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Introduction to Project LEE
Project Lectura para Excelencia y Éxito (Project LEE) is a partnership between Portland 
State University’s Department of Special Education in the College of Education and a lo-
cal school district. It is one of three Model Demonstration Projects that were funded in 
September 2016-2021 by the U.S. Department of Education’s Office of Special Education 
and Rehabilitative Services. The goal of these model demonstration projects was to im-
prove literacy outcomes for English learners (ELs) with disabilities in grades three through 
five or six. The cohort of three research teams worked with school districts that serve high 
populations of ELs over four years. The overarching goals were to: (a) improve literacy 
outcomes for English learners with disabilities (ELsWD) in grades three through five within 
a multitiered system of supports (MTSS) framework, (b) use culturally responsive/sustain-
ing principles, and (c) be implemented by educators and sustained in general and special 
education settings.

Purpose of the Implementation Manual
This manual is intended to describe the processes and procedures used to develop, im-
plement, and sustain Project LEE’s model and to permit current and future practitioners 
to replicate, implement, and tailor the model within their systems. The guidance provided 
herein is applicable to a wide range of stakeholders including state, district, and school 
leaders, educators, and parents interested in creating a culturally and linguistically respon-
sive (CLR) MTSS process. Such a framework is increasingly critical in improving the liter-
acy success of the growing population of ELs. Further, this type of support structure is 
found in the Every Student Succeeds Act (2015) which requires that all children “receive 
a high-quality education that includes early identification, intervention and data-based 
decision making within multitiered systems of support” (Sussman et al., 2021, p. 1) as well 
as target literacy instruction and support for ELs (Charlton et al., 2018).

Model Demonstration Projects: A Cohort of Three
Key to the success and productivity of the three Model Demonstration Projects was use 
of a cohort model which made for rich collaborations. The expertise of the key personnel 
across each team in the area of literacy instruction for ELs was paramount to the devel-
opment of tools, resources, and the model itself. Project LEE collaborated with Project 
ELITE2 and Project ELLIPSES (Project ELITE2 et al., 2018) to create cross-project tools in-
cluding the MTSS for ELs: Literacy Implementation Rubric that can be found at projectlee.
org (Project LEE et al., 2021), the Social Validity Scale and the Teacher Self Efficacy Scale 
(see Appendices 1 and 2), in addition to creating a cross project website (mtss4els.org) and 
collaboratively authoring five briefs on meeting the needs of English learners with and 
without disabilities (projectlee.org).
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Figure 1.
MTSS for ELs: Literacy Briefs

Brief 1
Multitiered Instructional Systems for ELs (Project ELITE2 
et al., 2018)

Brief 2
Evidence-based Tier 2 Intervention Practices for English 
Learners (Project ELLIPSES et al, 2020)

Brief 3
English Learners with Significant Learning Difficulties or 
Disabilities (Project ELLIPSES et al., 2021)

Brief 4
Fostering Collaborative Partnerships with Families of 
English Learners within a Multitiered System of Supports 
(Project LEE et al., 2021)

Brief 5
Promoting Leadership and Collaboration for an Effective 
Multitiered System of Supports for English Learners 
(Project ELITE2 et al., 2021)

01

02

03

04

05

This manual and the content within it is a reflection of our Project 
LEE’s work as well the collaborative work across Project ELITE2 and 
Project ELLIPSES including the Briefs cited below
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Planning

Strategies for Selecting and Recruiting Sites
When considering school district partners for this work, a philosophical alignment between the pro-
posed project and district assumptions, beliefs, and values is foundational.  In other words, it is critical 
to look at the contextual fit. For the work targeted by this Model Demonstration project, we knew 
that three programs within our partner schools were integral to our project’s success.  The first was 
the Title III/English language development (ELD) program. The Language Instruction for English Learn-
ers and Immigration Student Act (Title III, Part A) provides states with supplemental funding to ensure 
that EL and immigrant students attain the English language proficiency to meet both state academic 
and ELD standards. These departments are held accountable to ensure that students’ make annual 
progress in their acquisition of English proficiency as measured by a state-adopted English language 
proficiency exam.  Title III/ELD also typically oversees both the ELD program and bilingual and two-
way immersion programs, if they are offered. 

The second program that was critical to implementation of this work was the federally funded Ti-
tle I program designed to help students who need extra intervention support in school. Funds are 
given to each school district dependent upon the number of low-income families in the district. In 
our partner district, Title I programs focused on literacy and supported literacy specialists and well-
trained paraprofessionals who provided interventions in both English and Spanish. 

The third program that was integral to our partnership was the special education program guided by 
the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA, 2004).  IDEA provides a free appropriate public 
education to eligible children with disabilities throughout the country and ensures special education 
and related services are provided to students who qualify. IDEA includes several provisions related to 
ELs.  These provisions include guidance to ensure: (a) prevention of the disproportionate represen-
tation by race and ethnicity of children with disabilities, (b) all assessment and evaluation materials 
are to be free of discriminatory racial or cultural bias; (c) assessments are to be administered in the 
student’s native language and in a form likely to provide accurate information on the child (unless it 
is not feasible to do so); (d) that limited English proficiency is not the determinant factor in the iden-
tification of disabilities, and (e) that IEP teams consider special factors including consideration of the 
language needs of ELs as it relates to their IEP. 

In many districts, each of these programs largely function in silos with little collaboration. As we were 
identifying potential partners, it was valuable that good collaboration already existed, therefore we 
could build upon that collaboration. This district had a well -functioning existing model of MTSS 
that incorporated effective screening and progress monitoring procedures in both English and Span-
ish, and evidence based instructional practices.  It had well integrated service delivery models that 
made them an excellent partner district for this work. Our goal was to begin with the strengths of 
their MTSS work and build their capacity of implementing a culturally and linguistically responsive 
MTSS to improve the literacy outcomes of ELs in the three partner schools.
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Strategies for Selecting and Recruiting Sites
Project LEE was a partnership between Portland State University and three elementary schools with 
a large population of ELs in our partner school district. Project LEE’s collaborating district is in a met-
ropolitan area in the Pacific Northwest with a total student population of 12,678, representing 49 
languages. Across the three partner schools, student groups range as follows: students identified as 
ever-ELs (defined as learners who are either currently in the ELD Program or who have met state cri-
teria for reclassification as Fluent English Speakers and exited the ELD Program), 21% to 44% of the 
population; students with disabilities, 10% to 11%; Hispanic students, 36% to 48%; and economically 
disadvantaged students, 46% to 100%. The district has implemented MTSS in behavior since 1996 
and in academics since 2001. Two of the partner schools implemented a two-way immersion (TWI) 
dual-language model in English and Spanish, and the third school’s program focused on English-only 
instruction with ELD supports. The TWI programs began at kindergarten with a 90/10 (90% Span-
ish, 10% English) model and increased the proportion of English annually, culminating with a 50/50 
model in fifth grade. Project LEE worked with the partner district’s existing MTSS framework to en-
hance the cultural and linguistic alignment to better meet the needs and improve literacy outcomes 
for ELs. The focus of our project was on using academic and language data to make instructional 
decisions and plan instruction and interventions through the use of the PLUSS framework.  Our col-
laboratively identified goals are found in Figure 2.

Provide initial and ongoing professional development in appropriate use of 
screening and progress monitoring measures across English and Spanish.01

Provide initial and ongoing PD in Evidence-Based Tier 1-3 Instruction in English 
and Spanish.02

Provide information and training to parents to facilitate active involvement in 
students’ reading and language development in English and Spanish. 03

Use screening and progress monitoring measures to identify students in need 
of Tier 2 instruction and use progress monitoring to identify Tier 2 students 
making adequate progress.

04

Train school personnel on Tier 2 & Tier 3 interventions.05

Document growth of students’ reading and language skills during the three-
tiers of instruction.06

Figure 2. Project LEE’s Goals Relevant to District and Schools
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Agreements for Professional Development
One of the first steps of implementation was to establish agreements and plans for professional 
development (PD) throughout the four years of the grant.  These plans included the following what 
follows.  The timeline is found in Figure 3.

Year 1 

Figure 3. Project LEE Timeline
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Focus: Observation and evaluation of current systems with school leadership, SPED and intervention 
teachers, grade level team representatives.

Main outcome: A professional development plan that could be implemented for all relevant staff, and 
aligned to current systems of support.

Process: Collaboratively supported and provided financial resources for release time:  (a) Identified key 
team members to meet and discuss strengths and needs in current systems; and (b) Used the MTSS for 
ELs Literacy Implementation Rubric (Project LEE et al., 2021) to identify strengths and needs of current 
system, and (c) create an action plan for addressing areas of need.

Years 2-4
Implementation of the model across school 1 (beginning of year 2), and schools 2 and 3 (beginning of 
year 3).

Main outcome: Professional development plan implemented & Culturally and Linguistically Responsive 
Evidence Based Practices implemented and outcomes monitored for ELs with or at-risk for being identi-
fied with disabilities

Process: Identify PD focus, personnel, dates, implement, and monitor student and teaching outcomes.

There were eight model components as shown in Figure 4. The next section will describe each com-
ponent in depth.

Figure 4. Project LEE Model Components
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1. SELF ASSESSMENT, EVALUATION, AND ACTION PLANNING     
    FOR THE SCHOOL SYSTEMS 

The MTSS for ELs Literacy Implementation Rubric
When we began our partnership at each school, we completed The Multitiered System of Supports for 
English Learners: Literacy Implementation Rubric (Project LEE et al., 2021) with the school leadership 
team.  This school-level systems evaluation rubric provided a framework for evaluating the extent to 
which critical components of MTSS were in place, specifically as they related to supporting the needs 
of ELs.  The rubric (a) determines the extent to which schools are implementing the core features 
of MTSS in culturally and linguistically responsive fashion, (b) identifies strengths and areas of need 
within MTSS for systems-level action planning, and (c) determines whether the implementation of 
MTSS features is related to changes in student outcomes. It includes five sections: (a) assessment, (b) 
data-based decision-making, (c) multilevel instruction, (d) infrastructure and support mechanisms, 
and (e) fidelity and evaluation. There are 51 total items (41 related to the original MTSS fidelity fea-
tures that were modified to include specific attention to ELs and 10 additional focus items related to 
CLR Practices). For each item, schools rate themselves on a scale of 1 to 5 with anchors for 1: not in 
place, 3: partially in place, or 5: fully in place. Items partially in place indicated implementation with 
room to strengthen; items fully in place met full criteria. The original rubric (Center on Multitiered 
System of Supports, 2021) assessed the implementation of the components at the school level to 
inform leadership on areas for improvement but was adapted by our grant cohort to ensure that the 
unique needs of ELs are addressed in MTSS implementation.

Each team rated themselves on the MTSS for ELs rubric. Specifically, the teams reviewed the rubric 
and used green highlighters to identify which features were fully in place, yellow highlighters to iden-
tify features that were partially in place, then pink highlighters to identify areas not yet in place. After 
discussion, leadership teams rated the school system on the level of implementation of each item 
and provided evidence for their rating on the accompanying MTSS for ELs: Literacy Implementation 
Rubric Scoring Worksheet.

The tool, (Figure 5) along with accompa-
nying worksheet and guiding questions, 
is available on the Project LEE or Mul-
titiered System of Supports for English 
Learners website: www.projectlee.org; 
www.mtss4els.org

Figure 5.
Multitiered System of Supports for English 
Learners: Literacy Implementation Rubic
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During the projects’ initial year, research teams identified project-specific MTSS practices and pro-
cedures and collected baseline data. Educator and stakeholder input was used to inform model de-
velopment and identify key areas of focus for educator support in participating schools. During the 
implementation phase, teams tested and refined model practices in collaboration with educators; 
measured fidelity to the model; and provided ongoing support to leaders, specialists, and teachers 
in refining practice.

Decision-Making Framework for ELs in MTSS: The Outcomes-Driven Model
Project LEE worked with school leadership teams to use their structured process,  the Out-
comes-Driven Model (ODM; Good et al., 2002), to improve literacy and language outcomes for ELs. 
School leadership teams included the principal, literacy specialists, ELD specialists, and grade-level 
teacher leaders across English and Spanish (in the two TWI schools). The outcomes-driven model 
is a prevention-oriented data-based decision-making model that includes the following steps: (a) 
identifying need for support; (b) validating need for support; (c) planning, implementing and evalu-
ating support; and (d) evaluating outcomes (Figure 6).

Figure 6. The Outcomes Driven Model
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Given that two of our partner schools had two-way immersion programs (TWI), we coached school 
teams to examine student data disaggregated by group status (e.g., EL, economically disadvantaged, 
special education, etc.). In this way, we could look holistically at each student’s foundational skills 
across languages as well as evaluate their existing literacy support systems to plan culturally and 
linguistically aligned instruction aligned to students’ instructional needs. 

Identifying Need for Support, Validating Need for Support
To both identify and validate students’ need for support and determine the effectiveness of core 
instruction for all students, school instructional leadership teams examined achievement and lan-
guage data in both English and Spanish. 

Planning and Implementing Support Using the Action Planning Document 
Our partner schools used the ratings on the rubric to identify strengths and potential areas of growth 
based on student data and their system’s self-evaluation. They summarized the strengths and areas 
of need on the MTSS for ELs: Literacy Action Plan (Figure 7) document and then identified a contin-
uous improvement plan goal that aligned with their students’ needs. This was a central goal for the 
school and was reported to the district curriculum administrator to provide focus and accountability 
for the work. For our partner school teams, improving literacy outcomes for ELs was their goal (Grant 
Goal #6 ). Once a goal was identified, at least three observable, measurable actions were identified 
to help each team achieve the goal. These actions included collecting and reviewing progress moni-
toring data on language and literacy, implementing language supports for ELs, and video self-reflec-
tion cycles (described later).

Figure 7. MTSS for ELs: Literacy Action Plan
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Evaluating Support and Outcomes
At the conclusion of each year, teams reviewed student state assessment data, English language 
proficiency data from ELPA21, and curriculum-based measurement data.  They then reassessed 
their school systems to identify successes, challenges, and goals for the following year, starting the 
iterative process again.

3. IMPLEMENTING THE INTERVENTION MODEL: CLR MTSS

Development of a Culturally and Linguistically Responsive MTSS Framework
Multitiered system of supports (MTSS) is a prevention-oriented framework for providing instruc-
tion that is matched to student needs. The components are (a) high-quality core instruction effec-
tive for the majority of students, (b) universal screening to identify students in needs of additional 
support, (c) supplemental and intensive instruction and interventions, and (d) systematic progress 
monitoring (Fuchs & Vaughn, 2012).  While there is a substantial research base supporting MTSS 
as an effective prevention-oriented model (e.g. Berkeley et al., 2020; Burns et al., 2005; Fletcher 
& Vaughn, 2009), there is a gap in the research to guide its implementation with ELs.  One of the 
goals of the Model Demonstration grants was to develop culturally and linguistically responsive 
MTSS (CLR MTSS) frameworks in partner schools. 

In many multitiered instructional models, including in our partner district, Tier I refers to the core 
instruction that all students receive (benchmark), Tier II refers to supplemental supports that some 
students receive (strategic), and Tier III refers to a more intensive level of instruction for students 
who perform significantly below level or do not make sufficient progress with Tier II supports and/
or special education (intensive). Figure 8 depicts the commonly-used triangle to represent the 
tiers of MTSS.

Figure 8. Three Tiers of MTSS
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Core Components of CLR MTSS

A main goal of the grant was to develop a culturally and linguistically responsive MTSS (CLR MTSS) 
model that would support the literacy instruction of ELs. Tran et al., (2021) defined culturally and lin-
guistically responsive pedagogy as “...the integration of CLD students’ cultural characteristics, expe-
riences, and language into ongoing intervention and the demonstration of respect for the student’s 
personal and community identity” (p 148). Linan-Thompson and colleagues (2018) identified four 
culturally responsive practice (CLRP) domains to consider: instructional (evidence-based instruction-
al strategies to support EL learning), language (teaching that respects ELs’ native language), social 
(strong relationships with students and a supportive learning environment), and cultural knowledge 
(deep knowledge of students’ cultural, ethnic, racial, and social identities). They suggest these do-
mains be integrated into all aspects of teaching, from planning core instruction and supplemental 
interventions to instructional delivery, to providing optimal learning conditions for ELs. After review-
ing these evidence based CLRP, the three model demonstration projects collaboratively determined 
the essential components of a CLR MTSS framework to include the following features: 

• High-quality, evidence-based language and literacy instruction in all tiers
• Culturally and linguistically responsive teaching practices and principles, including language sup-

ports in students’ first language when possible
• Linguistically aligned assessment practices and regular review of student data
• Appropriate identification of ELs with disabilities (ELsWD)
• Professional development and strategic coaching for teachers

To capture the considerations for CLR MTSS, we reconceptualized the typical MTSS triangle as de-
picted below (Figure 9).   Each of the three colors represent the approximate percentage of students 
served at each level with the largest group served in the green core instruction section (approximate-
ly 80%), the yellow tiers serving about 15-20% of students, and the red tier reserved for the smallest 
group of students who need either intensive, individualized support or perhaps qualify for special 
education services.The dotted vertical lines represent the five stages of second language acquisi-
tion that EL students progress through to develop full English proficiency.  We also discussed how 
this development is not linear and it is important to look at growth in the four domains of listening, 
speaking, reading, and writing. Instruction and interventions should be aligned to students’ proficien-
cy levels so they can fully access content instruction.  The blue outer band of the triangle represents 
the PLUSS framework that incorporates culturally and linguistically responsive instruction at all tiers 
of instruction, across all levels of language proficiency.  
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Not surprisingly, when MTSS is conceptualized as a problem-solving framework for identifying stu-
dents’ needs and allocating resources accordingly, MTSS is a promising framework for ELs. Yet, com-
pared with monolingual student populations, less empirical evidence is available to guide educators 
in implementing MTSS for students who are developing biliteracy, or learning English as a second 
language and academic content simultaneously. Thus, we asked our school leadership teams these 
questions: 

• What does MTSS look like within different instructional models for ELs (e.g., one- or two-way 
dual- language, early-exit bilingual, ESL, English-only instruction with ELD services)?

• Is core instruction differentiated to align with EL students’ linguistic and cultural backgrounds 
and to determine that students’ challenges are not the result of lack of appropriate educational 
opportunities?

• What adjustments are needed in core instruction (Tier I) for ELs, with and without disabilities, 
when a disproportionate number of ELs do not meet grade-level expectations or are identified 
as needing supplemental intervention?

• Which assessments are appropriate for ELs and consistent with the language(s) of instruction?
• What types of supplemental culturally responsive interventions do ELs with and without disabil-

ities need?

In addition, we integrated the discussion of the role of language in all aspects of learning within the 
components of MTSS.

Figure 9. The PLUSS MTSS Model
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The PLUSS Framework

In response to the limited research on academic intervention programs developed for ELs, the two 
primary investigators of Project LEE, along with a colleague, developed a conceptual framework to 
use as an overlay to existing research-based intervention programs across all tiers. PLUSS is a syn-
thesis of research-based practices effective for ELs (Sanford et al, 2012).  The components are:

• Pre-teach critical vocabulary, prime background knowledge, and make cultural connections
• Language modeling and opportunities for practice
• Using visuals and graphic organizers
• Systematic and explicit instruction and
• Strategic use of native language and teaching for transfer

The PLUSS framework is unique in that it focuses on the instructional needs of ELs across all tiers, 
including in special education. Figure 10 is a sample of a blank lesson plan template for the frame-
work.  The lesson plan is numbered to highlight the sequence of the planning steps involved.  Steps 
1 and 2 ask the educator to develop both content and language objectives for the lesson.  In Step 
3, educators identify systematic and explicit instructional strategies for teaching the content and 
language objectives. Next, Step 4 is identifying the selected vocabulary and background knowledge 
needed for students to fully access the lesson and make personal and cultural connections. Finally, 
Steps 5 - 7 are ways to engage students in the instruction by using language supports, visuals, and 
making life and cultural connections. This framework was the foundation of our work.

Figure 10. PLUSS Lesson Plann
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Data Based Decision Making for ELs

For MTSS to be successful with ELs, a valid and comprehensive assessment system must be in place. 
Within MTSS, our school partners used accurate and appropriate screening and progress-monitor-
ing tools to make instructional decisions and to plan instruction that best addresses the needs of 
ELs. Through the model demonstration, school teams worked to improve their ability to under-
stand the data within a TWI setting to guide instruction across languages. 

Their effective data-based decision-making system for ELs included the following:

• Screening and progress-monitoring measures with established validity and reliability with ELs
• Educator awarenss and use of students’ language proficiency data when interpreting stsudent 

achievement data
• Regular review of student data for the purposes of planning instruction
• Collaborative evaluation of student progress and instructional planning within all tiers of instruc-

tion

Assessment Used within MTSS 

Curriculum-based Measures
Assessments within MTSS provided data on how students were progressing in their basic academic 
areas (e.g., literacy, math) relative to grade level standards.  As with any assessment, measures were 
determined to be reliable and valid for the population (c.f. Brown & Sanford, 2011). Our partner 
district used curriculum based measures (CBM) because they are brief; research has shown they are 
valid and reliable measures (Kaminski, Cummings, Powell-Smith, & Good, 2008), for the EL popula-
tion (e.g. Baker & Good, 1995; Riedel, 2007; Samuels, 2007; Vanderwood, Linklater & Healy, 2008; 
Wayman, Wallace & Wiley, 2007). They are effective in gauging short-term growth as long as we 
use them in the context of examining the efficacy of core for ELs, and comparing to true peers to 
determine adequate growth. CBMs have several versions (forms) of an assessment allowing for fre-
quent administration for progress monitoring.  Graphs were generated to provide a visual that was 
easy for parents to understand. Perhaps the most important use of CBMs was that when the data 
show that students are not making adequate progress, instruction was changed and intensified. Our 
school district partner used DIBELS (English)  and IDEL (Spanish) for screening and progress moni-
toring. 

Universal Screening Measures     
Universal screening measures were used to identify students who needed additional support in 
acquiring key reading skills—phonological awareness, phonics, vocabulary, comprehension, and flu-
ency. Within CLR MTSS, educators selected measures in English or students’ home language that 
had established validity and reliability with ELs. Universal screening measures were used to establish 
students’ current proficiency in the native language and/or English as a second language.
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Because screening measures are usually quick assessments administered at a single point in time, 
educators consulted additional forms of assessment data to accurately diagnose learning needs. 
Given the role of language proficiency in assessment and achievement, as well as the variation in 
ELs’ educational opportunities to develop their native and second languages, educators needed to 
review language proficiency assessment data when interpreting the results of a screening measure.

Progress Monitoring Tools
Key to an effective multitiered system is the systematic use of progress-monitoring measures. 
These assessments were administered more frequently than screening measures and showed stu-
dents’ progress in specific skills. Effective educators of ELs with and without disabilities use both 
formal and informal measures of student progress in language and literacy and use the data from 
these measures to inform their instruction. For students with persistent academic difficulties, these 
measures were helpful in determining whether the difficulties were due to a lack of prior learning 
opportunities (e.g., effective instruction), were a result of the normal second-language acquisition 
process, or were due to a potential learning disability.

Of course, reviewing and analyzing the data is only half of the picture. The other half involves edu-
cators’ active use of data for instructional planning. Because the educational needs of ELs are diverse 
and complex, educators regularly collaborated about salient issues and trends in the data, prob-
lem-solved about ways to address needs shown in the data, and shared expertise regarding instruc-
tional practices that positively affected student achievement. School leaders and administrators 
enhanced these practices by establishing time and guidance for teachers to engage in data-based 
decision-making.

Student Progress Monitoring in both Languages
When students were learning in more than one language they were progress monitored in all lan-
guages of instruction.  Progress monitoring occurred most frequently in the language of interven-
tion, and we looked at progress monitoring data regularly during the data team meetings (described 
below). 

True Peers
When determining whether a child was making adequate progress toward meaningful learning out-
comes, it was important to not only set and support students to reach ambitious goals, but it was 
also important to track their progress in comparison to students with similar linguistic and experien-
tial backgrounds (i.e. true peers; Brown & Doolittle, 2008).  If an EL was not making adequate prog-
ress, it was important to determine whether other students with similar educational experiences 
and language needs also needed additional support. If a large group of EL students were not mak-
ing adequate progress, a change to instruction to address students’ linguistic needs was warranted.  
However, if a student was making lower growth than other ELs with similar backgrounds, the stu-
dent was referred for more individualized problem solving (c.f. Brown & Sanford, 2019). 
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Data Team Meetings in Partner Schools
All data team meetings followed the problem-solving process (Figure 11) and were held shortly after 
school-wide screening or progress monitoring events.

Screening, Core Evaluation, and Intervention Placement Meetings (100% Meetings)
In our partner district, 100% meetings were held three times per year. These meetings occurred as 
a collective staff within a week of screening data collection, and teams met with full spreadsheets 
with all data entered. ELD specialists, Title I literacy specialists, and special education teachers 
interspersed themselves with grade level teams to collaboratively plan and support in goal setting 
and instructional targets with the grade level teams. In these meetings, grade level teams examined 
the screening data to determine the health of core instruction, strengths within each grade level, and 
ways to adjust instruction, curriculum, or environment, when data showed it was needed.  Language 
assessment data provided by the ELD specialists was considered an important part of instructional 
planning for ELs.  Within the district, core instruction was prioritized as meeting the needs of about 
80% of all students. Data were disaggregated so as to ensure that no major student population 
(e.g., race, EL, special education status, economically disadvantaged) was disproportionately in 
need of interventions. Next, teams examined student data to determine which students needed 
interventions.  

Figure 11. The Problem Solving Process
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Disagregating Student Data
In order to gauge the effectiveness of instruction across the tiers, data were disaggregated by student 
group.  In Tier 1, analyzing which students were falling in the intensive support need range helped 
identify instructional misalignment. For example, if a large group of EL students were identified as 
needing intensive support, the first action was to carefully examine the instruction to determine 
that it provided the language supports ELs needed to access academic content.  Equally important 
was to critically look at the content for its cultural relevance to all students, and opportunities to 
include all students’ perspectives, lived experiences, and values. When linguistic and cultural sup-
ports are in place in core instruction, typical CBM other screening and assessment data can reliably 
be used with EL students to identify those students who might need more intensive support than 
students from their peer group, or “true peers” (Brown & Doolittle, 2008). In other words, it is es-
sential to answer the question “Is core instruction differentiated to align with EL students’ linguistic 
and cultural backgrounds and to determine that students’ challenges are not the result of lack of 
appropriate educational opportunities?”

Analyzing Side-by-Side Student Data in TWI Programs
At 100% meetings, school teams analyzed side-by-side English and Spanish data for students in 
the TWI programs. Table 1 is an example of literacy data across both languages and how school 
teams examined student data to plan instruction.  Looking at data across both languages provided 
a holistic picture of the student’s breadth of knowledge and their understanding of cross linguis-
tic connections. Students sometimes performed better in their stronger language. The data show 
several example profiles of students.  Profile A (Student 1) shows students who are at benchmark 
across both languages. These students do not require interventions - continuation of high quality 
core instruction will likely support them to stay on track. Profile B (Students 2 and 5) are students 
who are at benchmark in one language and strategic in the other language. Such students likely 
only need some instruction on cross language connections to help build the bridge from what they 
know in their stronger language to develop what they need to learn in the other language.  Profile 
C (Student 4) shows students in the strategic range across both languages who likely need Tier 2 
intervention support.  We recommend providing the interventions focusing on one language. This 
may be the student’s stronger language or may mirror the language of literacy instruction in the 
classroom. Students at the strategic range in one language and Intensive in the other language are 
Profile D (Students 6 and 9).  Their skills are not established in either language so their intervention 
may be similar to those with Profile C - with intervention provided in the language of instruction or 
their stronger language.  Students in Profile E (Student 7), demonstrates intensive need for support 
for both in languages, and likely needs Tier 3 support.  It is likely most beneficial beginning in their 
stronger language and then teaching them the cross language connections.  Students with Profile 
F (Student 3 and 8), who are at benchmark in one language and who need intensive support in the 
other likely just need to be taught the cross language connections since they are at benchmark or 
grade level in one language (usually their stronger language). 
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Progress Monitoring Meetings (20% Meetings)
Grade level teams met each quarter with ELD specialists, Title I, and special education teachers to 
review progress monitoring data and determine next steps for students receiving intervention in-
cluding those in special education.  First, the teams examined the data for each intervention group 
to determine whether the group of individuals were making limited progress as determined by ana-
lyzing aimelines and trendlines, true peer comparisons, and grade level norms. Instructional adjust-
ments were made when students’ progress was lower than expected.  For students requiring addi-
tional support, more intensive interventions were planned. These team meetings were collaborative 
and took into account students’ language and literacy needs.  ELD and literacy specialists worked 
alongside grade level teachers to determine how to adjust instruction for students’ needs.  These 
20% meetings were a valuable support our partner district already had in place to carefully align 
data based decision making with the intensity of instruction students required to meet meaningful 
language and literacy goals across English only as well as TWI programs. 

Table 1. Side-by-Side Oral Language Fluency Data (English/Spanish)
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Individual Problem Solving Meetings
When students demonstrated an intensive need for support and did not make adequate progress 
in Tier 2 intervention with evidence-based intervention programs and skilled instructional delivery, 
they were referred to individual problem solving.  In these meetings, parents were invited to be a 
part of how to provide more intensive and individual support, both academically and behavioral-
ly. These meetings were focused and individualized for each student’s needs and in some cases 
were a precursor to referrals for special education evaluation. Additionally, the counselor or school 
psychologist completed a developmental history via a parent interview, and an Individual Problem 
Solving assessment and action plan was completed.  A hypothesis for the lack of progress was 
created and interventions targeting the student’s individual needs were planned.  Meetings were 
reconvened at 9-week periods to examine progress.  If the student was not making expected prog-
ress, a special education referral was considered. 

Culturally and Linguistically Responsive Core Instruction: English-only and Two-
Way Immersion Program Models
All students received comprehensive, evidence-based language and literacy instruction as part of 
the core curriculum. Two of our partner schools offered both a two-way immersion (TWI) program 
and one school offered English-only instruction with ELD supports. Dual-language or Two-way 
Immersion (TWI) programs promote the equal status of the languages of instruction. Educators 
tapped into students’ linguistic and cultural knowledge to advance learning. Instruction targeted 
the key components of literacy—phonological awareness, phonics, vocabulary, oral reading fluen-
cy, comprehension, and writing—using a variety of instructional techniques that were appropriate 
for students’ different language proficiency levels and stages of literacy development. Educators 
recognized that bilingual students draw on linguistic resources in both languages. These educators 
facilitated students’ cross-linguistic transfer and developed students’ metalinguistic awareness. 
Also, educators explicitly taught forms of linguistic complexity (e.g., vocabulary, syntax, language 
functions, conventions) and provided multiple practice opportunities for developing language 
skills. 

Whether students were developing biliteracy within a dual-language model, transitioning from 
native-language to English instruction, or receiving ESL instruction, core classroom teaching was 
explicit, systematic, and differentiated for students’ language and learning needs. Core instruction 
was guided by teachers’ knowledge of second-language acquisition, and it integrated teaching for 
each language domain (listening, speaking, reading, and writing). In addition to reading instruc-
tion, teachers provided high-quality, structured opportunities for students to use and practice lan- 
guage in meaningful ways through speaking and writing. 

Language Considerations Across the Tiers 
In addition to foundational reading skills, language is a predictor of reading achievement. In schools 
we define two types of language: (a) oral/colloquial language, and (b) academic language. Aca-
demic language becomes especially important by late-elementary and middle school when stu-
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dents learn new content via increasingly dense texts (Truckenmiller, Park, Dabo & Newton, 2019).  
Evidence suggests that teaching new concepts using oral/colloquial language and then linking to 
academic language is beneficial for ELs (Truckenmiller et al., 2019).  

In order to provide ELs appropriate language supports throughout instruction and interventions, 
all teachers needed a basic understanding of the second language acquisition (SLA) process.  We 
provided professional development that helped teachers understand that students learning a sec-
ond language progress through five stages of acquisition and can take between 5 – 7 years or more 
to become proficient in English (Hakuta, 2011). Consequently, foundational to the development 
of a CLR MTSS framework was to ensure all school staff had a basic understanding of second 
language acquisition. All staff at the three partner schools were provided professional develop-
ment reviewing Oregon’s English Language Proficiency (ELP) standards (https://www.oregon.gov/
ode/students-and-family/equity/EngLearners/Documents/ELPStandardsFinal.pdf) and the dis-
trict’s English Language Development (ELD) program models.  All schools were actively developing 
co-teaching models where ELD teachers pushed into classrooms in the English-only classrooms to 
provide the mandated language supports for ELs and ensure these supports were used throughout 
the day by grade level teachers to increase generalizability of these skills across content areas. 

To monitor progress toward English language proficiency, our partner district administered the state 
mandated English Language Proficiency Assessment (ELPA 21) annually.  The ELPA 21 is also used 
to qualify students for Title III ELD services. We targeted initial professional development to help 
all staff understand the second language acquisition process and what the ELPA21’s proficiency 
descriptors mean for instruction, and their link to providing appropriate instruction to each student 
based on their proficiency. While typically the second language acquisition process is conceptual-
ized as a five or six stage progress, the ELPA21 instead identifies three levels of proficiency as shown 
in Figure 12:

Figure 12. ELPA21 Proficiency Levels
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School staff learned that, particularly in the upper-elementary grades, learning can be 
challenging for ELs because they are not only learning a second language but also learning new con-
tent in a second language leading to increased cognitive demands (Goldenberg, 2013). 
Staff also learned some effective practices that included: 

• Scaffolding instruction when linguistic and cognitive demands are high
• Using nonlinguistic tools strategically (e.g., advance organizers, visuals) to anchor instruction and 

support students in making sense of content
• Adjusting instruction for different levels of language proficiency

Oral Language Assessment
Including oral language assessments within the MTSS process ensured teachers had information 
about native language and/or English proficiency to deliver lessons that support ELs’ oral language 
development and to determine whether students are making expected progress. This was a focus 
within our partner schools. ELs with age- or developmentally-appropriate native language skills have 
a good foundation for acquiring English; those with communication difficulties in their native lan-
guage are likely to have difficulty acquiring English. There is also substantial evidence that a child with 
low language abilities will have difficulty becoming a reader and writer. Therefore, determining effec-
tive methods within the school context for monitoring language growth was essential.  Our partner 
schools utilized daily language checks with an application called SeeSaw where students were given 
a prompt to provide an oral response to demonstrate their understanding of both language and 
content taught for the day.  These were monitored by the ELD specialists to determine how well 
students were responding to their language instruction.

For added information, in consultation with a researcher in Speech and Hearing Sciences we began 
investigating the use of language sample analysis.  Research strongly suggests it to be one of the 
most valid direct methods for assessing language for a variety of purposes (Kapantzoglou et al., 2021, 
Dollaghan & Horner, 2011; Restrepo, 1998) including determining language proficiency in bilinguals 
(MacSwan & Rolstad, 2006). Overall, analyzing discourse provides information about lexical diver-
sity, grammaticality, and syntactic complexity and how language characteristics and/or limitations 
may affect children’s communication across contexts. We planned to gather language samples in 
both Spanish and English through a story retell from targeted students to assess their language abil-
ities based on the number of grammatical errors (Retrespo, 1998).  Unfortunately, due to the Covid 
pandemic we were unable to conduct this investigation but plan to continue to seek funding to move 
forward with this research.

Supplemental and Intensive Interventions
For ELs identified for academic supports beyond those provided in core (Tier I) instruction, educators 
needed to consider a variety of factors when planning supplemental intervention (Tiers II and III). Be-
cause ELs are diverse—in terms of their native-language and English proficiency, previous education-
al experiences, and academic achievement—educators cannot adopt a “one-size-fits-all” approach 
to intervention. Therefore, we provided professional development on the PLUSS framework to use 
as an enhancement to all reading interventionists.
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Fidelity to Interventions
Academic interventions must match students’ identified needs (Freeman, Miller, & Newcomer, 2015; 
MTSS4ELS, 2020). For ELs, those needs include support for language development.   While there 
is widespread agreement that interventions be delivered in a manner that maintains fidelity to core 
components, ELs will likely need additional targeted instruction in language and background knowl-
edge (Brown & Sanford, 2019) to fully benefit from the intervention. Consequently, adjustments to 
interventions are likely needed.  In fact, several studies on reading interventions with ELs included 
language enhancements (Baker et al., 2015; Linan-Thompson et al., 2007; Vaughn et al., 2006).  Ad-
ditionally, Kearns et al. (2014) acknowledged that adjustments to interventions may be necessary for 
certain students and recommend that the adjustment be implemented while leaving core elements 
of the program in place.  The PLUSS framework offers a systematic approach to enhancing interven-
tions while leaving those critical core components of interventions in place. 

Determining Language of Interventions
If language arts instruction is in a students’ native language, Tier 2 intervention was also provided 
in that language. This required creative strategies such as grouping students with similar difficulties 
across classrooms during small group reading. Teachers also suggested ways that parents and siblings 
could support ELs at home (e.g., talking to them, telling stories, talking about what they are reading in 
school). Monolingual interventionists also used ELD strategies (using the components of the PLUSS 
Framework) and focused on teaching skills that support cross linguistic transfer of oral language skills 
(e.g., teaching vocabulary skills to communicate concepts they have already acquired in their native 
language). School leaders actively sought ways to ensure that ELs, like their non-EL peers, had access 
to highly qualified interventionists with expertise in bilingual language development.

Tier 2 Intervention
Interventions in Tier 2 provided more targeted instruction than in the typical classroom instruction 
and grouping was determined by the skills needed to be learned.  Groups of 3 - 5 students were a 
mix of EL and English-only students and they received support 3 - 5 times per week from a highly 
trained interventionist (reading specialist or trained paraprofessional).  Interventions provided addi-
tional preview and review of skills learned in Tier 2 lessons, additional opportunities for practice, and 
immediate corrective feedback.  The instructional materials were the researched-based programs 
already in use.  Within Project LEE partner schools, Tier 2 interventions were enhanced by using the 
PLUSS framework as an overlay to the intervention programs to ensure EL students received CLR 
intervention.  The PLUSS framework was used for both English and Spanish interventions. When 
interventions were delivered in a student’s second language, small-group supplemental instruction 
included a focus on skills that do not transfer from the first language to the second (e.g., vocabu-
lary, syntax, specific orthographic patterns). Progress was regularly monitored (at least one time per 
week).  When teams determined that a student’s progress lagged behind their true peer group, they 
were referred to the Individual Problem Solving Team and then provided Tier 3 intervention.  Table 2 
is a vignette of CLR Tier 2 Intervention.
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In this vignette, a Project LEE teacher provided evidence-based Tier 2 read-
ing intervention to ELs, entitled Language Focused Repeated Reading (see 
Appendix 5).

The students were preparing to read a story about dune buggies. The teacher 
pre-taught vocabulary words (i.e., fuel, fumes, cruise, dune) using gestures, 
pictures, and student-friendly definitions. The teacher and students pre-
viewed the text and illustrations. The teacher showed students a sentence 
frame, “I predict that we will read about ___” and modeled making a pre-
diction. She paired the students (using intentional partnership and explic-
it tasks) and partners took turns sharing their predictions (using controlled 
alternation, or turn taking, for a specific period of time so each partner gets 
to talk and has a clear role) with each other before sharing with the whole 
group.

To establish how well students read the unpracticed text, students inde-
pendently read the story and graphed the number of words they read 
correctly in one minute (called a “cold read”). Students then read the text 
and highlighted words they could not read and or did not understand. The 
teacher then led an echo reading activity, reading a phrase or sentence and 
having the students repeat it. Students then raised their index finger when 
they came to a word they highlighted, and the teacher provided a quick 
definition to ensure comprehension without interrupting the story. Stu-
dents practiced reading the story chorally to develop their rate and phras-
ing. Finally, the students read the passage independently and tracked the 
number of words read and graphed their fluency. The teacher checked the 
students’ comprehension with an activity like summarizing the text and had 
them discuss what they liked about the story. By using the PLUSS enhance-
ments, the teacher noted that students increased their story comprehen-
sion and engagement.

The following is an example of the teachers’ self-assessment and reflection 
of the lesson with notes about the PLUSS components she included in her 
lesson. 

Tier 2 Strategies in Action:

An Instruction Vignette
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Purpose 1. Improve reading fluency (rate, accuracy, prosody) through language 
supported repeated reading practice

2. Recognizing language and comprehension contribute to reading flu-
ency, and are an essential part of supporting ELs in fluent reading

Selecting passage
Before Reading:

Select a passage that students can read 
at a cold read with 90-95% accuracy 
(instructional level) 

Language Focused

Repeated Reading Process

Step Description

For ELs, make sure they can 
decode and understand 
most of the words. 

Details/Example 
Teacher Language

Before instruction 
select high-util-
ity vocabulary 
words; unfamiliar 
words

Pre-read the passage – identify 3-5 
unknown words (words students can’t 
read or don’t know the meaning)

1. High leverage
2. Important to understanding the 

passage
3. Vocabulary Tier 2 (applies across 

content areas)*
*fast map (teach quickly with “show & 
go” or quick definition) domain specific 
vocabulary

Pre-teach words  (see below) 
that are more generalizable 
such as fuel, fumes, and 
cruise. 

Fast mapped words: words 
identified by students as 
unknown words and domain 
specific vocabulary such as 
tubular and sand dunes. 
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Quick pre-teach 
of vocabulary

Teach vocabulary explicitly and quickly
1. Teacher reads; students chorally 

read
2. Student friendly definition (with 

visual or TPR)
3. Example & cognate/native lan-

guage definition if appropriate 

Step Description

1. The word is ______ 
(fumes)

2. What word? (fumes)
3. The word fumes means 

chemicals or gas that 
smell bad and are dan-
gerous to breath… (wave 
hand in front of face to 
demo bad smell)

4. In Spanish fumes mean 
humo o vapores

5. Fumes come out of the 
exhaust pipe of the deliv-
ery truck (waving hand in 
front of face)

Details/Example 
Teacher Language

Prediction 1. Read the title of the passage 
chorally

2. Make a prediction
a. Use sentence frame (written 
and verbally)

i. “I predict that we will read 
about…”
ii. “I predict that we will learn 
about…”

b. Meticulously model
i. Teacher says
ii. Students say
iii. Students write
iv. Students read

1. “I predict that we will 
read about…” 

or
2. 2. “I predict that we will 

learn about…”

“Use the title, picture clues, 
and the vocabulary clues 
to make a prediction about 
what you think we will read/
learn about..”

Cold read:
(1st read)

1. Students whisper read for 1 min 
timing

2. Students record their words per 
minute score and graph it in 
blue on their fluency graph. 
a. Label graph with date
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Pre-teach process 
for identifying 
unknown words

1. Explicitly teach students to 
identify words that they cannot 
pronounce (decode) or don’t 
know the meaning. 

a. Explain
b. Model 
c. Prepare students for guid-
ed practice step (next)

Step Description

1. We are going to high-
light words that we don’t 
know.  I’m highlighting 
two types of words: those 
I can’t pronounce and 
those I don’t know what 
they mean

2. Teacher models with a 
think aloud: 

a. “I’m reading this text 
and I’ve come to the 
word ______ and I 
can read it but I’m not 
sure what it means, 
should I highlight it?” 
Students: “yes!” 

b. “I’m reading this 
text and I’m trying to 
sound out this word… 
P...p...p…. I’m not sure 
how to read that word. 
Should I highlight it?” 
Students: “Yes!”

Details/Example 
Teacher Language

2nd read:
Identify
unknown words

1. Students whisper read the text 
and highlight words they 

a. Can’t read
b. Don’t know the meaning

1. Teacher praises quietly 
while students work, 
“Awesome! I hear 
people whisper read-
ing and I see people 
highlighting words. So 
good.”

2. Correction: If students 
are not audibly whis-
per reading or are too 
loud, correct by quietly 
modeling and correct-
ing until the student is 
successfully whisper 
reading. 
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3rd read: Echo 
read for expres-
sion and phras-
ing, students flag 
unknown words

1. Teacher reads by phrase or sen-
tence using appropriate proso-
dy 

2. Students flag unknown words 
as we read them.

a. If meaning of the word is 
unknown: teacher fast maps 
for meaning 
b. If word is difficult to de-
code, teacher reads the word, 
fast maps for meaning if 
needed, students repeat the 
word  

Step Description

My turn first.  Teacher reads 
the first sentence.  Students 
echo read.  As they encoun-
tered unknown words she 
quickly defined them.  She 
stopped to fast map “sand 
dune.” Sand dunes are hills of 
sand.”

Fast mapping: to quickly give 
meaning to a word

Details/Example 
Teacher Language

4th read: Punc-
tuation with a 
partner

1. Students turn to their partner 
and decide who is going first. 

a. Students partner read the 
text, switching turns at each 
period or ending punctuation 
mark.
b. If students finish, the op-
posite partner begins reading 
the first sentence and they 
partner read the text again. 

“On this read, we are going 
to pay close attention to 
punctuation. Remember, 
when you see a period, you 
stop. When you see a com-
ma, you pause” “When you 
see a question mark, your 
voice goes up.”

5th read: hot read 
for rate

1. Students whisper read for 1 min 
timing

2. Students record their words per 
minute score and graph it in red 
on their fluency graph above 
their blue bar

3. Celebrate growth

“Now we’re going to read just 
like we’re talking or telling 
a story.  When I say begin 
please read out loud in a 
whisper voice. When you 
hear the buzzer and I say 
stop, please circle or draw a 
bracket around the last word 
that you read. If you need 
help counting up your words 
per minute, let me know. 
Now, take your score and 
graph it in red on top of your 
blue bar graph that you col-
ored in after your cold read.”
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Comprehension 
check

Students do one of the following to 
demonstrate comprehension of the 
passage:

1. Write a summary
2. Apply comprehension skill or 

strategy of the week 
3. (with a sentence frame)
4. Answer comprehension ques-

tions

Step Description

Provide students with sen-
tence frame or language 
scaffold to get them started:
“This passage was mainly 
about ________. Some 
interesting things I learned 
were______, ______, 
_______.”

Or use paragraphing shrink-
ing for expository text:
http://www.readingrockets.
org/strategies/paragraph_
shrinking 

1. Tell who or what the 
passage is about

2. Tell the most import-
ant thing about the 
who or what

3. Say it in 10 words or 
less

For narrative text: use a retell
Tell the main character, the 
main problem they had and 
what happened first, next, 
and last.
This story was 
about________.  The main 
problem ____ had was 
______.  First, ______.  
Next, _______. Final-
ly________.

Details/Example 
Teacher Language
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Tier 3 Intervention
Highly skilled specialists delivered Tier III intensive interventions, which sometimes included stu-
dents with IEPs, in smaller groups of two to three students. This level of instruction targeted spe-
cific, persistent difficulties and was adjusted based on data from continuous progress monitoring. 
The PLUSS framework continued to be used.  The instruction in Tier 3 is intensified by increasing 
the duration or frequency of instruction, decreasing the group size, or changing the delivery or 
type of instruction. Frequent progress monitoring data guided any needed changes including the 
addition of increased language supports.  The PLUSS framework was also used in special educa-
tion instruction. Tables 3 identifies Tier 3 components and provides recommendations for ELs. 
Table 4 highlights additional components for ELs with disabilities in Tier 3 instruction.  Table 5 is 
an example of an instructional vignette for a third grade reading group that included EL students 
with IEPs.

Table 3. Tier 3 Components for ELs with Significant Learning Difficulties
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Table 4. Additional Components of Tier 3 Intervention for ELs With Disabilities



35

Here we describe how one bilingual reading intervention teacher used the 
PLUSS framework (see lesson plan on the next page) to enhance a lesson 
from a research-based intensive intervention program. Mr. Franco’s Tier 3 
third-grade intervention group included two Spanish-speaking ELs with a 
specific learning disability and one native English speaker with a commu-
nication disorder. Both ELs were identified as “emerging English speakers 
- Level 2” (on a 1–5 scale, with 5 being fully proficient). The students were 
reading at the first-grade reading level. Mr. Franco taught the adopted inter-
vention program with fidelity, but used the PLUSS framework to add addi-
tional scaffolding and language practice for his students.

Integrating PLUSS Components into the
Intervention Lesson
Mr. Franco previewed the lesson to (a) determine whether additional lan-
guage or background support was needed to meet the unique needs of the 
students, (b) identify content objective(s), and (c) create a language objec-
tive (see components 1 & 2 in the lesson plan below).

Preteach critical vocabulary and prime
background knowledge (component 3)
Mr. Franco determined that the vocabulary was familiar to the students, but 
results of their language assessment indicated that they needed to learn to 
change verbs from present to past tense. He taught the students that add-
ing -ed changed a verb to something that happened in the past. He made 
picture and word cards for walk, talk, call, and jump and gave each child a 
sticky note with “ed” on it so they could change the verbs from present to 
past tense.

Systematic and explicit instruction (component 4)
Sounds, decoding and word reading, story reading, and answering compre-
hension questions orally and in writing were explicitly taught as prescribed 
in the intervention program. Mr. Franco added instruction on past-tense 
verbs using the gradual release strategy: model (I do), guided practice (We 
do), and independent application (You do). After the students read the story 

Tier 3:

Third Grade ELs with Reading 
Disabilities Vignette
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twice (first to give them practice accurately decoding the text and then to build automa-
ticity and answer comprehension questions), he modeled and had students practice read-
ing the story with expression. Even when students are developing foundational reading 
skills, it is important for ELs to hear the story read with prosody (expression) and fluency 
because they are developing these linguistic skills. They can then practice reading text at 
their instructional level and with prosody.

Strategies: Language use, visuals, native language and
teaching for transfer (components 5–7)
Mr. Franco modeled each target verb using the total physical response (TPR) approach 
and visuals (i.e., picture cards). Then he added -ed endings on a sticky note as he said the 
words in the past tense. Finally, he provided sentence frames for students to use the tar-
get word in the past tense. “[verb] means [definition]” and “[verb + -ed] means to [verb] 
in the past.” These visuals made the language concepts comprehensible to students. To 
make a connection to the students’ native language, he provided the present and past-
tense conjugations of the words in Spanish. As a motivator to complete their work, Mr. 
Franco read aloud a culturally relevant book. This reinforced that reading is for both learn-
ing and enjoyment.

Figure 13. PLUSS Lesson Plan
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4. JOB-EMBEDDED PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

A major goal of model demonstration projects was to build capacity of its partners in implement-
ing the model’s interventions past the completion of the grant.  Project LEE used a job-embedded 
professional development model that included after school workshops, individual coaching, profes-
sional development days during the school year and summer, and coaching on data teaming during 
data meetings. 

To establish professional development our approach was to first listen and observe each school’s 
instruction and data teaming processes.  We then worked collaboratively with the schools’ leadership 
teams to complete the MTSS for ELs Literacy Rubric for baseline data on the responsiveness of their 
MTSS systems for ELs, attended data meetings, and examined disaggregated literacy outcomes for 
ELs.  All teams identified the need to improve outcomes for ELs.  Within the context of each school, 
we collaboratively planned PD activities around use of the PLUSS framework tailored to the needs 
of each school rather than a “one size fits all” approach. Along with the other two projects, we de-
veloped measure of self-efficacy and social validity to determine the efficacy of the PD.  The results 
are presented below within the Evaluation/Findings section. Figure 13 shows the iterative PD cycle.

With those goals in mind, a targeted action plan that included professional development aligned 
with the school’s goals was created.  Once we identified key professional development, teachers 
engaged in Job-Embedded Profession Development: Video Self Reflection Cycle to learn and im-
plement practices that were effective at improving learning outcomes for ELs (Appendix 3).

These steps included:

1. Learn the components of the PLUSS Framework and classroom application.  We provided pro-
fessional development on various components of the PLUSS framework including using sen-
tence frames and precision partnering practices to increase ELs active engagement, and use of 
rigorous academic language with correct grammar and syntax as they shared in structured part-
nerships.  Sentence frames in both English and Spanish were utilized to support this (for exam-
ple, “____ is an example of ____ because…” “I agree because…” or “I disagree because____.” or 
“Estoy de acuerdo porque…” and “No estoy de acuerdo porque…”)  

2. Plan by reflecting on the learners and their needs, and planning a PLUSS lesson to target focus 
students and set teaching and learning goals.  We held a second PD session to give teachers time 
to plan the content they wanted to teach and select the practices they wanted to improve. This 
was teacher’s opportunity to self-reflect on which CLR evidence-based practice they learned 
through the PLUSS framework would be most relevant to improve their teaching and student 
learning.  They then set a teaching goal (what teaching behavior did they want to implement 
[e.g. use of structured precision partnerships/use of academic sentence frames]) and a student 
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goal (i.e. what learning outcomes did they hope to achieve; [e.g. ELs will share their thinking in a 
complete sentence]). 

3. Implement and video the lesson.  The teachers were then able to implement the lesson on their 
own timeframe and video the lesson using an ipad/phone or other recording device. At this time 
coaching was also offered to teachers, so if they wanted to see a practice modeled an instruction-
al coach or ELD specialist could come model the practice for the teachers, or they could observe 
another grade level teacher implementing the practice.

4. Observe the teaching video and observe instruction and students’ responses; record what strat-
egies were used and students’ responses using the Video Self-Reflection Rubric.  Teachers were 
asked to position the cameras in a way that they could both see their teaching, as well as hear and 
see a target EL student’s responses. These videos were private - not shared with school adminis-
tration or others unless a teacher explicitly asked to share them.  It was impressive that over time 
teachers would volunteer to video a model lesson and share with colleagues because there was 
a sense of pride in implementing practices that were working for students.

5. Monitor teacher (self) implementation of CLR evidence based practices and student responses.  
Once teachers video taped themselves they would independently view the video and watch 
for their own implementation of the evidence based practices, as well as targeting their EL stu-
dents’ use of language and opportunities to respond. They could then evaluate the impact of their 
teaching on student engagement and learning.

6. Reflect on the impact of instruction; strengths and areas for growth. Teachers came together in a 
second video self reflection session to collaboratively discuss their findings and hear from others 
about strengths and areas of growth for their instruction and student learning.

7. Adjust based on the rubric and self reflection, make instructional adjustments and set new teach-
ing and learning goals.  Teachers ended this cycle by setting a new goal and embarking on anoth-
er round of learning. 
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Figure 14. Job-Embedded Professional Development: Video Self-Reflection

Sample Professional Learning
Professional development topics included understanding and supporting Language Develop-
ment, Language Focused Repeated Reading, and a Video Self Reflection two-part process.  Sam-
ple professional development from these topic areas is described below and included in Appendix 
5.

Video Self Reflection
The Video Self Reflection process was a three part professional development series that followed 
professional development on CLR evidence based practices.  In the first PD session, a feature of 
the PLUSS framework or application of the PLUSS framework would be highlighted, then par-
ticipants would follow up with a second session to plan instruction, video, and reflect. Finally, a 
third session, educators would come together to debrief their video, their instruction, and their EL 
students’ response to instruction and set a new target, beginning the process again.
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Purpose 1. Analyze your own instruction, student learning, and make self-di-
rected adjustments.

2. Increase quality and quantity of academic language used by stu-
dents (form) to improve understanding of content (function).

Plan:
Before Recording

1. Identify EL students who need additional language support.
2. Select 1-2 target EL students who you will observe to examine 

the impact of your teaching (when video-taping, you will position 
the video camera to capture target student(s) responses as well as 
your teaching).

3. Choose an instructional time when you would like to increase the 
use of students’ academic language during literacy instruction (e.g. 
vocabulary, reading comprehension, writing).

4. Identify one teaching goal and one student goal.

Examples
Teaching Goal: 
I will give students a process for identifying unknown words (words 
they can’t pronounce or words don’t know the meaning) and provide 
fast mapping instruction in response.
I will write and model the use of at least two sentence frames to assist 
students in comparing and contrasting the main characters in the story.

Student Goal:
Target EL students will use at least one complete sentence when they 
compare and contrast the characters in partner sharing.

EL students will flag unknown words and ask for clarification on mean-
ing and decoding (monitoring and clarifying).

Record:
Video Clips

1. Record one to two 10-20 minute video clips of your instruction 
(plan to take two in case first video isn’t usable).

2. Focus video on target students and you as the teacher so that the 
target EL students are visible in your video and you can analyze the 
impact of your instruction for those students.

Takes Notes on 
PLUSS Features 
(first viewing)

Using Project LEE Teacher Video Self-Observation & Reflection Protocol:

1. Review entire protocol.
2. Write your teaching goal on page 1 and write your student goal on 

page 2.
3. View video focusing on your instruction and the students, not on 

irrelevant details (e.g., how you look, your clothing) and remember 
watching yourself for the first time can be stressful!

4. Complete the first section, PLUSS Features, of the protocol.

Table 5. Video Self-Reflection Process
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Takes Notes on 
PLUSS Features 
(first viewing)

Takes Notes on 
Students Op-
portunities for 
Language Use 
(second view-
ing)

1. Review your student goal.
2. View video for the second time to focusing on the students’ use of 

language.
3. Complete the second section, Opportunities for Language Use, of 

the protocol:
a. Circle the content of instruction in the far left column
b. Note time of instruction 
c. Tally opportunities to respond (OTRs):

i. group
ii. paired 
iii. individual

d. Tally how many times academic vocabulary was used by you 
and the students
e. Write examples of student responses

a. Highlight which components you see present in your instruc-
tion from the PLUSS features (note: you would expect to see 
some but not all of the components present in any given lesson).

b. Make notes about how you addressed the components, or 
where you could have addressed the components better.

c. At the conclusion: Give yourself an overall rating for whether 
each component was addressed (0 = not in place, 1 = partially in 
place, 2 = fully in place).

Analyze:
Self-analysis

Steps to Effective Video Self-analysis

1.    Reflect on your goals for the video.
a. Note to what extent you addressed your teaching goal
b. Note to what extent the learners met their student goal

2.   Review your quantitative data and your notes
a. Focus on evidence about instruction.
b. Connect instruction with principles of effective practices.

3.   Identify at least 3 strengths of your instruction (glows)
4.   Identify 1 -2 areas for growth (grows)
5.   Plan future instruction based on what you learned from your video 
analysis.

Product of Project LEE projectlee.com:  Video Self-Reflection Process
Sanford, Brown, & Swindle (2018; revised 2022)

This project is supported by the U.S. Department of Education, Office of Special Education Programs (Award 
Number H326M16008). Opinions expressed herein are those of the authors and do not necessarily represent the 
position of the U.S. Department of Education
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Language Focused Repeated Reading
Language Focused Repeated reading was an enhancement to evidence based repeated reading 
procedures that added language scaffolds and additional language monitoring and supports.  This 
was intended to better support EL students’ comprehension of text, academic language use, and 
fluency in reading. 

PLUSS Instructional Videos
These videos were taken to model CLR evidence based practices to share with educators at the 
professional development sessions. Table 6 provides a description of video titles, links, descrip-
tion, and look-fors within the video.

Table 6. Video Index
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Table 6. Video Index



46



47

5. FAMILY ENGAGEMENT 

Figure 14 shows family and school partnerships at all tiers of support. Working closely with families 
was an integral part of supporting ELs to be successful.  Families were engaged through cultural li-
aisons at our partner schools, multicultural events at the schools, and through outreach interviews 
and home visits.  The partner schools ensured availability of interpreters for every meeting with the 
school, whether it was a formal individual problem solving meeting or brief meetings with the school 
leadership.  The counselors, Title I teachers, and ELD specialists worked closely with teachers, fam-
ilies, and the school leadership to ensure integrated support services were provided that involved 
families collaboratively at every step of the MTSS process. The grant cohort also authored a brief 
on fostering relationships with families that can be found on our websites (Project LEE et al., 2020).

Figure 15. Family Engagement at All Tiers
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6. SUSTAINABILITY 

One of the goals of the Model Demonstration projects was for partners to develop the knowledge, 
skills, and supports needed for full implementation of the model so that their own staff could fully 
implement the model without support.  Project LEE planned all PD in collaboration with school per-
sonnel.  Additionally, most of the PD was also delivered with school partners. We collaborated with 
school partners to take video models of instructional practices related to Project LEE and have ed-
ited and posted these instructional videos to our project website so that our collaborating district as 
well as other school partners can view these effective instructional practices long past the life of the 
grant.  We have also shared these instructional videos and examples of the video self-reflection pro-
cess and language supports at numerous professional conferences to support scaling up of the prac-
tices, as well as sustainability within our partner district. The partner district leadership has reported 
continuing professional development and use of the video self-reflection cycles.  The co-planning 
and collaborative delivery of PD positively impacted sustainability.  Leaders report sustainability of 
many of Project LEE’s components (discussed further under Evaluation/Findings). 

7. DISSEMINATION

Another main goal of model demonstration projects is to share knowledge about evidence-based 
practices and their use in schools to the national audience by documenting replicable practices and 
their outcomes. Since the beginning of the grant, we have maintained both an individual project 
website (projectlee.org) and a cohort website (mtss4els.org).  Our project staff have co-presented or 
presented on Project LEE at 29 local, national, and international conferences since the grant incep-
tion in 2016. We have also been made aware that at least two states are using our five project briefs 
for statewide professional development.  Additionally, one statewide professional development 
project reported they were using the MTSS for ELs Literacy Rubric with their state’s school teams.  
Given the interest thus far, we believe the tools and resources will continue to be used broadly.  
The resources developed by the Model Demonstration Projects should be integrated within existing 
state initiatives.

8. EVALUATION/FINDINGS

Overall Project Findings (Principal/Leadership Interviews)
In this section we will describe Project LEE findings that will include: (a) ratings from the MTSS for 
ELs: Literacy Implementation Rubric, (b) feedback from Project LEE school administrators and school 
interviews, (c) survey findings from Project LEE teachers (Teacher Self Efficacy and Social Validity of 
Model Components), and finally (d) the ELs growth study. Project evaluation included multiple data 
sources that supported replication of model components.
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MTSS for ELs: Literacy Implementation Rubric Ratings 

2019-2020 Rubric Ratings
We assessed the implementation of culturally and linguistically responsive MTSS model compo-
nents at Schools A (May 2019), B (April 2019), and C (June 2019). Implementation was assessed 
with the MTSS for ELs Fidelity Rubric (Project LEE et al., 2021), which measures progress in 46 areas 
in the following categories: 1) assessments, 2) progress monitoring tools, 3) data-based decision 
making, 4) multilevel instruction: primary level intervention (Tiers I, II, and III), 5) special education 
referral, identification, and IEPs for English learners, 6) infrastructure and support mechanisms, 
and 7) fidelity and evaluation. 

Overall, the ratings were high at all schools with implementation of 91 percent of the MTSS mod-
el components. This performance measure met the target since it was over 80 percent. Out of 
the 46 measures, School A reported the highest level of implementation in 28 of the 46 areas, a 
moderate level of implementation in 16 of 46 areas, and a low level of implementation in 1 area 
(IEPs for ELs in Special Education Referral, Identification, and Individual Education Plans (IEPs) for 
English Learners [Tier III]). School B reported the highest level of implementation in 12 out of 46 
areas, a moderate level of implementation in 33 of 46 areas, and a low level of implementation 
in one area (Cultural and linguistic match of evidence-based intervention to ELs in Multilevel In-
struction: Secondary-Level Intervention [Tier II ]). School C reported the highest level of imple-
mentation in 19 out of 46 areas, a moderate level of implementation in 26 of 46 areas, and a low 
level of implementation in one area (Linguistically Aligned Progress-Monitoring Tools in Progress 
Monitoring).

2018-2019 Rubric Ratings
We assessed the implementation of culturally and linguistically responsive MTSS model com-
ponents at Schools A (August 2018) and B (April 2019). Overall for 2019, the ratings were high at 
both schools, with implementation of 98% of the MTSS model components overall. Out of the 46 
measures, School A reported the highest level of implementation in 26 of the 46 areas, a moder-
ate level of implementation in 19 of 46 areas, and a low level of implementation in 1 area (IEPs for 
Els in Special Education Referral, Identification, and Individual Education Plans (IEPs) for English 
Learners [Tier III]). School B reported the highest level of implementation in 12 out of 46 areas, 
a moderate level of implementation in 33 of 46 areas, and a low level of implementation in one 
area Cultural and Linguistic Match of Evidence-based Intervention to ELS in Multilevel Instruction: 
Secondary-level Intervention [Tier II]).

Interview Findings: School Leadership Perceptions
External evaluators interviewed Project LEE principals and school leaders within three schools 
during January 2022 to ask about their experiences implementing the PLUSS framework, what 
aspects of the model they were able to sustain during distance learning, and lessons learned for 
implementation.
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The PLUSS framework provided a common language, process for collaboration, and enhanced 
focus on English Learner students for Project LEE school educators.

Within interviews, school leaders described how the PLUSS framework provided a “laser focus” 
on students who needed additional supports and provided a useful way to “frame” conversations 
about student academic growth and next steps. One administrator mentioned how the frame-
work provided clarity for all staff (e.g., learning specialists, instructional assistants, classified staff) 
within their school.

The clarity around it, and so I think that that was one of the greatest benefits, because 
when we have clarity, then we’re all speaking the same language, we’re focused on com-
mon things, and then the feedback becomes more focused, and that people know what 
the feedback is going to be on…and particularly, it was focused on our language learn-
ers, we know when we are supporting them well, we know benefits are across the board 
for all of our students.

- Project LEE School Administrator

“ “
That’s where [Project LEE] really stood out, was accelerating those actionable practices 
or actionable steps for educators to be able to collaborate, and ultimately, it improved 
that learning together mentality for adults.”

– Project LEE School Administrator

And so it helped with some of that thinking, like, ‘Hey, this is how we’re going to get bet-
ter together,’ instead of ‘hopefully, I can take something and just improve in my own silo 
of an instructional space or how I work with kids.’ And so it impacted multiple areas, so 
collaboration was a really important one, being part of that feedback loop based on 
those explicit instructional practices.

– Project LEE School Administrator

School administrators indicated that the common language provided by the framework enhanced 
their staffs’ ability to collaborate and build capacity together.

“ “
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The PLUSS framework provided educators a new focus on literacy and language development 
within a multi-tiered system of support. 

Administrators reported that participating in Project LEE helped to bridge language and literacy 
teams within their school and form unified approaches.

Where I notice it most are in the meetings that we have within MTSS, at our 20% 
meetings or even our 100% meetings, just the overall team approach of that language 
and literacy are intertwined. That we can’t look at these things in isolation and these 
conversations need to happen in the same room…These strategies often are hand in 
hand and not, again, isolated just language team would have these ideas and just the 
literacy specialists would these ideas.

– Project LEE School Language Specialist

“ “
I think it also helped to lead conversations about the students as a whole and not just 
students who are non-native English speakers, but actually the whole picture. That we 
in our co-teaching classes started assessing or getting benchmark assessments for all 
kids in the class, so that we could see the whole picture versus just pulling out the En-
glish learners.

– Project LEE School Language Specialist

I think it reinforced the emphasis on our core instructional practices, and so looking 
at what we do in tier one across the board, and what that means to then ultimately 
making sure that we are not overidentifying students who are language learners into 
other support services like special education.

– Project LEE School Administrator

School leaders also mentioned within interviews that the project helped their staff see all stu-
dents as language learners, which in turn helped to improve core instruction.

“ “
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Finally, support within the project helped to provide specific research-based practices and ap-
proaches to support student interventions for literacy and language.

We’ve been able to expand a little bit in terms of adding an intervention option, which 
is a language focused repeated reading routine and Project LEE helped us develop that 
[intervention]. When it comes to intervention programs in Spanish, there is not a wide 
range of options. Not to mention that a lot of the intervention programs that we do 
have, aren’t always linguistically responsive or really tailored for English learners, right? 
And so they helped us develop a language focused repeated reading routine and PD 
that goes along that and we’ve been able to add that into our interventions, which has 
been hugely useful.

– Project LEE School Administrator

“ “

The video self-reflection process helped staff reflect on their own teaching and collaborate with 
staff to improve outcomes for all students. Within interviews, all Project LEE administrators re-
ported that the video self-reflection process was especially useful to staff. Specifically, they com-
mented on how the process not only helped teachers reflect on their own practices, but also 
become more aware of their students’ engagement with the lesson.

I think one of the most useful things that we did was the video self-reflection piece 
where teachers basically recorded themselves teaching, but they were observing their 
students and they had focal students that were English learner. And then they were 
looking for observable actions, things that the English learners did and produce. And 
actually instead of just looking at instruction, looking at what their English learners, 
as focus students, were able to produce throughout the lesson. So I think that it had a 
dramatic impact in terms of knowing where to put their attention and actually looking 
for language production from their English learners.

- Project LEE School Administrator

“
“I think those video reflections helped many teachers to see where added language sup-

ports could be put into their lessons. It was eye opening to be able to see the conver-
sations that kids are having when you are not over there and how they’re using the 
language and what you can do to beef it up.

– Project LEE School Language Specialist

Several school leaders also shared how staff have shared their video self-reflection—or sometimes 
the video itself—with other staff as part of a continuous improvement process. One administrator 
reflected on how her staff “bounced ideas off [each other]” and were able to share their thoughts 
and strategies with each other in a way that enhanced teacher collaboration in her school. Finally, 
although video self-reflection took a backseat due to the challenges of distance learning, school 
administrators in all schools have planned to reinstate this practice in the upcoming 2022-23 
school year.
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We use that PLUSS framework in intervention consistently, daily, especially for grades 
two through five. Teachers use the framework as well in their classrooms. We did that 
virtually in each lesson.

– Project LEE School Administrator

Project LEE schools varied in their sustained implementation of the model during distance learning. 
All school leaders interviewed reported aspects of the model being present within their classrooms. 

“ “
Lessons learned from implementing Project LEE
Partnering with PSU faculty provided Project LEE administrators opportunities to thoughtfully 
plan professional development and implementation of the framework, identify areas of improve-
ment, and troubleshoot issues.

Hav[ing] that support that [the Primary Investigators] specifically have [such as] a 
great wealth of knowledge around the science of reading, language development, bi-
lingual biliteracy, and then culturally responsive instruction. It just felt like adding these 
outstanding thought partners to your process.

– Project LEE School Administrator“ “

I think [the Primary Investigators] were really mindful about integrating their work into 
our current work so that it wasn’t another thing that we were doing, but rather the work 
that was already happening. And that made it actually helpful and sustainable.

– Project LEE School Administrator

I think that’s a really, really important piece. It enhanced the work that we already had. 
And so it wasn’t an isolated, separated thing, but really integrated to what we were 
doing.

– Project LEE School Administrator

PSU supported implementation by ensuring that project activities were aligned with the school’s 
current practices and initiatives.

“ “

At least two schools reported using the framework actively to guide all student interventions, and 
two schools described using the video reflection process to support their special education team. 
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Having structures for collaboration and teacher accountability helped staff maintain culturally 
and linguistically responsive MTSS practices within the PLUSS framework. School leaders cited 
co-teaching, time and structures for teacher collaboration, and regular MTSS meetings [100% 
(Tier 1 data meetings) and 20% (Tier 2 data meetings) meetings] were helpful in sustaining cultur-
ally and linguistically responsive practices.

If we didn’t collaborate and talk to teachers on a regular basis and push ourselves into 
those classrooms and be a presence, then I feel like there would be no holding each 
other accountable for this work to continue.

– Project LEE School Language Specialist“ “

Having enough time to work with staff to engage with the model and utilizing the online resourc-
es and videos helped school administrators implement and sustain the model with fidelity.

Some Project LEE school staff struggled to maintain the video self-reflection piece during distance 
learning. During interviews, school leaders mentioned lack of time for staff, instructional coach 
turnover, and the online distance learning format as barriers to effective video self-reflection. A 
few staff within Project LEE schools were able to maintain aspects of the practice through on-go-
ing teacher collaboration efforts, such as through co-teaching or within student teacher practi-
cums. School leaders mentioned plans to re-engage with video self-reflection during in-person 
learning.
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Survey Findings 

Project LEE participants within three schools in Oregon provided feedback on professional devel-
opment sessions, self-efficacy to implement model components (i.e., culturally and linguistically 
responsive evidence-based instruction and assessment for English learners), and usefulness and 
sustainability of model components. Feedback on video self-reflection was also collected after 
each session via survey. The Professional Development Survey was administered after each pro-
fessional development session. All participants completed this survey at least once. Below we 
report data from each of the three surveys.

Professional Development Survey
Overall, feedback on the Project LEE professional development was very positive, with 99 percent 
of participants rating the sessions as useful or very useful, and 100 percent indicated that they 
would implement what they had learned in their classroom. Participants also indicated that the 
material was presented in an engaging manner (94% agreed) and the PD learning activities were 
helpful (95%).

Video Self Reflection Survey 
Among the educators who participated in the video self-reflection professional learning, 97% re-
ported that the process had strengthened their understanding of their own teaching. A majority 
of participants (87 to 99%) indicated it was easy or very easy to implement all of the steps in the 
video self-reflection process, including using the observation rubric independently to evaluate 
the use of the PLUSS features in their instruction, and record the quantity and quality of English 
learner students’ responses in the classroom. 

Participants largely reported high levels of their own understanding of the PLUSS components, 
with 92 to 95% saying they understood four of the key components well or very well. However, 
there was room for improving teachers’ understanding of strategic use of native language, with 
70% of teachers reporting they understood this area well or very well.

Teacher Self Efficacy Survey
Overall, a majority of participants across the school sites reported they were confident they would 
be able to implement the model components across the areas of assessment practice, data-based 
decision making, multitiered systems of instruction and intervention, special education, and infra-
structure and support mechanisms. Educators reported a higher level of self-efficacy implement-
ing these practices in English than in the native languages of English learners. 

There were some areas that suggested room for improvement. Specifically, distinguishing lin-
guistic and cultural differences from learning disabilities and speech and language impairments, 
which 57 to 59% of teachers expressed they would be able to implement. Educators reported 
lower levels of self-efficacy in areas related to communication and collaboration with the families 
of English learners. 
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Social Validity Survey
A social validity survey assessed the extent to which participating educators found the practices 
they had learned through Project LEE to be acceptable, feasible to implement with the resources 
avail- able, and realistically something they could do or use without continued support from the 
project. Most (86 to 91%) educators rated the practices related to high-quality culturally and lin-
guistically responsive instruction as useful or very useful, across all tiers. Usefulness ratings among 
educators were a bit lower in areas specific to distinguishing culturally and linguistic differences 
from disability. 

Educators indicated that they would continue to implement what they had learned through Proj-
ect LEE, even without continued support from the project. Specifically, educators rated high qual-
ity culturally and linguistically responsive core instruction and Tier I and II interventions as sustain-
able or very sustainable at their schools. 
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English Learners with Disabilities
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Sustainability

THANK YOU!
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APPENDIX 2:

Project LEE
Self-Efficacy Questionnaire

Introduction
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Strengths and Supports

25) What do you feel are your greatest strengths in working with English learners?

26) What are your greatest areas of support needed in working with English learners?

27) What do you feel are your greatest strengths in working with English learners 
with disabilities?

28) What are your greatest areas of support needed in working with English learners 
with disabilities?
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Professional Development

30) Comments (optional)
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Background

APPENDIX 3:

Project LEE
PD Video Self-Reflection Survey

1) Which best describes your role at this school?

General education (English)

General education (Spanish)

Special education or related service provider

ESL education

Intervention teacher

Administrator

Other - Write In:

2) Which grades do you work with at this school?

Kindergarten

First grade

Second grade

Third grade

Fourth grade

Fifth grade
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Professional Development Feedback
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5) What was your greatest learning from this experience?

6) What was your biggest challenge?

7) What suggestions do you have for improving the video self-reflection process?

THANK YOU!
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APPENDIX 4:

Project LEE
PD Feedback Survey

Background

1) Which best describes your role at this school?

General education (English)

General education (Spanish)

Special education or related service provider

ESL education

Intervention teacher

Administrator

Other - Write In:

2) Which grades do you work with at this school?

Kindergarten

First grade

Second grade

Third grade

Fourth grade

Fifth grade
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4) Please indicate the effectiveness of this professional development

Very effective

Effective

Somewhat effective

Ineffective

5) What is the likelihood that you will implement the information presented in your 
classroom?

Not likely at all

Somewhat likely

Very likely

6) What ideas from this PD session have you identified that you will implement at your school 
and/or in your classroom?
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7) What could be done to improve this PD session if delivered to future groups of administra-
tors and/or educators?

8) Overall, how useful was the session?

Not useful at all

Somewhat useful

Very useful

Future professional development

9) What would you like to be the focus of the next professional development opportunity?

10) I would be interested in additional opportunities for supporting language through 
precision partnering across content.

Yes

Maybe

No



82

APPENDIX 5:

Project LEE
PD PowerPoint Presentations
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