flexi-
ble grouping, curriculum compacting, 
and higher level thinking, in general 
education classrooms and this neces-
sitates staff development. Teachers will 
need ongoing consultation with sup-
port personnel when determining the 
point where more intensive services 
are required. Out-of-level testing will 
need to be implemented by the general 
education teacher, and this practice is 
oppositional to the current focus on 
state-mandated testing, which follows 
grade-level expectations. 
 Twice-exceptional learners’ needs 
are not being met successfully within 

The goal for 
advanced learners 
is to maintain 
performance in the 
highest tier possible.
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the current educational system. If the RtI problem-solving 
initiative is unsuccessful, all students, including those who 
are twice-exceptional, will continue to struggle and/or fail 
to reach their full potential. The authors raised a long list 
of questions as they concluded that necessary change will 
indeed be a challenge but that it is crucial that the field 
of gifted education address how to best participate in this 
change.

Jeweler, S., Barnes-Robinson, L., Shevitz, B. R., & Wein-
feld, R. (2008). Bordering on excellence: A teaching 
tool for twice-exceptional students. Gifted Child Today, 
31(2), 40–46. 

 The authors provided a description of the twice-excep-
tional learners’ educational dilemma—these students have 
both significant cognitive abilities coupled with serious 
gaps or weaknesses in other areas, preventing them from 
performing at full capacity. Often these students are not 
identified as either gifted or learning disabled because they 
have used their strengths to mask their deficits. Or, their 
performance, despite a deficit, is average or better and 
doesn’t attract attention as being problematic. The purpose 
of the article was to share a graphic organization planning 
tool, the Bordering on Excellence Framework.
 The RtI initiative holds teachers accountable for pro-
viding appropriate instruction for twice-exceptional learn-
ers’ dual needs (focusing on strengths while remediating 
deficiencies). This is a complex task. Many teachers end 
up decelerating gifted instruction for twice-exceptional 
learners as those learners struggle to sustain the pace of 
lessons because of their weaknesses—despite their appar-
ent understanding/mastery of subject-matter content. The 
key to properly serving these students resides in proving 
appropriate accommodations, which will allow them to 
function within the parameters of a rigorous gifted cur-
riculum. Twice-exceptional learners require a tweaking of 
the processes used in lessons as they create products that 
demonstrate mastery of objectives rather than having the 
curriculum decelerated. The authors shared an acronym, 
WORM (writing, organization, reading, and memory), 
and delineated the problematic issues interfering with 
twice-exceptional learners’ ability to achieve success in 
gifted classrooms. The Bordering on Excellence Framework 
provide teachers with a problem-solving/planning tool to 
help analyze and restructure learning experiences for twice-
exceptional learners. This framework, when coupled with 
a teacher’s lesson plan, provides documentation to satisfy 
IEP, 504, and RtI requirements. To use this tool, teachers 
list specific student’s requiring support, analyze the learning 
tasks in the lesson, and note the potential stumbling blocks 
that could hamper student success. The authors concluded 
that the tool is valuable because it identified problems suc-
cinctly and concisely, provided a record of analysis of stu-

dents’ needs, and noted specific interventions for lessons. 
An example of the Bordering on Excellence Framework for 
writing was provided.

Johnsen, S. K., Sulak, T. N., & Rollins, K. (2012). Serv-
ing gifted students within an RtI framework: A practical 
guide. Waco, TX: Prufrock Press.

 The authors provided an overview of the RtI process 
and emphasized the importance of rigor in Tiers 1 and 2 by 
providing specific details of what this would look like for 
advanced learners. The topic of assessment/monitoring stu-
dent progress with the inclusion of gifted in the RtI model 
was included. A discussion of how general educators (both 
practicing and preservice) needed to acquire knowledge and 
skills pertinent to teaching gifted learners was provided. 
Three appendices presented The Association for the Gifted, 
Council for Exceptional Children’s policy on RtI for gifted 
children, a list of web-based resources dealing with RtI, and 
results (in table form) from a survey investigating the status 
of using the RtI model for highly-able learners. In this sur-
vey, the majority of states replied that their models did not 
include gifted; Alabama, Colorado, Indiana, Montana, and 
Wisconsin provided the most detailed information about 
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provisions for gifted that are included 
in their RtI policies.

Pereles, D. A., Omdal, S., & Baldwin, 
L. (2009). Response to Interven-
tion and twice-exceptional learn-
ers: A promising fit. Gifted Child 
Today, 32(3), 40–51. 

 These authors discussed how 
the RtI problem-solving/consultative 
model holds promise in service pro-
vision for twice-exceptional learners, 
described theoretical and practical 
implications of the model, and used a 
case study to explain the elements of 
the RtI model. The article provided 
a brief historical context surrounding 
the explanation of labeling in special 
education and illustrated how the cur-
rent perspective resulting from IDEA 
(2004) could potentially impact 
special education much like Public 
Law 94-142 did in the 1970s. Twice-
exceptional learners didn’t fare well 
under the old system, as their needs 
did not fit neatly into any of the cat-
egories of exceptionality. 
 The authors ascribed to the six 
core principles of the Response to 
Intervention model as delineated 
by the Colorado Department of 
Education. Those six principles of RtI 
include a rigorous, standards/research-
based curriculum for all learners; 
early intervention; tiered instruction; 

ongoing data-based assessments; col-
laboration among educators/school 
personnel; and family involvement. 
Additionally, a case study provided an 
example of how each of those principles 
can be applicable to the learning situa-
tion of twice-exceptional students. The 
authors described steps in this process 

and then  shared specific illustrations 
of how an example student’s situation 
was handled. A graphic organizer 
provided clear direction for conduct-
ing the problem-solving consultative 
intervention. Educators are provided 
with a great way of understanding 
the process involved by reading the 
case study and following along with 
the graphic organizer provided. The 
authors concluded that the RtI prob-
lem-solving model was a good system 
for providing for the complex needs of 
twice-exceptional learners, and urged 
educators to support implementation 
of the model.

Rollins, K., Mursky, C. V., Shah-Col-
trane, S., & Johnsen, S. K. (2009). 
RtI models for gifted children. 
Gifted Child Today, 32(3), 21–30.

 This article provided informa-
tion about various RtI frameworks 
currently used in five states that are 
supportive of gifted learners, espe-
cially twice-exceptional students. RtI 
models used tiers, monitored student 

progress, provided for professional 
development, provided for collabo-
ration between general and special 
educators, and included standards 
for student responsiveness to move 
between the tiers. There are two dis-
tinct RtI models, the standard proto-
col model and the problem-solving 
model. 
 Elements of the standard protocol 
model included screening, instruction, 
progress monitoring, and referral to 
special education as students pro-
ceeded through the tiers. All students 
were exposed to a common curricu-
lum/program, common management 
strategies, curriculum-based assess-
ments, and frequent progress moni-
toring. Lessons were often scripted so 
that poor instructional quality is not 
the cause for poor student achieve-
ment. The problem-solving model 
“uses a varied curriculum, multiple 
interventions, monitors students to 
identify those who are progressing or 
not progressing, provides for collabo-
ration among a range of educators, and 
refers to special education services if 
interventions are unsuccessful” (p. 22).
 The Using Science Talents, 
and Abilities to Recognize 
Students~Promoting Learning 
for Underrepresented Students 
(U-STARS~PLUS) model focused 
on identification and nurturing of 
young children from underrepresented 
populations. The U-STARS~ PLUS 
model paralleled the problem-solving 
RtI model with a tiered approach, 
progress monitoring, and collabora-
tion with other school personnel and 
parents. Progress was monitored via 
the Teacher’s Observation of Potential 
in Students (TOPS) assessment form, 
which created “a body of evidence 
relating to multiple perspectives about 
a child” (p. 23). 
 The Wisconsin Department of 
Public Instruction (DPI) RtI acronym 
stands for Response to Intervention/
Instruction. This program proac-
tively addressed learning problems by 
emphasizing high-quality instruction, 

The RtI initiative holds teachers 
accountable for providing 

appropriate instruction for 
twice-exceptional learners’ dual 

needs (focusing on strengths 
while remediating deficiencies).
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rigorous curriculum with systematic 
progress monitoring, authentic assess-
ment, and formal and informal col-
laboration. The Wisconsin DPI RtI 
model incorporated elements of dif-
ferentiation of instruction and under-
standing by design for all learners 
(general/special/gifted/ELL). This 
model resembled the standard protocol 
RtI model except that the curriculum 
focus is more global and open-ended 
than in programs dependent upon 
scripted instruction.
 Other states have included ser-
vice models for gifted education that 
closely resemble the RtI model. The 
Colorado Department of Education’s 
RtI model delineated three tiers: the 
universal tier, the targeted tier, and 
the intensive tier. In the universal tier, 
research-based strategies, especially 
differentiation for all learners, are 
used. In the targeted tier, small-group 
and individualized learning is used to 
provide for the gifted learners’ needs. 
The intensive tier is the most indi-
vidualized, meeting specific learner’s 
unique needs. This model was similar 
to the problem-solving RtI model. 
 The Ohio Department of 
Education included a system sup-
portive of gifted learners. Tier 1, 
Foundation/Schoolwide Intervention, 
provided instructional support systems 
for all learners, including curricu-
lum compacting and postsecondary 
enrollment. Tier 2, Early Targeted 
Instruction & Support Intervention, 
provided for early graduation, the 
AP program, and acceleration for 
gifted learners. Tier 3, Intensive 
Interventions, supported students 
with school and community-based 
resources, such as afterschool pro-
grams and counseling. Twice-
exceptional learners received support 
in each level. This model resembled 
the problem-solving RtI approach. 
 Utah used a K–12, four-tier model 
of gifted education similar to the RtI 
model problem-solving model. Tier 
1 focused on rigorous, differentiated 
instruction of content, process, and 

product; self-directed learning; open-
endedness; and enrichment for all learn-
ers. In Tier 2, small-group instruction 
provided for inquiry-based exploration 
of strengths extending beyond estab-
lished curriculum and included com-
pacting and contracting. Independent 
study, special programs (AP, IB), clus-
ter groups, pull-out programs, honors 
classes, and concurrent enrollment 
were facilitated by the gifted specialist 
in Tier 3. Tier 4 met the needs of those 
few students who required services such 
as radical acceleration, magnet pro-
grams, mentorships, and internships. 
The authors concluded that RtI has 
shifted from its original focus of iden-
tification of specific learning disabilities 
and from focusing on the discrepancy 
model. RtI as an early intervention 
system holds much promise in improv-
ing education for students because the 
expertise of general/special/gifted/other 
support personnel is highly visible in 
the instructional process. States are 
mandated to address this directive of 
intervention for struggling students; 
however, each state must develop its 
own process for accomplishing the 
task. The authors advocated using the 
problem-solving approach model of 
RtI with gifted learners when there 
is emphasis on differentiation of the 
core curriculum and rigor in Tier 1, 
along with ongoing assessment/sys-
tematic monitoring in order to increase 
individualization for all learners, and 
required collaboration of all educators 
and parents.
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Governance Structure Goal: 
Restructure the organization to 
develop leadership, diversify mem-
bership, and increase transparency.

2012 Strategies:
 • Focus on recruitment and 
diversity within the new tran-
sitioning structure.

 • Establish training procedures 
and develop resources for cur-
rent and future leaders, utiliz-
ing 21st-century technology.

Membership Goal: 
Increase and diversify membership 
by providing avenues for focused 
advocacy and increased services.

2012 Strategies:
 • Explore expanding divisions 
to attract a variety of stake-
holders and increase member-
ship diversity. 

 • Utilize internal and external 
data to improve membership 
recruitment and retention. 

 • Collaborate with other 
organizations. 

Services Goal: 
Broaden services for teachers, par-
ents, and other individuals.

2012 Strategies:
 • Expand area and central pro-
fessional development for 

teachers, parents, and other 
individuals.

 • Expand online learning oppor-
tunities including conference 
and non-conference options.

Financial Capacity Goal: 
Distribute financial risk through the 
creation of diverse revenue streams 
and a data-driven business develop-
ment plan.

2012 Strategies:
 • Identify and present practical 
avenues for diversifying and 
creating revenue.

 • Initiate one or more data-driven 
business development plans.

data and, as such, the tools used for 
assessment should be reliable and valid 
for the identified purpose. According to 
the developmental perspective of gifts 
and talents supported by the NAGC 
2010 gifted education programming 
standards, assessments should adhere to 
three principles: (1) early identification 
of gifts, (2) identification of interests as 
well as domain-specific skills, and (3) 
inclusive identification (Johnsen, 2012). 
Universal screening is used to help 
identify students who may be in need of 
additional instruction beyond the gen-
eral curriculum. In addition, this can 
be a powerful tool for identifying gifted 
students from traditionally underserved 
populations. Progress monitoring can 
be used at all tiers of instruction and 
gives feedback on performance during 
an intervention. If progress monitoring 
is not sufficient at targeting objectives 
and instructional needs of students, 
diagnostic assessments can be used to 
provide a comprehensive picture of stu-
dent strengths and weaknesses.
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Dr. Debra Troxclair,  
Lamar University

Dr. Kimberly Tyler,  
Texas Wesleyan University

Marcy Voss, Boerne ISD 

Melanie Williams,  
Carrollton-Farmers Branch ISD

Call For Manuscripts
Here is your chance to have your voice heard! If you would like to be considered 

for publication in an upcoming issue of TEMPO, please follow the guidelines 
for article submissions below. We are currently soliciting manuscripts for 
the following issues. For deadlines and more details regarding upcoming 
issues, please contact TEMPO editor Krystal Goree at Krystal_Goree@
baylor.edu. 

Conference Issue:  
Building Connections 
Due June 1, 2012

Affective Needs of Gifted Students 
Due September 1, 2012

Teaching Creative  
and Critical Thinking  

Due December 1, 2012

Curriculum Delivery Models for 
Gifted Education 

Due March 1, 2013
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