
 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

The Academic Achievement Framework 
Implementation Guidebook 

 
Version 3.0 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

September 2012 



AAF Implementation Guidebook   
September 2012 v3.0 

   i 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Developed by 
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in consultation with 

Education Development Center, Inc. (EDC) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

EDC, Inc. supports public schools across the nation. On a local level, EDC consultants work with BPS on 
the implementation of the AAF, bullying prevention, and the BPS Inclusive Schools Network. The 

organization is a global nonprofit organization that designs, delivers and evaluates innovative programs to 
address some of the world’s most urgent challenges in education, health, and economic opportunity. EDC 

works with public sector and private partners to harness the power of people and systems to improve 
education, health promotion and care, workforce preparation, communications technologies, and 

civic engagement.  EDC conducts projects in 35 countries around the world. 
 

Please refer to the Glossary of Terms found on page 67 for greater clarity on language and abbreviations 
used throughout this guidebook and associated with the Academic Achievement Framework. 
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Part 1: Description of the Academic Achievement Framework 
(AAF) 

 
 
THE NEED  
 

“Today, Boston Public Schools offers the best education possible  
for some of our students. We have the capacity to offer the best 

education possible for all of our students.”  
 

- Superintendent Carol R. Johnson 
 
While the Boston Public Schools (BPS) has made significant progress over the last decade, there 
continues to be significant achievement gaps among student groups, with insufficient academic 
growth particularly among African American/Black and Latino students, low-income students, 
students with disabilities, and English Language Learners. 
 
BPS continues to face an ongoing dropout crisis, underscoring a persistent achievement gap 
across race, gender, and special needs populations. The four-year graduation rate – 63% in 2010 
-- has increased slightly over the last four years.  However, the graduation rates for Latino and 
African-American males both remain below 50%. 
 
BPS serves some 11,000 students identified in special education, representing nearly 20 percent 
of the district’s student population. Students with disabilities are among the lowest-performing 
subgroups in nearly all grades on MCAS tests, and students placed in substantially separate 
classrooms are more likely to drop out. Educators seeking help for students who may exhibit 
emotional and behavioral difficulties (but who may or may not be eligible for special education) 
have in the past chosen a special education assessment as a default position because they were 
often unsure where else within the school district they could get assistance. This may have 
resulted in the over-referral of students of color, boys in particular, and a disproportionate 
number of students being placed in L/AB (Learning/Adaptive Behavior) clusters and more 
restrictive environments.  
 
Understanding these needs and believing we have the capacity to offer the best education 
possible for all of our students, the Boston School Committee adopted the Acceleration Agenda, 
which sets ambitious targets for rapidly improving student achievement across all grade levels 
and communities across the system.  BPS wants to ensure the best education for every student by 
establishing the district-wide Academic Achievement Framework (AAF) as a vehicle to meet the 
goals of the Acceleration Agenda.  The implementation and adoption of AAF will: 

 provide a systematic, research-based, and collaborative framework to teach all students 
through an effective core program of instruction;  

 assess and monitor their progress in all the domains of learning and behavior;  
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 provide students who are struggling with interventions and supports in a timely and 
strategic manner; and 

 increase the access of district educators to a wide range of evidence-based instructional 
interventions. 

 
THEORY OF ACTION 
 
Using a theory of change and a theory of action, BPS leaders in the AAF District Design Team 
articulated the AAF approach as follows: 
 
IF district educators deliver effective instruction that is both rigorous and relevant, and develops 
the infrastructure necessary to increase the knowledge and skills to support and implement that 
instruction, THEN instructional practice will improve in every school and the quality of 
students’ work will increase. 
 
In addition, IF every employee throughout the district (schools and central office) understands 
how his/her role impacts student performance and accepts personal responsibility for enabling 
all students to excel, THEN the achievement of students at all performance levels will 
accelerate, BPS will close the achievement gap, and students will graduate with the knowledge 
and skills to be successful in postsecondary pursuits and in life. 
 
RATIONALE FOR THE AAF 

 
The AAF is a multi-tiered system of supports based on the braiding of two main research-based 
models: Response to Intervention (RtI) (Fuchs and Fuchs, 2002, 2005, 2006, McCook, 2006) and 
Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports (PBIS) (Sugai, G., & Horner, R. H., 2002; 2006).  
These models embody significant research on the effectiveness in addressing the needs of all 
students with a particular focus on a preventive multi-tier instruction and intervention to address 
the needs of struggling students. They involve targeting specific areas in which students are 
struggling and applying increasingly intensive research-based interventions while also 
closely monitoring progress until the barriers to learning are addressed (Bender, 2009).  
Braided, both models directly address the academic and socio-emotional and behavioral (SEB) 
development of children, across early elementary through high school stages, and have been 
identified around the nation as a Multi-tier System of Support (MTSS).  

 
The AAF individualizes the MTSS theoretical framework to meet the unique needs of BPS. 
Central among these unique needs is the significant population of English Language Learners 
(ELLs) in the district who require culturally- and linguistically-responsive instruction not only in 
their development of academic skills and social-emotional-behavioral proficiencies but also in 
their acquisition of oral language development in English, the general education medium of 
instruction. To meet the needs of ELLs, the district has incorporated English Language 
Development (ELD) as a critical and integral component of the research-based MTSS framework 
and renamed it the Academic Achievement Framework (AAF). 
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The Purpose of AAF 
 
The AAF, articulated by the BPS District Design Team in partnership with external consultants 
from Education Development Center, Inc. (EDC), is being co-constructed with leaders and staff 
across the district to address the individual needs of all BPS students through a coherent, multi-
tier system of supports for academic skills, social-emotional-behavioral proficiency and English 
language development for students who are ELLs. Building on what we know is working across 
BPS and refining those programs and support services that we know are less effective, the AAF 
helps the district to meet the goals of the Acceleration Agenda.   
 
The purpose of AAF is to develop a coherent, systematic multi-tier system of supports that 
addresses the needs of each student in BPS in the domains presented above by establishing a 
district-wide framework of support for each student. The broader goal is to help the district  
meet the goals of the Acceleration Agenda proposed in November 2009. The structural 
organizational model of support will include a broad community of service providers (e.g., 
regular education teachers, special educations teachers, sheltered English instruction (SEI) 
teachers, English-as-a-second-language (ESL) teachers, teacher assistants, related services 
personnel) and teams that will support the work through School Management Groups, Cross-
Functional Rapid Support Teams, and a District Design Team. Each team has the charge to 
enable structures for all school professional personnel to conduct child-focused, data-driven, 
 and measurable effective problem solving with multi-tier strategic and intensive planning for 
instruction, interventions, and services. 
  
This overview is not intended to be a comprehensive summary of all the research that supports 
RtI, PBIS, or MTSS, but rather it is intended to be a reference to seminal works that have served 
as a starting point for initial implementation efforts and orientation. For information about the 
Massachusetts Tiered System of Support, a blueprint outlining a single system of supports that 
is responsive to the academic and non-academic needs of all students, visit the Department of 
Elementary and Secondary Education’s website at http://www.doe.mass.edu/mtss/blueprint/. In 
addition, more information about the Massachusetts blueprint can be found in the glossary of this 
guidebook on page 62.    
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Figure 1. Background of the AAF 
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GUIDING PRINCIPLES ALIGNED WITH BPS DISTRICT GOALS 
 
Educating the Whole Child - A Universal Right to Succeed  
 
All district and school personnel consider the Theory of Action and how they can enhance 
instruction for all students by carefully monitoring the progress of all students using evidenced-
based practices and tools within the AAF while also supporting the various structures of  
the AAF. 
 
Cultural Competence 
 
One factor contributing to student failure is the lack of cultural competence. In the Service 
Teams (STs), a diverse group of internal and external consultants use guidelines and rubrics to 
support cultural competence in their own practice and in the work of Service Team facilitators 
and members. 

 
Families as Partners  
 
When engaged in meaningful ways, families can be invaluable in helping students succeed.  The 
AAF strives to engage families as partners in problem solving and planning. Families can be 
invited to serve as partners at the Service Team, School Management Group, C-FRST, and/or 
District Design Team level.  For guidance on establishing effective family and student 
engagement practices, visit the Office of Family and Students Engagement at 
www.bpsfamilies.org. Once there, you can access a variety of resources, also, including grade 
level-specific Family Guides, Parent University updates, and more.  Later in this guidebook, you 
will find strategies for engaging families as partners in problem solving.   

 
Personal Professional Responsibility 
 
All district and school personnel understand how their role impacts students’ performance and 
accept the challenge to enable all students to excel, so that the achievement of students at all 
performance levels will accelerate, and Boston Public Schools will close the achievement gap. 
 
Collaborative Approach  
 
All district and school personnel exercise collaboration across disciplines and coordination of 
services using data to drive instruction and meeting the social-emotional-behavioral needs of 
ALL children. Some existing district structures include Professional Learning Communities and 
Cross-Functional Rapid Support Teams (C-FRST). BPS has organized its administrative and 
departmental leadership into elementary, middle, and high school level C-FRSTs, comprised of 
the Superintendent or a designee, Assistant Superintendents, district-level directors, Principals of 
participating schools, directors of collaborating agencies, family representatives, and during the 
development phase, a supervising process consultant. C-FRSTs utilize the structured problem 
solving approach to address school-type challenges that cannot be solved at the school level.   
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Data-Driven Problem Solving Orientation 
 
All district and school personnel solve the problems standing in the way of student success 
through the adopted infrastructure. All the AAF teams will use a common structured, data-driven 
problem solving approach to provide students with appropriate instruction, interventions, and 
services. Teams measure the impact of problem solving in terms of the individual student’s 
observable and measurable progress toward the objectives set by the Team. If their Action Plans 
are not successful at first, school and district teams will revise the plans with the help of internal 
and, as necessary, external consultants. A team will continue problem solving until the student 
meets his/her learning goals and is successful in school. 
 
Tiered Instruction – Timely and Preventive Response 
 
All district and school personnel develop and implement a multi-tier system of English- 
language development, academic, and social-emotional-behavioral supports and services  
that account for the progress of all students and tailor those services according to continuous 
progress monitoring.   
 
Differentiated Instruction and Services 
 
All school personnel differentiate instruction and services to address the cultural, linguistic, and 
academic needs of these diverse learners. They use features of standards-based content and 
language objectives, along with instructional strategies and scaffolds, to support student mastery 
of lesson objectives and the content standards they are based upon. Differentiated instruction 
includes whole group instruction, homogeneous and heterogeneous small group cooperative 
work, and individual instruction within the scope of the AAF. 
 
Early and Proactive Intervention  
 
Decisions are preventive, proactive, and responsive to the data.  School personnel will use 
diagnostic, formative, and summative data to guide the Data-Driven Problem Solving Process to 
improve outcomes for all students. 
 
District and School Layers of Organizational Support 
 
The district is committed to developing organizational structures that provide layers of support 
for removing the systemic challenges and barriers that hinder students’ success. At the center of 
this approach is the student, who is supported by a team of his/her direct educators. Layered 
around that team are teams representing larger contexts within the school and district (e.g., 
collaborative groups of teachers, instructional leadership teams, and school- and district-level 
teams).  The goal is to be coherent and responsive at all levels in order to improve outcomes for 
all students.   
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High Expectations for All Students 
 
BPS and its educators are committed to creating a school environment in which all students 
graduate from high school prepared for college completion and career success. The AAF creates 
a framework through which instructional supports, because they are closely aligned with student 
needs, maximize opportunities for students to acquire the knowledge and skills to be successful 
in college, careers, and life. 
 
THE PRIMACY OF CULTURAL COMPETENCE 

 
In all of our work with students, families, and colleagues, BPS commits to the following 
guidelines for cultural competence: 

1. We are committed to working with students and families of all races, ethnicities, genders, 
and socio-economic status, and families of all configurations;  

2. We explore and strive to understand the cultures of our students and their families;  
3. We recognize that cultures may influence learning and behavior (e.g., help-seeking 

behaviors; language, speech patterns, and communication style; work habits; and 
approaches to learning);  

4. We view cultural characteristics as strengths, emphasizing the richness in diversity 
among students and families;  

5. We identify resources of the cultural communities and partner with them to support 
student success (e.g., families, out-of-school time programs, cultural organizations, 
community centers, businesses, churches);  

6. We reflect students’ cultures in curriculum and services, in problem solving and 
planning, and in policy decisions, schools, and communities, and in so doing, we are 
better able to help students and families succeed. 

 
To strengthen the cultural competence of our practice, we will: 

 Acknowledge our individual values and biases about race and ethnicity, our privileges 
and disadvantages, and the ways that these impact work with children of color and 
English language learners; 

 Engage in open discussions about racial, ethnic, and gender differences and similarities, 
and the challenges/opportunities that these present; 

 Recognize and address racial stereotypes and myths – in ourselves, others, and 
organizations; 

 Challenge assumptions about similarities within racial groups; 

 Identify where we are in the cultural competence continuum and engage in problem 
solving with colleagues about strategies for growth and development; and 

 Evaluate the appropriateness of new research, approaches, and materials for working with 
children of color and English language learners. 



AAF Implementation Guidebook   
September 2012 v3.0 

   8 

WHAT THE AAF LOOKS LIKE IN PRACTICE 
	  

The AAF is implemented within an organizational framework of three tiers of instruction, 
intervention, and supports of increasing intensity (Tier 1, Tier 2, and Tier 3) across the domains 
of the framework. There are three domains in the framework: academic skills, SEB development 
and English language development (ELD). The academic domain focuses on literacy, math, and 
the content areas. The socio-emotional-behavioral domain refers to a systematic, tiered approach 
of supporting social, emotional, and behavioral skills through Positive Behavioral Interventions 
and Supports (PBIS). These two domains are represented in the AAF framework as two halves of 
a regular looking pyramid (Figure 2). The third domain, the English language development 
domain, focuses on the provision of a strategic curriculum and intensive instruction in English as 
a second language for speakers of languages other than English or ELLs in order for them to 
acquire the oral and academic language needed to succeed in school and U.S. society. The ELD 
domain pyramid is represented as an inverted format or layout in the AAF framework (Figure 2) 
to stress the expectation that ELLs, who are just beginning to learn English, face the “double 
burden” of learning a new language while at the same time acquiring the age and grade 
appropriate content knowledge to meet state standards. ELLs, therefore, need strategically 
intensive, high quality core instruction in the English language appropriate to the linguistic 
demands of their English proficiency level and to progress in the development of their  
content knowledge.   
 
 
Figure 2. The Academic Achievement Framework 
 

 
 



AAF Implementation Guidebook   
September 2012 v3.0 

   9 

The AAF responds to the research-based recommendations that all students receive high quality, 
core general education curriculum (Tier 1), that some students receive supplemental strategic 
instruction in all domains as needed based on formative assessment data (Tier 2), and that few 
students receive intensive instruction in any of the domains they need (Tier 3). It should also be 
noted that the AAF uses a research-based systematic data collection model that includes 
universal screening three times per year for all students and continuous progress monitoring for 
students receiving supplemental and intensive supports.   
 
From the newly created Massachusetts Multi-Tiered System of Support website comes a 
valuable description: The flexible tiers represent a robust and responsive educational 
environment that provides students with a continuum of multiple supports to meet their needs. 
The tiers represent increasing intensity of academic and non-academic support and interventions. 
There is flexibility of the system and the programming to allow movement between the tiers (to 
both a more or less intensive type of support/intervention). The movement and the intensity are 
based on data from universal screenings, assessments, and progress monitoring, and the data 
drives the instructional decision making throughout the process. The tiered system is supported 
by incorporating technology as an instructional tool and part of a data collection system. To 
ensure that students eligible for special education services are able to access fully the system of 
tiered instruction, relevant information from their Individualized Education Programs (IEPs) is to 
be incorporated into the design and implementation of instruction and assessments in all tiers. 
 
In the Academic and SEB domains, Tier 1 focuses on the provision of high quality, core 
instruction and supports. For students receiving supplemental strategic intervention or Tier 2 
interventions and services, the progress-monitoring schedule is monthly, and for students 
receiving intensive Tier 3 interventions and services, progress monitoring occurs weekly and for 
elementary English Language Arts two times per month.  
 
In addition, ELLs receive core curriculum in the English language development domain that is 
tailored to their English proficiency level needs. Students in language proficiency levels 1 and 2 
receive more intense ELD core instruction with 2.5 hours of English as a second language (ESL) 
instruction per day. The intensity of ELD support decreases within the core instruction as the 
students’ English proficiency increases. There are some students (including ELLs) that would 
need to receive supplemental strategic instruction or interventions in one or more of the domains 
that need additional support in ELD and or academic areas based on formative assessment data 
(Tier 2), and few students (including ELLs) will receive intensive instruction or interventions in 
any of the domains they need (Tier 3).  
 
Within all tiers and ELD proficiency levels, the AAF recommends the use of general outcome 
measures1 and other formative assessment2 data to help educators make instructional decisions 
and monitor student progress.  
 
 

                                                
1 General outcome measures refer to any set of measurement procedures that are applied to monitor students progress in math, 

reading, writing independent of a specific curriculum 
2 Formative Assessment refers to the assessment of progress toward a long-tern or major objective 
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Tier 1 Core Instruction in the Academic, Social Emotional Behavioral and English 
Language Development Domain 
 
The AAF is being co-constructed with the BPS Literacy, Mathematics and ELL Departments, 
which provide schools with appropriate guidelines for Tier 1 implementation, universal 
screening assessments, and Tier 2 and Tier 3 interventions. For guidelines can be found on the 
MyBPS website, by department, and should be reviewed to ensure appropriate implementation of 
Tier 1 core instruction with high fidelity.   
 
From the Massachusetts does, we have the following guidance from their newly-created 
Massachusetts Multi-Tiered System of Supports website: The flexible tiers represent a robust and 
responsive educational environment that provides students with a continuum of multiple supports 
to meet their needs. The tiers represent increasing intensity of academic and non-academic 
support and interventions. There is flexibility of the system and the programming to allow 
movement between the tiers (to both a more or less intensive type of support/intervention). The 
movement and the intensity are based on data from universal screenings, assessments, and 
progress monitoring, and the data drives the instructional decision making throughout the 
process. The tiered system is supported by incorporating technology as an instructional tool and 
part of a data collection system. To ensure that students eligible for special education services are 
able to access fully the system of tiered instruction, relevant information from their 
Individualized Education Programs (IEPs) is to be incorporated into the design and 
implementation of instruction and assessments in all tiers.3 
 

High Quality Core Curriculum and Instruction 
Curriculum, instruction, and assessments are aligned vertically (between grades) and horizontally 
(across classrooms at the same grade level and across sections of the same course). A method is 
established and implemented for assessing the effectiveness of the core curriculum on a routine 
basis. District and school leaders address instruction needs and strengths identified through 
active monitoring of instruction and ongoing use of formative and summative student assessment 
data. Qualified personnel are skilled in providing large- and small-group research-based 
differentiated instruction aligned with individual students' developmental levels and learning 
needs, and a system for formative feedback and decision-making is in place. All students receive 
academic instruction and non-academic supports that include differentiation and extension 
activities and are guided by the three Universal Design for Learning (UDL) principles (multiple 
means of representation, multiple means of action and expressions, and multiple means of 
engagement) and that addresses the Common Core State Standards (CCSS). 
 
For U.S. Department of Education practice guides on the implementation of Response to 
Intervention models such as AAF4, by topic, please see Appendix 9. 
 
 

                                                
3 MDOESE Website: Multi-Tiered System of Supports, 2012 
4 Recommendations for educators to address challenges in their classrooms and schools 
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IMPORTANT CONSIDERATIONS 
 

 The AAF is intended to show how current programs and support services can be 
delivered effectively in the district and how these can reach the Acceleration Agenda 
goals (see Figure 3).  

 The framework does not represent “new” or “additional” supports and interventions,  
but a way to think about the organization of centralized and school-based services,  
a framework. 

 Individual students are not “placed” in one part of the framework; rather services and 
interventions are identified at each tiered level of support. 

 Each student receives supports and interventions based on academic, language, and 
social-emotional-behavioral assessments based on the Common Core Standards. 

 The AAF supports a team’s focus on problem-solving specific challenges, rather than 
categorizing students.  Any challenge – academic, behavioral, medical, etc. – that is 
impeding the success of any student, regardless of his or her other service category (e.g., 
special education), should be addressed at all levels of the AAF. 

 The AAF focuses on the Common Core standards, individual proficiency, and continuous 
growth:  All of our work focuses on helping the students meet district and state 
expectations for academic and social-emotional-behavioral proficiency.  The Service 
Teams set individualized objectives for problem solving that address specific student 
challenges impeding achievement.   

 Curriculum, instruction, assessment (e.g., screening, diagnostics, and progress 
monitoring), professional development, and fidelity of implementation are a part of every 
tier of the framework. 

 The AAF encourages interagency collaboration: Many students experiencing failure are 
challenged in multiple domains.  Service Teams, School Management Groups, the Cross-
Functional Rapid Support Team (C-FRST), and the District Design Team bring together 
providers from the education, mental health, social service, medical, juvenile justice, 
recreation, and cultural domains.  Such collaborations promote the formation of wrap-
around structures, supports, and processes to help students succeed in school. 

 The importance and support of professional development is recognized by the AAF:   
The Service Teams, with structured and guided problem solving in weekly meetings, 
engage in a transformational approach to professional development that is ongoing and 
effective in improving instruction and services by staff, thus contributing to better results 
for students.  Effective professional development of this kind goes beyond informational 
activities (e.g., presentations and workshops) to collaborative approaches that engage 
staff in collegial groups to address real and common challenges relating directly to 
student success.   

 The AAF requires time to meet: In order for groups of professionals to do more effective 
collaborative problem solving, schools must allot time for them to meet weekly with time 
scheduled for the AAF Data-Driven Problem Solving that is separate from curriculum 
development or other activities. 
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 The AAF views all families – those of typically developing students, those of students 
with disabilities, and those of English Language Learners (ELLs) – as partners.  Teachers 
and school leaders can share with families of ELLs information about the importance of 
first language development and help dispel myths about the learning of a second 
language.  Many families of ELLs need to be reassured that speaking and reading to their 
children in their native language can assist in the development of a second language.  
AAF teams can help them understand that the use of rich, varied vocabulary in their 
native language is of great value and that the knowledge acquired in their native language 
is transferable as they learn a second language.   

 Professional development for all teachers and leaders in the system that focuses on 
linguistically and culturally responsive instructional strategies and practices is central to 
the success of ELLs in the AAF.  Teachers need to understand that good teaching for 
ELLs requires that they look at the instructional practices they use through the lens of 
what else the ELL may need to tailor those good instructional practices to the specific 
linguistic and cultural needs of the student.. 

 Professional development on the unique educational needs of ELLs should also be at the 
core of preparation for all members on the AAF Layers of Organizational Support teams.  
While it is important to include ELL or second language acquisition representatives on 
these different teams, it is also important to provide professional development for the 
whole team on these issues so that everyone has a level of understanding of the 
educational challenges that ELLs face. 

 
Figure 3. The AAF Goals Align with BPS Acceleration Agenda Targets 
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CRITICAL FEATURES OF ORGANIZATIONAL SUPPORT  
 
BPS has organized the AAF as a layered approach that encompasses all the considerable 
resources of the district and puts student learning at the center.  The model reflects the 
importance of individual professional responsibility of all members of the BPS community and 
recognizes that teams of educators form a collective community that surrounds each student.  
The layers of organizational support for the teams are also essential features that recognize that 
the work of educating all of our students well, requires a district-wide collaborative effort.   
 
The structural organizational model of support will include a broad community of service 
providers (e.g., regular education teachers, special educations teachers, teacher assistants, related 
services personnel) and teams that will support the work through School Management Groups, 
Cross-Functional Rapid Support Teams, and a District Design Team (See Figure 4).  Each team 
has the charge to enable structures for all school professional personnel to conduct child-focused, 
data-driven, and measurable effective problem solving with multi-tier strategic and intensive 
planning for instruction, interventions, and services.  
 
 
Figure 4.  Organizational Structures of the AAF 
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Team-Based Structure and Process  
                        
Student challenges are, at times, very complex, and addressing these challenges may exceed the 
capabilities of individual service providers.  Therefore, the AAF organizational structure led by 
the District Design Team (DDT) will support the development and enhancement of a core model 
that includes the district-level Cross-Functional Rapid Support Team (C-FRST), a School 
Management Group (SMG) for every school, and school-based Service Teams (ST) that focus 
directly on student needs.  Each of these organizational structures is multidisciplinary and uses 
the AAF Data-Driven Problem Solving Process.  In addition, each of these organizational 
structures maintains constant membership throughout a school year.  Each of these structures 
addresses and problem solves around all domains of the AAF (academic, social-emotional-
behavioral, and English language development).  
 
The Service Team (ST) led by a teacher facilitator will meet weekly during a scheduled planning 
time to: 

1) Use the AAF Data-driven problem solving process to address the individual needs of 
ALL students in each of the three domains: academic, social-emotional-behavioral, 
and English language development; 

2) Develop a plan to remove the barriers impeding individual students from learning by 
coordinating a three-tiered plan of instructional intervention(s) and services based on 
individual student need; and 

3) Share expertise, cross-train, and take individual and collective responsibility for 
supporting student growth.  

 
The School Management Group (SMG) led by the principal, his/her leadership team, and the 
Service Team facilitators from each Service Team, with support from an External Consultant, 
will meet at least monthly to: 

1) Collect and analyze school-wide data and set school-wide goals in the areas targeted 
at three main point in the year (i.e. Fall, Winter, and Spring) while monitoring 
progress of such goals; 

2) Remove the barriers to the Service Team(s) (ST) in supporting students in need of 
Tier 2 and Tier 3 interventions and/or services in their building; and 

3) Forward to the appropriate Cross-Functional Rapid Response Team (C-FRST) 
systemic barriers and needs for additional supports.  

4) Identify professional development needs as a result of the data collected. 
 
The Cross Functional Rapid Support Team (C-FRST) is led by the Academic Superintendents 
with representation from each of the following administrative units: Curriculum and Instruction 
(C & I); Office of English Language Learners (OELL); Research, Assessment and Evaluation 
(RAE); Family and Student Engagement (FSE); and the Office of Special Education and Student 
Services (OSESS), and various operation departments such as human resources, transportation, 
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etc. The C-FRSTs are five district-level teams that represent early childhood/elementary schools, 
middle schools, K–8 schools, high schools and turnaround schools. They will meet monthly to: 

1) Use the AAF Data-Driven Problem Solving Process to remove barriers for student 
success at the school level; and 

2) Provide a supportive structure for execution of problem-solving plans at the school 
level and deal with challenges beyond the control of the school administrator. 

3) Ensure the fidelity and integrity of the AAF. 
 

The District Design Team (DDT), comprised of the Superintendent, the Chief Academic Officer, 
Academic Superintendents, and Assistant Superintendents, will meet quarterly to: 

1) Use the AAF Data-Driven Problem Solving Process to remove barriers to 
implementation and achievement of ALL students at the district level; 

2) Develop guiding policies associated with the AAF and student success in the three 
domains of the model; and 

3) Ensure the fidelity and integrity of the AAF.    
 
Looking Ahead 
 
The AAF team-based structures are designed to build capacity in the schools of each cohort of 
development as BPS moves strategically to district-wide implementation.  The Service Teams at 
each school are developed in stages over multiple years with support from consultants 
specializing in more effective approaches for special populations of students.  An important goal 
of the AAF is to scale-up the implementation to full coverage of all students in all schools, and to 
phase-out external consultants. 
 
This Guidebook is intended to be in development and in response to the uniqueness of BPS and 
its current co-construction efforts. It will be updated periodically in an attempt to keep current 
with any new findings and developments that further our understanding about how to provide the 
very best of supports to all students. 
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Part 2: Guidelines for Implementation 
 
 
Key Planning Steps for Implementing AAF Checklist 
 
With the support of your AAF external consultant, the following suggested steps are 
recommended for high fidelity of implementations:  
 

þ 
 1. Decide on Service Team implementation model. 

 e.g., grade level, pathway, house/cluster, developmental roll-out, etc. 
 2. Establish Service Team membership and designate a Facilitator for each Service 

Team. 
 Each Service Team should cover a maximum of 60-125 students (with 

the intent of doing problem-solving for approximately 20-30 students) 
 In designating a Facilitator, consider potential teacher leaders who are 

organized and familiar with team norms 
 Every member of the staff including partners are assigned as members 

of a team 
 3. Establish School Management Group membership. 

 Include all Facilitators from the Service Teams, school leadership, and 
partners 

 4. Identify a Data Manager. 
 Consider a staff member who is interested in/savvy with technology and 

using data 
  Have them attend the AAF Data Use Orientation Session 

 5. Schedule each Service Team meeting in year long calendar. 
 Each team should meet for 45-60 minutes, once a week. 

 6. Schedule School Management Group meetings in year long calendar. 
 SMGs should meet for 60-90 minutes, once a month. 

 7. Schedule a school-wide AAF Orientation. 
Coordinate with AAF External Consultant; ideally this occurs in Spring or 
Summer before implementation 

 8. Begin discussion that defines core instruction in all domains. 
 Consider delivering, lesson elements, frequency of each element, 

duration of each element, teaching methods, pacing and materials. 
Core will look different depending on the grade and subject! 

 9. Define intervention and assessment.  Conduct an inventory of existing 
assessments, interventions, curricular resources and support services across the 
ELA, math, SEB and ELD domains. 
 

 10. Identify existing and available supplemental (Tier 2) and intensive (Tier 3) 
instruction and services in all domains. 

 Consider person delivering, frequency, duration, group size, 
curriculum, materials, teaching methods, pull out/push in, schedule, 
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etc. 
 11.  Select universal screening instrument(s) for each domain. Determine cut 

scores for each instrument.  Schedule administration and data collection. 
 Note that universal screening is conducted three times per year.  

Establish a clear schedule and expectation around when the universal 
screening data will be complete and given to Data Manager by 
teachers.  (e.g., Sept 15; Jan. 5; May 15) 

 12. Select progress monitoring instruments and related decision rules for each 
domain. Schedule administration and data collection. 

 Consider frequency of administration, who administers, what triggers 
instructional change or change in level of tiered support (decision 
rule), etc. 

 Establish a clear schedule around when progress monitoring will occur 
for students needing Tier 2 and Tier 3 support (e.g., 1st and 15th of the 
month for Tier 2; every Friday for Tier 3).   

 13. Schedule dates for presentations of school-wide data to all staff.  Coordinate 
with Data Manager around collecting data and developing the visual presentation 
of data and student growth.   

 Clearly tie this to your calendar (e.g., Sept. 30; Nov. 30; Jan. 30; 
March 30; May 30) 

 14.  Schedule instructional cycles – Identify schedules of progress monitoring that 
follow a 4 -8 week cycle where students receiving Tier 2 and Tier 3 instruction and 
support 

 15. Plan professional development to support development of the Core, multi-tier 
differentiation, and domain competencies. 

 Include this in your yearly calendar.  Engage support from External 
Consultant as necessary when planning and visit the upcoming 
reorganization of district offering in MyLearningPlan for teachers. 

 
 

THE SERVICE TEAM (ST) 
 
The core of the AAF is the data-driven, multidisciplinary and collaborative Service Team. This 
Team is different from other teams typically found in schools – e.g., special education evaluation 
teams, pre-referral teams, and crisis teams. The Service Team meets weekly throughout the 
school year during scheduled AAF planning time identified by each school and focus on the 
same students in progress monitoring cycles.   
 
The Service Team utilizes the structured Data-Driven Problem Solving Process to address 
student-level challenges. The number of Service Teams and students varies from school to 
school, each supporting anywhere from 60–125 students.  A school with an enrollment of 500 
students, for example, would have at least four Service Teams. Each Team has constant 
membership that remains in place for the entire school year and includes general education 
teachers, specialists, and school support staff, together with community-based agency providers 
of mental health, juvenile justice, medical, and social services. This team follows the same  
students throughout the academic year. Families may be invited as partners when appropriate.   



AAF Implementation Guidebook   
September 2012 v3.0 

   18 

 
Service Teams may be organized in a number of different configurations: 

 Grade-level Teams, organized around particular grade levels (e.g., a fifth-grade team) 

 Unit Teams, organized around a unit of the school (e.g., a “house” in a high school) 

 Pathway Teams, organized around multi-grade groupings of classes (e.g., K–1–2) 
 
In their weekly meetings, team members share expertise and responsibility for the students.  
They begin their work each year by:  

 Setting norms for the Service Team meetings  

 Clarifying and coming to agreement on what constitutes effective Tier 1 instruction   

 Utilizing the AAF Data-Driven Problem Solving Process that analyzes universal 
screening data and diagnostic information to identify concerns, define problems, set 
objectives, generate and evaluate solutions, develop action plans, implement the plans, 
and monitor student progress in response to the interventions and services 

 Assisting in establishing a progress monitoring cycle in which students receiving tiered 
intervention(s) (Tier 2 and Tier 3 interventions) are reviewed every 4–6 weeks  

 
At the discretion of the Service Team, other partners (e.g., parents, students, therapist, coaches) 
may be invited to the meeting to assist with the AAF Problem Solving Process for a particular 
student in question. 

 
Challenges that cannot be addressed by the Service Team will be forwarded to the School 
Management Group via the facilitator of the team who sits at the School Management Group. 
In all Service Team actions, decisions, and communications, there will be fidelity to the value of 
co-construction as the framework grows and changes. 
 
Support for Service Teams 
 
Team Facilitators:  A member of the Service Team is designated as the Facilitator to lead the 
Team in the Problem Solving Process during their weekly meetings. The Facilitator spends extra 
time each week preparing for the meeting, following up after meetings, and when appropriate, 
collaborating with an External Consultant who may be assisting a team in the early stages of 
implementation. The Service Team Facilitator is also a member of the School Management 
Group and is responsible for bringing Service Team challenges to the School Management 
Group for further problem solving.   
 
Partners in Problem Solving:  If a Service Team cannot develop an effective action plan, or if 
there are problems beyond the scope of the team, it may invite others to assist them in problem 
solving.  Teams usually invite partners who either know the student very well or have particular 
expertise in the area of concern. Anyone may serve as a partner including, for example, family 
members, specialists in the school or district, community members, and staff of collaborating 
agencies, as well as students when appropriate.   
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Professional Development:  Service Team members learn from each other in the context of the 
regular, structured, facilitated, and guided team meetings. The teams may identify other 
professional development needs relating to problem solving, arrange it directly with partners, or 
seek the assistance of their School Management Group. 
 
The School Management Group (SMG) 
 
The School Management Group (SMG) is a multidisciplinary group established at each school to 
provide assistance to Service Teams and to address management problems that cannot be solved 
by the teams. The SMG utilizes the structured AAF Problem Solving Process to address 
building-level challenges.  SMGs are organized as follows: 

 The SMG meets at least monthly.  

 Membership is comprised of the Principal/Headmaster and Assistant Principals, the 
Service Team Facilitators in the school, supervisors from collaborating agencies, family 
members, and during the development phase, External Consultants (ECs). The 
Principal/Headmaster leads the SMG. The Principal/Headmaster is responsible for 
bringing the SMG challenges to the Cross Functional Rapid Support Team (C-FRST) for 
further problem solving and thus becomes a member of the C-FRST for that time until 
there is a resolution to the school challenge. 

 Throughout the development phase, an External Consultant (EC) will support each SMG. 

 Every school building will have one SMG, which supports anywhere from 2–10 Service 
Teams (number of Service Teams will vary from school to school). 

 Using data from Service Team Facilitators, the SMG endeavors to remove the barriers to 
the Service Team in supporting students in need of Tier 2 and Tier 3 intervention and/or 
services in their building. 

 Systemic challenges that cannot be addressed by the SMG will be forwarded to  
the C-FRST.  

 In all SMG actions, decisions, and communications, there will be fidelity to the value of 
co-construction as the framework grows and changes. 

 
 
CROSS-FUNCTIONAL RAPID SUPPORT TEAM (C-FRST) 
 
The C-FRST utilizes the AAF Data-driven Problem Solving Process to address school-type 
challenges that cannot be solved by the SMGs. It is comprised of the Academic Superintendent 
or his/her designee, Assistant Superintendents’ representatives, district-level directors, Principals 
of participating schools, directors of collaborating agencies, family representatives, and, during 
the development phase, a supervising process consultant. The C-FRST is organized as follows: 

 Membership: Academic Superintendent, Assistant Academic Superintendents, 
Principals/Headmasters, Assistant Superintendents of C&I, OSESS, ELL, RAE, and FSE.  

 There are five C-FRSTs broken down by Pre-K-Elementary A and B, Middle K–8, High 
Schools, and Turnarounds. 
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 Support: The AAF Project Director for EDC will consult to the C-FRSTs by attending 
meetings monthly. 

 C-FRST may identify and invite principals or principals can request support from  
the C-FRST. 

 The C-FRST will focus on addressing systemic barriers to the success of School 
Management Group and Service Teams.  School-based challenges and barriers to  
student success will be brought to the C-FRSTs by School Management Group  
principals or designees.  

 C-FRSTs will meet at least monthly and communicate actions/decisions to the John 
Verre, the District Design Team Leader and to appropriate School Management  
Group leaders.  

 Challenges that cannot be addressed by the C-FRST will be forwarded to the District 
Design Team. 

 In all C-FRST actions, decisions, and communications, there will be fidelity to the value 
of co-construction as the framework grows and changes.  

 
DISTRICT DESIGN TEAM (DDT) 
 
The District Design Team utilizes the AAF Data-Driven Problem Solving Process to address 
district-level challenges and/or barriers to student success and is organized as follows: 

 Membership: Superintendent, Chief Academic Officer, Academic Superintendents, and 
Assistant Superintendents (OSESS, C&I, ELL, RAE, FSE, Accountability).  

 Support: EDC’s Managing Project Director, will be the consulting link to the DDT. 

 The DDT will focus on district policy and accountability that supports and enables the 
AAF to succeed, grow, and sustain itself over time.  

 The DDT will respond to challenges and barriers to student success identified by the C-
FRST teams. 

 In all DDT actions, decisions, and communications, there will be fidelity to the value of 
co-construction as the framework grows and changes
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Part 3: The Data-Driven Problem Solving Process 
 
OVERVIEW 
 
All AAF teams use a common approach to problem solving and planning for addressing both 
individual and systemic challenges to instruction, interventions, and services. The approach is 
research-based and improved continuously through a data-driven formative evaluation process.  
The teams will utilize the following data-driven problem solving protocol. The cycle uses 
universal screening and diagnostic data to begin the stages: 1) Defining the problems and 
identifying discrepancy with the expected outcomes; 2) Developing a plan of action; 3) 
Implementing the plan of action using progress monitoring, and ensuring fidelity of 
implementation and integrity; and 4) Evaluating outcomes and student response to intervention. 
The process continues in progress monitoring cycles throughout the year for particular students 
needing tiered instructional support. For students not a grade level or benchmark, students are 
monitored in 4-8 weeks cycles of progress monitoring. The level of tiered instructional support 
dictates the frequency of progress monitoring. 
 
Figure 5. The AAF Problem-Solving Process 

       
*Adapted from Ernst, L., Miller, B., Robinson, W., & Tilly, W. D. (2005). Response to Intervention:  A Case Illustration. 
Presentation at the National Association of State Directors of Special Education Satellite Series. 
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RESPONSIBILITIES OF TEAM MEMBERS IN THE DATA-DRIVEN 
PROBLEM SOLVING PROCESS 
 
Maintain Personal, Professional Responsibility 
 
Every day, teachers, specialists, and support staff conduct problem solving in the normal course 
of their work, sometimes with their colleagues and sometimes with families. This routine 
problem solving begins when a teacher first meets his/her students and (s)he uses observation 
and data from universal screening or other data to adjust the core instruction to meet the needs of 
students. Before bringing a problem to the Service Team, members are expected to do problem 
solving at the classroom level.   
 
Identify Concerns or Problems for Problem Solving with the Service Team 
 
If a team member cannot solve a problem with identified and implemented instructional 
strategies, he/she may bring the student to the Service Team. Each week at the team meeting, 
team members may give to the Facilitator the names of students about whom data indicates there 
are learning challenges and are in the 4 to 6-week cycle of progress monitoring, or exceptions. 
These students’ names are added to the agenda for the upcoming meeting.  Between meetings, 
participants may add names to future agendas.   
 
Establish Norms for the Weekly Service Team Meetings 
 
It is important for each Service Team to establish norms at the very beginning of its work for the 
year. Equally important is the need to review norms regularly and adjust them, if necessary, to 
meet the needs of the entire team for effective collaborative work. The norms listed below may 
be selected, or each team may decide to revise or create their own norms.   

 Start on time 

 Follow the agenda 

 Listen carefully to each other 

 Ask clarifying questions 

 Disagree constructively with each other 

 Maintain a positive attitude about the work, the students, and their families 

 Respect different points of view 

 Contribute to the discussion 

 Share air time equitably 

 Reflect on the process 

 Attempt to make decisions by consensus 

 Protect the confidentiality of the discussion 

 Work collaboratively  
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Strengthen Core Instruction for All Students Using the Common Core standards 
 
The Data-Driven Problem Solving Process begins at Tier 1. Service Teams will collaboratively 
analyze data from school-wide universal screening in order to plan and implement Tier 1 core 
instruction that will differentiate on the basis of students’ varying skill levels. By using data to 
problem solve around strengthening the Tier 1 core instruction for all students, the Service Team 
takes the first step in ensuring all students’ success. Every effort to differentiate instruction for 
all students should be happening at this level using inclusive practices and universal design for 
learning principles.  Inclusive practices and Universal Design for Learning refer to a Tier 1 core 
curriculum that is designed to include alternatives to that make it accessible and applicable to 
students, teachers, and parents with different backgrounds, learning styles, abilities, and 
disabilities in widely varied learning contexts. The “universal” in universal design does not 
imply one optimal solution for everyone, but rather it underscores the need for inherently 
flexible, customizable content, assignments, and activities.  
 
Universal screening data will further help Service Teams determine which students are in need of 
more strategic or intensive Tier 2 or Tier 3 interventions and regular progress monitoring.  
Guidance and support from the Literacy and Mathematics department, the Office of English 
Language Learners (OELL) Academic Design and Support Specialists, and the Office of Special 
Education and Student Services (OSESS) program directors is encouraged when needed. In 
addition, the BPS Office of Special Education and Student Services (OSESS) has established a 
network of schools interested in adopting inclusive practices. The BPS Inclusive Schools 
Network aims to build a replicable, sustainable coaching model by which schools across the 
district are able to learn from one another as they all strive to educate an increasingly diverse 
population of students. For more information visit the BPS Inclusive Schools Network at 
https://sites.google.com/site/bpsinclusiveschoolsnetwork/ (see page 76).   
 
 
Contribute to a Shared Understanding of Student Capabilities and Challenges 
 
To start an AAF Data-Driven Problem Solving sequence (see Figure 5) with the Service Team, 
the presenting member shares knowledge of the student by beginning a Record of Problem-
Solving and Progress Monitoring Form (see page 40) and presents this information to the team at 
the meeting.  The Facilitator will ask the team to discuss the universal screening data and any 
other assessment about the student in order to begin problem solving. If any other members have 
other information about the student, they can add it to the form during the meeting. In addition, it 
is helpful to bring an assessment response or a sample of student work to the meeting that 
highlights the presenting problem or learning difficulty. When discussing students, the team will 
take a holistic view, considering the capabilities as well as the challenges, incorporating an 
understanding of important cultural influences and focusing on strength-based approaches. Any 
or all of the three domains of the AAF can be addressed, maintaining the structure of using data 
from the universal screening and progress monitoring process as recommended for each level of 
need of supplemental or intensive supports.  
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Participate in Problem Solving 
 
All team members will demonstrate a commitment to solving the problem, even if they do not 
know the student personally, by participating in the discussion during and between team 
meetings. They will share information, collect data, contribute to the process, implement action 
plans, and evaluate student progress.   
 
Monitor, Evaluate, and Document Progress 
 
The Team defines the problem, sets the objective, and, before developing an action plan, team 
members discuss and decide upon an appropriate method of evaluating student progress toward 
the objective. As the plan is implemented, team members will use the agreed-upon method to 
collect and record data that the team will use to document, analyze, and evaluate progress (i.e. 
progress monitoring). 
 
Keep the Records of the Team’s Work 
 
Under the Facilitator’s guidance, team members will participate in keeping the records of the 
team.  On a rotation developed by the Facilitator, the AAF Data-driven Problem Solving Process 
begins with the members completing a Record of Problem Solving and Progress Monitoring 
Form during team meeting. All members will complete documentation for evaluating progress 
whenever appropriate. 
  
Research and Share Solutions and Resources 
 
Team members will share with the team strategies and resources for problem solving that they 
have used successfully in their work and their research. 
  
Consult with Teammates 
 
Between meetings, team members may discuss issues identified in problem solving and invite 
each other to visit their classes to observe students and the implementation of action plans. They 
may discuss their observations, give constructive feedback, and consider next steps together. 
 
Identify the Need for Strategic and Intensive Additional Support   
 
If the team has attempted, without success, to solve the problem, it will invite a partner to join 
the team to assist in problem solving. This partner is identified either because (s)he knows the 
student well or understands the problem and/or its potential solutions well. If the team knows 
who this would be and if they can arrange it, they invite the partner to attend an upcoming 
meeting. If they cannot make the arrangements or cannot identify the individual resource, the 
team may request management-level problem solving to assist them. The Facilitator would bring 
this request to the Principal and/or the School Management Group.   
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Identify the Need for Professional Development 
 
If, in the process of problem solving, the team determines that they may be able to help the 
student become more successful if they had different or additional knowledge or skills, the team 
may request targeted professional development. The Facilitator would bring this request to the 
Principal and/or the School Management Group. 
 
Identify Actions Requiring Management-Level Problem Solving 
 
If the team has chosen a particular action that they calculate would contribute to the success of 
the student and that they are not able to implement, the team may request management-level 
problem solving to address the barrier to implementation. The Facilitator would bring this 
request to the Principal and/or the School Management Group. 
 
GATHERING INFORMATION FOR PROBLEM SOLVING 

 
When Service Teams begin problem solving, they record what they know about the student and 
his/her capabilities and challenges on the Record of Problem Solving and Progress Monitoring 
Form. As they proceed with problem solving, they often need to gather additional information to 
complete one or more of the steps in the process.   
 
Before conducting information-gathering activities, the School Management Groups and Service 
Teams should discuss and answer the following questions: 

1. What do we need to know?  What questions are we trying to answer? 
2. What will we do with the information or answers when we get them? 

3. How will we try to answer the questions?  What instruments or approaches will we use? 
4. Who should be involved in gathering the information, within our school and outside? 

5. Are we going to need support at the school management level to arrange this? 
6. How will we monitor progress for the school and each student? 

 
Common approaches to information gathering include: 

 Universal screenings, e.g. DIBELS (gr. K2-3), TRC, A-Net (gr. 3-8), Lexiles, Reading 
Street Baseline Test (gr. K-5), Galileo (gr. 4-12) (Please refer to the MyBPS website for 
more guidance from the Literacy Department.) 

 Progress monitoring e.g. DIBELS (gr. K2-3), TRC (gr. K2-2), District Formative 
Assessments, Reading Street end of Unit test group test with individually administered 
fluency checks (gr. 3-5) (Please refer to the MyBPS website for more guidance from the 
Literacy Department.) 

 Assessments, e.g. MCAS (gr.3-12), Key Math (gr. K-12), Placement test for My 
Sidewalks ELA (gr. K-5), RISE (gr. 3-12), Gates McGinitie (gr. 3-12), or the Woodcock 
Johnson (gr. K-12), MELA-O, MEPA [Please refer to the MyBPS website for more 
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guidance from the Literacy Department, Office of English Language Learners (OELL) 
and the Office of Special Education and Student Services (OSESS).] 

 Examples of student work 

 Evaluations 

 Observations 

 Interviews  

 Meetings with the student and/or family members 

 Meetings with other service providers 

 Record reviews 
 
Information gathering can help the Service Team do problem solving and may be utilized at a 
number of points in the problem solving process. The results of information gathering can inform 
the definition of the problem, setting of the objective, brainstorming, selecting actions for the 
action plan, and/or defining the method of evaluation.    
 
Certain information-gathering activities are otherwise most commonly used in the special 
education evaluation process.  These include some tests, assessments, and evaluations. When 
engaging in information gathering for problem solving, the Service Team is not activating a 
referral process for special education evaluation.  
 
Some information gathering activities require prior parental permission. Such activities include 
observations, tests, assessments, and evaluations not routinely used in the teaching-learning 
process, and contacts with persons other than the student him/herself, family members, and direct 
service providers in the school. When parental permission is required, Service Teams should 
communicate openly with parents and acquire any necessary signatures.  
 
Defining the Method of Evaluation 
 
The method of evaluation in the Data-Driven Problem Solving Process is linked to the universal 
screening and school-selected progress monitoring indicators.  Service Teams can also use 
additional diagnostic assessments. When selecting additional tools, the team should consider the 
following questions: 

 Is the diagnostic tool responsive to the unique needs of the student? 

 Is the tool sensitive to demonstrate gains in short periods of time at instructional or  
grade level? 

 Is the tool culturally responsive or does it have a cultural bias? 

 Does it evaluate the student’s progress toward the learning objective? 

 Can the assessment serve as the basis for determining the response to the intervention? 
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The Team identifies which staff will collect data, when and where the data will be collected, any 
special circumstances or conditions, the timeframe, and the standards to be employed. 

 
Some typical methods of evaluation include: 

 Conducting universal screening5 and progress monitoring6 tools 

 Carrying out and documenting a structured observation of the student  

 Analyzing a sample of the student’s work 

 Observing student behavior (for example using Academic Engaged Time Recording7) 
 
Once established, the universal screening, progress monitoring, and any other method of 
evaluation may be revised by the Service Team whenever necessary and appropriate. It also may 
be the case, that these kind of student data, gathered as part of the AAF, may be important for 
educators, and students themselves, as they plan for career related and post school opportunities.  
For students with disabilities, transition assessments include a wide array of data, very similar to 
those informational sources described above. 
 
Engaging Partners in the Service Team as Part of the Problem Solving Process 
 
At times, in order to improve the effectiveness of problem solving, Service Teams will  
engage someone from outside the Team as a partner in any or all of the steps in the problem 
solving process.  
 
How is this Different from “Business as Usual”? 
 
Utilizing these partners effectively often requires the development of new attitudes and skills on 
the part of both school staff and the invited partners. 
 

 Every student has a right to be successful in school. 

 The Service Team is focused on solving the problem throughout the year for the same 
students as a primary function.    

 Teams can solve many problems as groups of colleagues with a common purpose  
and with the support of the School Management Group or Cross-Functional Rapid 
Response Team. 

 
 

                                                
5 Universal screening involves brief assessments that are valid, reliable, and evidence-based. They are conducted with all 

students or targeted groups of students to identify students who are at risk of academic failure (www.rti4success.org) 
6 Progress monitoring as repeated measurement of academic performance to inform instruction of individual students in general 
and special education. It is conducted continually to (a) estimate rates of improvement, (b) identify students who are not 
demonstrating adequate progress and/or (c) compare the efficacy of different forms of instruction to design more effective, 
individualized instruction (www.rti4success.org). 

7  Academic Engaged Time (AET) measures the amount of time a student spends engaged in academic material during 
independent seatwork (e.g., listening to the teacher, writing in a workbook) is usually measured in 15 minutes time frames to 
measure academic engagement over time. 
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Who are Partners?  
 

 Partners must be identified and invited by consensus of the Service Team and with the 
consideration of district policies around confidentiality of student information. 

 Usually, the Team will pursue someone who knows the student in question well, or 
someone who knows the problem and/or potential solutions well.   

 

 The student him/herself, other students, and members of the student’s family may be 
partners. (Other guidelines are available to support Service Teams in engaging students 
or family members as partners). 

 The Team also may engage others, including for example: 
o teachers or specialists in the school or the district; 
o direct service providers from outside of the school or the district; 
o significant adults in the student’s life (e.g., a coach, a minister, an employer); or 
o outside experts from the community, local agencies, and universities.   

 Teams should consider reaching out to partners of all genders, races, ethnicities, language 
backgrounds, religions and/or areas of expertise. 
 

How Do We Prepare to Engage Partners? 
 

 Check the accuracy of assumptions about the partner.   

 Rehearse appropriate talk and behavior that would contribute to trusting and respectful 
relationships with the partner. 

 Develop goals and a specific plan for the problem solving discussion that will include  
the partner. 

 Invite him/her to be “partners in problem solving” with the Service Team, and explain 
what this means. 

 Share with the partner a description of the role of the Service Team. 
 
Engaging Families as Partners in Problem Solving 

 
Service Teams must engage families as partners in problem solving when appropriate. This often 
requires the development of new attitudes and skills on the part of both school staff and  
family members.   
 
 
What We Know: 
 

 When schools, families, and communities work together to support learning, children 
tend to like school more, achieve at higher levels, and stay in school longer. 
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 Developing trusting and respectful relationships between families and schools and 
engaging families collaboratively as partners in problem solving creates an atmosphere 
within which families can contribute their knowledge and expertise, and families and 
schools together can affirm their shared responsibility for student success.   

 Families are invaluable resources, providing vital information about their children that 
will support their success both academically and socially in school.  

 When family members are engaged as partners in problem solving, Service Teams are 
more able to develop effective interventions and services for students. 

 
What the Service Team Should Do Before Engaging the Family at a Service Team Meeting: 
 

 Check the accuracy of assumptions about families.   

 Reach out to families of all races, ethnicities, religions, backgrounds, circumstances, and 
family structures. 

 Consider/rehearse appropriate talk and behavior that would contribute to trusting and 
respectful relationships with families. 

 Invite family members to be “partners in problem solving” with the Service Team, and 
explain what this means (see page 61). 

 Develop goals and a specific plan for the problem solving discussion that will include 
family members. 

 Share with the family any descriptive Service Team materials that may be helpful  
to them. 

  
What the Service Team Members Should Do at the Meeting: 
 
The setting 

 Purposefully arrange the physical space so as to promote partnership with the family. 

 Introduce everyone on the team. 

 Sit the person most familiar with the parent next to them. 
 
The work 

 Keep the discussion focused on problem solving.  

 Present the AAF Data-Driven Problem-Solving Process and the Record of Problem 
Solving and Progress Monitoring to discuss how it can help teachers support the needs  
of students. 

 Be clear as to what exactly the problem is and what has been done to date to resolve it. 

 Identify and explain each stage of the problem solving process and ask family members 
for their insights and suggestions. 
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 Provide copy of action plan to parents. 

 Share with the family information about school and community resources. 

 Establish the best way to maintain communication with the family and make a schedule 
for these communications. 

 Ensure confidentiality of their child and others. 
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Part 4: Record Keeping for Service Teams 
 

As Service Teams begin problem solving, they complete a number of student records: 

 The AAF Agenda describing the work done by teams developing action plans, 

 Individual Record of Problem Solving and Progress Monitoring Worksheet describing the 
student’s current access to Tier 1 core instruction, Tier 2, and Tier 3 interventions as 
appropriate.  This document also captures the progress toward the objective, the response 
to the intervention(s), and 

 Other optional forms including, for example, Information Gathering Forms, Parent 
Contact Logs, and Success Stories. 

 
During the school year, the AAF Facilitator keeps these documents in the Service Team binder.  
At the end of the school year, or when a student leaves the school, it is important that his/her 
Service Team records be stored in a manner that protects confidentiality and makes the  
records available to staff and teams who might be working with the student in the future.  
All Service Teams and schools will follow the following procedures relating to Service Team 
student records. 
 
Storage 
 
The School Management Group at each school will identify a secure, centrally located file for 
the storage of Service Team records. 
 
At the end of the school year, or when a student leaves the school, the Service Team Facilitator 
staples the Service Team’s student records listed above into one packet and places the packet in 
the Service Team file. 
 
Access 
 
The Principal and his/her designee, and Service Team Facilitators in the school will have  
access to the Service Team documents (e.g., Record of Problem Solving and Progress 
Monitoring Form).   
 
Sharing 
 
If the student moves to a new placement in the same school and is presented for problem solving, 
the Facilitator of the receiving team should check the files to determine if a Service Team in the 
school did problem solving previously. The Facilitator may review the packet and, if it would be 
helpful in problem solving, share it with the receiving Service Team. Additionally, if a student 
transfers to new school, the receiving school may call a child’s former school to request relevant 
Records of Problem Solving that may assist in educating the child. Student data may also be 
useful to educators who are working with students to develop career and post school goals and 
can inform secondary transition planning and services for students with disabilities.  	  
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Part 5: Forms and Tools for Implementation 
 
 

The following forms and tools are documents that school teams have found critical 
in helping them stay “on the course” with AAF. These documents are helpful in 

guiding the important conversations that occur in Service Teams (ST) as well and 
School Management Groups (SMG). Understanding that each school is unique, 

these forms are designed to be flexible enough to accommodate each school’s AAF 
goals. All forms and tools are available on the AAF website: 

https://sites.google.com/site/academicachievementframework/. 
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FORMS AND TOOLS: The AAF Problem-Solving Process 

Adapted from Ernst, L., Miller, B., Robinson, W., & Tilly, W. D. (2005). Response to Intervention:  A Case Illustration. 
Presentation at the National Association of State Directors of Special Education Satellite Series
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FORMS AND TOOLS: What to Bring Forms 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

What to Bring to the AAF Service Team Meeting...
for the 

CLASSROOM TEACHER

Classroom teachers should arrive at the Service Team meeting prepared 
to collaborate with their colleagues around improving instruction and 
student learning.  To ensure a productive meeting, classroom teachers 
should bring the following:

 Record of Problem Solving and Progress Monitoring (RPSPM)   
 with the top section (student strengths/challenges) completed
 
 Most recent assessment data (universal screening and/or progress  
 monitoring from DIBELS, Aimsweb, MCAS, ATI, TRC, etc.) 
 
 Description of core instruction and intervention history, including  
 any concerns with the �delity of delivery
 
 One work sample in the area of concern 
 
 One writing sample

Collaboratively, the Service Team will develop a SMART* goal for each 
student, so classroom teachers should be ready to provide input to the 
goal-setting conversation.

*SMART Goals:
S – Speci�c – What do you want to measure?
M – Measurable – How will the goal be measured?
A – Attainable – Is it a reachable goal?
R – Results-oriented – How will the goal look when it is reached?
T – Time-Bound – What is the timeline for reaching the goal?
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FORMS AND TOOLS: What to Bring Forms (continued) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

What to Bring to the AAF Service Team Meeting...
for the 

FACILITATOR

Service Team Facilitators should arrive at the Service Team meeting 
prepared to collaborate with their colleagues around improving 
instruction and student learning.  To ensure a productive meeting, 
Facilitators should bring the following:

 An agenda that ensures that students are being reviewed in 6-8   
 week cycles of progress monitoring. �e agenda will have been 
 distributed to Service Team members either electronically or by   
 hard copy at least one day prior to the meeting.  �e agenda   
 will typically include: 
  - the names of 3-4 students to be discussed at the meeting
  - follow-up on action items from a prior meeting
  - items to be referred to School Management Group

 Meeting Norms to be reviewed at the beginning of each Service   
 Team meeting or as necessary

 Record of Problem Solving and Progress Monitoring (RPSPM)   
 discussion protocol

 Several blank RPSPM documents (hard copy or electronic)

 Storage for RPSPM documents (e.g., binder or electronic)

 Timer (e.g., watch, phone) 

 Intervention resources  

 Optional: In-focus projector for projecting notes throughout the  
 Service Team meeting

Samples of the forms referenced above can be found in the AAF Implementation Guidebook.
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FORMS AND TOOLS: The AAF Service Team Sample Agenda 
 

Service Team Meeting  
[Date] 

 
Roles: Facilitator, note taker, timekeeper 
 

1. Quick follow up of open items 

2. Review student 4–8 week cycle of progress monitoring  

3. Individual AAF Problem Solving and Progress Monitoring (Goal: 4–5 students per 1 hour) 

4. AAF Problem Solving Process Steps 3 & 4 — Resulting Action Items 

 
Action Item Person(s) Responsible Goal Completion Date 

(MM/DD/YYYY) 
1.  
 

  

2. 
 

 
 

 

3. 
 

 
 

 

4. 
 

  

 
5. Items for forwarding to the School Management Group (SMG) 
 

Items for SMG Responsible 
Person(s) 

Date sent 
(MM/DD/YYYY) 

Date follow up 
(MM/DD/YYYY) 

1.  
 
 
 

   

2. 
 
 
 

 
 

  

3. 
 
 
 

 
 

  

 
Notes (Use back if necessary):  
 

6. Closing and +/Δ. 
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FORMS AND TOOLS: BPS/AAF Class-wide Overview 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
                   

  

TEACHER:_________________ 
GRADE:__________ 
# OF STUDENTS: ______ 

DATA/Decision Point Indicators show need for INTENSIVE  
TIER 3 INTERVENTIONS  
(Math and/or ELA and/or Behavior) 

 
 
 
DEVELOPING THE SERVICE TEAM AGENDA 
 
Week 1: Students A, B, C, D 
Week 2: Students E, F, G, H 
Week 3: Students I, J, K, L            24 Students 
Week 4: Students M, N, O, P           covered! 
Week 5: Students Q, R, S, T 
Week 6: Students U, V, W, X 
Week 7: REVISIT! Students A, B, C, D from Week 1  
**Consider grouping weekly by area of skill need 
(e.g., decoding) 

                                                           Circle One or More 
Name: ___________________________ ELA / M/ Beh 
Name: ___________________________ ELA / M/ Beh 
Name: ___________________________ ELA / M/ Beh 
Name: ___________________________ ELA / M/ Beh 
Name: ___________________________ ELA / M/ Beh 
Name: ___________________________ ELA / M/ Beh 
Name: ___________________________ ELA / M/ Beh 
Name: ___________________________ ELA / M/ Beh 
Name: ___________________________ ELA / M/ Beh 
Name: ___________________________ ELA / M/ Beh 
Name: ___________________________ ELA / M/ Beh 
Name: ___________________________ ELA / M/ Beh 
 

  DATA/Decision Point indicatos  SHOW NEED FOR STRATEGIC TIER 2 INTERVENTIONS  
(Math and/or ELA and/or Behavior) 

                                                           Circle One or         
More 
Name: ___________________________ ELA / M/ Beh 
Name: ___________________________ ELA / M/ Beh 
Name: ___________________________ ELA / M/ Beh 
Name: ___________________________ ELA / M/ Beh 
Name: ___________________________ ELA / M/ Beh 
Name: ___________________________ ELA / M/ Beh 
Name: ___________________________ ELA / M/ Beh 

                                                          Circle One or 
More 
Name: ___________________________ ELA / M/ Beh 
Name: ___________________________ ELA / M/ Beh 
Name: ___________________________ ELA / M/ Beh 
Name: ___________________________ ELA / M/ Beh 
Name: ___________________________ ELA / M/ Beh 
Name: ___________________________ ELA / M/ Beh 
Name: ___________________________ ELA / M/ Beh 
 

DATA / Decision Point Indicators  SHOWS ADEQUATE RESPONSE TO TIER 1 / CORE INSTRUCTION (Academic and 
Behavior) 
 
Name: ___________________________ 
Name: ___________________________ 
Name: ___________________________ 
Name: ___________________________ 
Name: ___________________________ 
Name: ___________________________ 
 

 
Name: ___________________________ 
Name: ___________________________ 
Name: ___________________________ 
Name: ___________________________ 
Name: ___________________________ 
Name: ___________________________ 
 

 
Name: ___________________________ 
Name: ___________________________ 
Name: ___________________________ 
Name: ___________________________ 
Name: ___________________________ 
Name: ___________________________ 
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QUESTIONS	  FOR	  CONSIDERATION	  AND	  DISCUSSION	  
	  

Based	  on	  the	  data,	  how	  many	  students	  are	  succeeding	  in	  this	  subject	  area?	  
	  
	  
In	  what	  skills	  did	  I	  see	  the	  most	  and	  least	  progress	  (e.g.,	  LNF	  -‐	  most;	  ORF	  –	  least,	  
numeracy,	  spelling,	  etc.)?	  
	  
	  
	  
What	  instructional	  strategies	  (e.g.,	  peer-‐assisted	  learning)	  did	  I	  use	  to	  teach	  the	  skill	  
that	  had	  the	  most	  gains?	  	  	  
	  
	  
	  
What	  barriers	  to	  learning	  might	  have	  affected	  the	  way	  I	  taught	  the	  skill	  that	  had	  the	  
least	  gains?	  	  	  
	  
	  
	  
What	  do	  I	  need	  to	  do	  to	  improve	  my	  instruction	  of	  low-‐scoring	  skills,	  e.g.,	  time,	  access	  
to	  materials,	  more	  training?	  	  	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
What	  affected	  the	  fidelity	  of	  my	  implementation	  of	  Core/Tier	  1,	  Tier	  2,	  and	  Tier	  3	  
instruction	  and	  interventions	  (e.g.,	  time,	  absences,	  lack	  of	  training)?	  	  How	  can	  I	  improve	  
fidelity	  of	  implementation	  in	  the	  future?	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
How	  can	  I	  use	  this	  data	  to	  support	  my	  goals	  and	  activities	  for	  the	  new	  teacher	  
evaluation	  system?	  

	  



AAF Implementation Guidebook   
September 2012 v3.0 

   39 

FORMS AND TOOLS: Record of Problem Solving and Progress Monitoring (RPSPM) Conversation Protocol 
 

Record	  of	  Problem	  Solving	  and	  Progress	  Monitoring	  (RPSPM)	  Conversation	  Protocol	  
	  
*Each	  Service	  Team	  should	  have	  a	  permanent	  Facilitator,	  Note-‐taker	  and	  Time-‐keeper	  with	  back-‐ups	  selected	  in	  case	  one	  of	  these	  persons	  
cannot	  attend.*	  
	  
Which	  students	  get	  discussed?	  
After	  looking	  at	  the	  universal	  screening	  data	  at	  each	  benchmark	  period,	  Service	  Teams	  will	  use	  specified	  criteria	  to	  determine	  which	  students	  
may	  benefit	  from	  Tier	  2	  and/or	  Tier	  3	  interventions.	  	  At	  each	  Service	  Team	  meeting,	  teachers	  and	  staff	  will	  discuss	  3-‐5	  of	  these	  students.	  	  Over	  
the	  course	  of	  ~6	  weeks,	  the	  Service	  Team	  will	  be	  able	  to	  discuss	  all	  students	  needing	  Tier	  2	  or	  Tier	  3	  interventions.	  The	  Facilitator	  will	  develop	  
the	  agenda	  and	  provide	  it	  to	  Service	  Team	  members	  2-‐3	  days	  before	  the	  meeting.	  	  Teachers	  should	  bring	  additional	  data	  sources	  that	  may	  be	  
relevant	  to	  the	  discussion	  of	  the	  students	  on	  the	  agenda	  for	  a	  given	  meeting.	  	  	  
	  

WHEN	  DISCUSSING	  A	  STUDENT	  FOR	  THE	  FIRST	  TIME…	  (11	  minute	  timed	  protocol)	  
2 minutes – The classroom teacher provides/reviews information relevant to the first portion of the RPSPM, i.e. the strengths and 

area of concern. Information should be based on concrete observable data.  Note-taker records the data regarding the area 
of concern in the top section and into column where it asks for universal screening data. 

3	  minutes	  –	  Classroom	  teacher	  reviews	  the	  Core	  Curriculum	  and	  Instruction	  and	  whether	  student	  has	  in	  fact	  received	  Core.	  Consider	  
absences,	  scheduling	  issues,	  fidelity	  of	  delivery	  of	  Core.	  	  Members	  of	  the	  Service	  Team	  discuss	  barriers	  existing	  in	  the	  Core	  and	  
determine	  if	  changes	  need	  to	  be	  made	  to	  the	  Core.	  Note-‐taker	  adds	  this	  into	  RPSPM	  under	  the	  column	  “Tier	  1:	  Core.”	  

3	  minutes	  –	  Members	  of	  the	  Service	  Team	  brainstorm	  an	  intervention	  that	  meets	  the	  student’s	  needs.	  	  Consider	  intervention	  groups	  already	  
in	  place	  and	  whether	  the	  student	  may	  be	  a	  fit.	  	  Facilitator	  reminds	  Service	  Team	  to	  remain	  focused	  on	  specific	  area	  of	  concern	  as	  
determined	  above.	  	  

3	  minutes	  –	  Service	  Team	  reaches	  consensus	  on	  an	  intervention.	  	  Facilitator	  asks	  who	  will	  deliver	  the	  intervention?	  	  How	  often	  (when)	  will	  it	  
occur?	  How	  will	  progress	  be	  measured?	  	  When	  will	  ST	  revisit	  this	  student?	  	  Note-‐taker	  records	  this	  under	  Tier	  2	  and/or	  Tier	  3	  column	  
and	  adds	  any	  notes	  to	  Action	  Plan	  Summary	  column.	  	  	  
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IF REVIEWING A STUDENT ALREADY RECEIVING INTERVENTION… (7-10 minute timed protocol) 
1-2 minutes – The classroom teacher provides progress monitoring data relevant to the area of concern and Service Team reflects 

on whether intervention was delivered with fidelity (i.e., delivered as intended).  Note-taker records this into the Progress 
Monitoring column. 

3-‐5	  minutes	  –	  Facilitator	  asks	  whether	  the	  progress	  monitoring	  data	  indicates	  that	  the	  student	  is	  responding	  to	  the	  intervention?	  	  

If	  yes,	  note-‐taker	  records	  this	  in	  Action	  Plan	  Summary	  column	  and	  Service	  Team	  determines	  whether	  to	  continue	  or	  fade	  
intervention.	  	  

If	  no,	  Service	  Team	  reviews	  the	  Core	  and	  whether	  student	  has	  in	  fact	  received	  the	  Core	  (considering	  absences,	  scheduling,	  etc).	  	  
Service	  Team	  then	  discusses	  modifying	  intervention	  (increasing	  time	  or	  intensity)	  or	  adding	  another	  intervention.	  Consider	  
existing	  intervention	  groups	  whether	  the	  student	  may	  be	  a	  fit.	  	  Note-‐taker	  records	  this	  in	  Action	  Plan	  Summary.	  	  

3 minutes – Service Team reaches consensus on an Action Plan (e.g., modify Core, continue intervention, fade 
intervention, modify intervention, add new intervention, etc).  Facilitator asks who will deliver the (new or existing) 
intervention?  How often (when) will it occur? How will progress be measured?  When will ST revisit this student?   
Note-taker records this under Tier 2 and/or Tier 3 column and adds any notes to Action Plan Summary column.
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FORMS AND TOOLS: AAF Record of Problem Solving and Progress Monitoring Worksheet 

	  
Student's Name: _______________________School Name: ______________    
Teacher: _____________________________ Grade:	  ____________________	  
	  
Student’s Strengths: (describe assets from academic, familial, and behavioral perspectives) 
 
 
Area of Concern: (define problem in specific, observable, and measurable terms) 
 
 
Goal/Objective: (describe realistic, attainable, short- and long-term goal in specific, observable, and measurable terms) 
 
 
Action Plan: (describe the intervention and who will implement it) 
 
 
Date:_______  
 
 Social/Beh. 
 Academic 
 ELD 

Universal 
Screening Tool 
(3 times per year)  
& Progress 
Monitoring Tool 
(4-8 wk cycle) 

TIER 1: Core 
(What & how? How 
long? How often? By 
whom?) 

TIER 2: 
Supplemental 
(What & how? How long? 
How often? By whom?) 

TIER 3: Intensive 
(What & how? How long? 
How often? By whom?) 

Progress & Action Plan 
Summary: (Stop, change, continue, 
or add to current intervention) 

Response to 
Intervention? 

 
 yes  no 

 
Date:_______ 
 

  
 
 
 
Intended: 
Delivered:    
 yes  no 

 
 
 
 
Intended: ___min. 
___times/wk 
Delivered:     yes  no 

 
 
 
 
Intended: ___min.  
___times/wk 
Delivered:     yes  no  
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Response to 
Intervention? 

 
 yes  no 

 
Date:_______ 

  
 
 
 
Intended: 
Delivered:     
 yes  no 

 
 
 
 
Intended: ___min. 
___times/wk 
Delivered:     yes  no 

 
 
 
 
Intended: ___min. 
___times/wk 
Delivered:     yes  no 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Response to 
Intervention? 

 
 yes  no 

 
Date:_______ 

  
 
 
 
Intended: 
Delivered:    
  yes  no 

 
 
 
 
Intended: ___min. 
___times/wk 
Delivered:     yes  no 
 

 
 
 
 
Intended: ___min. 
___times/wk 
Delivered:     yes  no 

 

Response to 
Intervention? 

 
 yes  no 

 
Date:_______ 

   
 
 
 
Intended: ___min. 
___times/wk 
Delivered:     yes  no 
 

 
 
 
 
Intended: ___min. 
___times/wk 
Delivered:     yes  no 

 

Response to 
Intervention? 

 
 yes  no 

 
Date:_______ 

   
 
 
 
Intended: ___min. 
___times/wk 
Delivered:     yes  no 
 

 
 
 
 
Intended: ___min. 
___times/wk 
Delivered:     yes  no 
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FORMS AND TOOLS: End of Year Summary 
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FORMS AND TOOLS: Collaborative Team Process Checklist for PBIS 
 

Positive Behavior Support (PBS) 
Team Implementation Checklist 

Version 3.0 
 
 

Data	  Collection	  Protocol	  
 
P Used by teams to guide activities. 
 
P Updated monthly during initial implementation process. 
 

Approval	  Date	  
 
SWIS/EBS database meeting, March 12, 2002. 
Revised October 30, 2007 
Revised August 15, 2009 
. 
 

Revision	  History	  
 

1. Phillips 8/13/02 – Added “County” to better identify schools. Changed all references of “Monthly” 
to “Quarterly”. Added Sep., Dec, Mar. and May as months to complete. Made minor changes to 
format of columns. 

2. Boland 3/13/02 – Added “District” and “State” to better identify schools.  Removed our fax 
number. Made minor changes to format of instructions.  Added Teri Palmer to copyright holders.  
Put Sugai first in list (as per decision of 3/12/02). 

3. Boland 3/11/02 – Added revision history, database structure, modified footer (copyright notice, 
logo), removed blank rows. 

4. Boland 3/6/02 
5. Boland 2/27/02 
6. Sugai 11/28/01 
7. Horner 10/13/01 
8. Horner, 10/30/07 
9. Horner, 8/15/2009 

 

Database	  structure	  
 
Please see the “Team Checklists” page in the EBS2_DB_model.pdf file in the following folder: 
 
\\Coe-dean\sys\EBS\EBS_Database\Research_Tools\Supporting_Documents 
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PBIS Team Implementation Checklist Version 3.0 
 
School  Date of Report  

District                                                 County  State  

 
INSTRUCTIONS: The EBS team should complete both checklists monthly to monitor activities for 
implementation of EBS in the school. Completed forms can be faxed (                             ) or emailed         
(                                                                     ) by the first of each month to                                                  . 
 
EBS Team Members  

 

Person(s) Completing Report  
 
Checklist #1: Start-Up Activity 
Complete & submit Monthly. Status: Achieved, In Progress, Not Started 

Date: 
(MM/DD/YY) 

    

    

Establish Commitment 
1. Administrator’s support & active involvement. 

Status: 
    

2. Faculty/Staff support (One of top 3 goals, 
80% of faculty document support, 3 year 
timeline). 

Status: 
    

Establish & Maintain Team 
3. Team established (representative). 

Status: 
    

4. Team has regular meeting schedule, effective 
operating procedures. Status:     

5. Audit is completed for efficient integration of 
team with other teams/initiatives addressing 
behavior support. 

Status: 
    

Self-Assessment 
6. Team/faculty completes the Team Checklist 
or Benchmarks of Quality self-assessment 

Status: 
    

7. Team summarizes existing school discipline 
data. Status:     

8. Team uses self-assessment information to 
build implementation action plan. Status:     

Establish School-wide Expectations: 
Prevention Systems 
9. 3-5 school-wide behavior expectations are 
defined. 

Status: 
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10. School-wide teaching matrix developed. Status:     

11. Teaching plans for school-wide expectations 
are developed. Status:     

12. School-wide behavioral expectations taught 
directly & formally. Status:     

13. System in place to acknowledge/reward 
school-wide expectations.  Status:     

14. Clearly defined & consistent consequences 
and procedures for undesirable behaviors are 
developed. 

Status: 
    

Classroom Behavior Support Systems 
15. Team has completed a school-wide 
classroom systems summary 

Status: 
    

16. Action plan in place to address any 
classroom systems identified as a high priority 
for change. 

Status: 
    

17. Data system in place to monitor office 
discipline referral rates that come from 
classrooms. 

Status: 
    

Establish Information System 
18. Discipline data are gathered, summarized, & 
reported at least quarterly to whole faculty. 

Status: 
    

19. Discipline data are available to the Team at 
least monthly in a form and depth needed for 
problem solving. 

Status: 
    

Build Capacity for Function-based 
Support 
20. Personnel with behavioral expertise are 
identified & involved. 

Status: 

    

21. At least one staff member of the school is 
able to conduct simple functional behavioral 
assessments. 

Status: 
    

22. Intensive, individual student support team 
structure in place to use function-based 
supports 

Status: 
    

 

Additional Observations/Comments/Questions: 



AAF Implementation Guidebook   
September 2012 v3.0 
 

  47 

Action Plan for Completion of Start-Up Activities 

 

Activity Activity Task Analysis Who When 

1. Establish 
Commitment 

 Administrator 

 Top 3 goal 

 80% of faculty 

 Three year timeline 

a. 

 

  

b. 

 

  

c. 

 

  

d.  

 

  

e. 

 

  

2.   Establish Team 

 Representative 

 Administrator 

 Effective team 
operating 
procedures 

 Audit of 
teams/initiatives 

a. 

 

  

b. 

 

  

c. 

 

  

d. 

 

  

e. 

 

  

3. Self-Assessment 

 Team Checklist 
completed. 

 Discipline data 

 Identification of 
strengths, focus 

 Action Plan 
developed 

 Action Plan 
presented to faculty 

a. 

 

  

b. 

 

  

c. 

 

  

d. 

 

  

e. 
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4. School-wide 
Expectations 

 Define 3-5 
school-wide 
behavioral 
expectations 

 Curriculum matrix 

 Teaching plans 

 Teach expectations 

 Define 
consequences for 
problem behavior 

a. 

 

  

b. 

 

  

c. 

 

  

d. 

 

  

e. 

 

  

5. School-wide 
Classroom 
Behavior 
Supports 

* Expectations 
taught 

* Routines 
established 

*Reward System 

a. 

 

  

b. 

 

  

c. 

 

  

d. 

 

  

e.  

 

  

6. Establish 
Information 
System 

 System for 
gathering useful 
information 

 Process for 
summarizing 
information 

 Process for using 
information for 
decision-making 

a. 

 

  

b. 

 

  

c. 

 

  

d. 

 

  

e. 
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7. Build Capacity for 
Function-based 
Support 

 Personnel with 
behavioral 
expertise 

 Time and 
procedures for 
identification, 
assessment, & 
support 
implementation 

a. 

 
  

b. 

 
  

c. 

 
  

d. 

 
  

e. 
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FORMS AND TOOLS: AAF Implementation Checklist 
 

Key Planning Steps for Implementing AAF Checklist 
 
With the support of your AAF external consultant, the following suggested steps are 
recommended for high fidelity of implementations:  
 

þ 
 1. Decide on Service Team implementation model. 

 e.g., grade level, pathway, house/cluster, developmental roll-out, etc. 
 2. Establish Service Team membership and designate a Facilitator for each Service 

Team. 
 Each Service Team should cover a maximum of 60-125 students (with 

the intent of doing problem-solving for approximately 20-30 students) 
 In designating a Facilitator, consider potential teacher leaders who are 

organized and familiar with team norms 
 Every member of the staff including partners are assigned as members 

of a team 
 3. Establish School Management Group membership. 

 Include all Facilitators from the Service Teams, school leadership, and 
partners 

 4. Identify a Data Manager. 
 Consider a staff member who is interested in/savvy with technology and 

using data 
  Have them attend the AAF Data Use Orientation Session 

 5. Schedule each Service Team meeting in year long calendar. 
 Each team should meet for 45-60 minutes, once a week. 

 6. Schedule School Management Group meetings in year long calendar. 
 SMGs should meet for 60-90 minutes, once a month. 

 7. Schedule a school-wide AAF Orientation. 
Coordinate with AAF External Consultant; ideally this occurs in Spring or 
Summer before implementation 

 8. Begin discussion that defines core instruction in all domains. 
 Consider delivering, lesson elements, frequency of each element, 

duration of each element, teaching methods, pacing and materials. 
Core will look different depending on the grade and subject! 

 9. Define intervention and assessment.  Conduct an inventory of existing 
assessments, interventions, curricular resources and support services across the 
ELA, math, SEB and ELD domains. 
 

 10. Identify existing and available supplemental (Tier 2) and intensive (Tier 3) 
instruction and services in all domains. 

 Consider person delivering, frequency, duration, group size, 
curriculum, materials, teaching methods, pull out/push in, schedule, 
etc. 
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 11.  Select universal screening instrument(s) for each domain. Determine cut 
scores for each instrument.  Schedule administration and data collection. 

 Note that universal screening is conducted three times per year.  
Establish a clear schedule and expectation around when the universal 
screening data will be complete and given to Data Manager by 
teachers.  (e.g., Sept 15; Jan. 5; May 15) 

 12. Select progress monitoring instruments and related decision rules for each 
domain. Schedule administration and data collection. 

 Consider frequency of administration, who administers, what triggers 
instructional change or change in level of tiered support (decision 
rule), etc. 

 Establish a clear schedule around when progress monitoring will occur 
for students needing Tier 2 and Tier 3 support (e.g., 1st and 15th of the 
month for Tier 2; every Friday for Tier 3).   

 13. Schedule dates for presentations of school-wide data to all staff.  Coordinate 
with Data Manager around collecting data and developing the visual presentation 
of data and student growth.   

 Clearly tie this to your calendar (e.g., Sept. 30; Nov. 30; Jan. 30; 
March 30; May 30) 

 14.  Schedule instructional cycles – Identify schedules of progress monitoring that 
follow a 4 -8 week cycle where students receiving Tier 2 and Tier 3 instruction and 
support 

 15. Plan professional development to support development of the Core, multi-tier 
differentiation, and domain competencies. 

 Include this in your yearly calendar.  Engage support from External 
Consultant as necessary when planning and visit the upcoming 
reorganization of district offering in MyLearningPlan for teachers. 
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FORMS AND TOOLS: - Recommended Calendar for AAF Implementation 

 

 

Service Team  

 

School Management Group 

 

Professional 
Development 

 
 

Month 1 
(Sept) 

Weeks 1- 4 
 Identify role & norms  & responsibilities  
 Begin discussion of Core curriculum & 

Establish consensus around fidelity of core 
curriculum, instruction & delivery & 
Implement Core  

 Present the Record of Problem Solving and 
Progress Monitoring Form (RPSPM) and run 
through a sample case 

 Administer Universal Screening for academics 
and behavior 

 Review grade-level universal data, determine 
& list the students that need Tier 2 and Tier 3 
supports (mark students with IEPs) (Use AAF 
Class wide overview tool)  

 Identify which week the students will be 
discussed with a goal of a 4-6 week 
intervention and progress monitoring cycle.  

 Begin doing the Problem Solving cycle for 
each student on the agenda and complete the 
RPSPM Form (goal 4-5 students per 1 hour 
across teachers) 

 
 
 
 

Monthly Meetings 
 Review structures for design & rollout 

of AAF 
 Establish skills of the team to begin 

discussion of the core curriculum 
 Establish data manager role 
 Decide how all school data will be 

collected and dates for school-wide 
data presentations 

 Arrange schedule for when Universal 
Screening data is due to data manager 

 Summarize School-wide universal 
screening data in bar chart & plan for 
school dissemination to set up 
SMART goals (school & grade level) 

 Develop communication to parents 
about AAF 

 Complete baseline self-reflection of 
implementation process 

Ideas/Needs 
 Memo to staff 

encouraging them to 
review MyBPS for 
AAF professional 
development 
offerings, e.g., Tier 2 
and Tier 3  
interventions, 
instructional 
differentiation, social, 
emotional and 
behavioral supports  

 School-wide AAF 
Orientation occurs for 
all staff 

 Presentation of 
School-wide 
universal screening 
data/understanding 
data 
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Months 2-3 
(Oct/Nov) 
 

Week 1 
 Continue Problem Solving cycle for each 

student on the agenda for the week & 
 Use the RPSPM form to capture the problem-

solving conversation for each student needing 
Tier 2 and Tier 3 intervention  

 Revisit Core Curriculum 
 

Monthly Meetings 
 Address the Service Team barriers for 

implementation of interventions 
 Revisit Core Curriculum 
 Develop a plan for checking the 

fidelity of implementation of the core 
curriculum 

 Begin to consider implementing data 
displays, e.g. data walls, student data 
binders, etc. 

 Send any barriers not able to be 
addressed by the school to the Cross-
Functional Rapid Support Team 

 Dissemination of AAF news to parents  
 Plan to engage parents in AAF 

Ideas/Needs 
 Memo to staff 

encouraging them to 
review MyBPS for 
AAF professional 
development 
offerings, e.g., Tier 2 
and Tier 3  
interventions, 
instructional 
differentiation, social, 
emotional and 
behavioral supports  

Weeks 1-4  
 Revisit students discussed during Cycle 2, 

beginning with the students discussed during 
the first week &  

 Use the RPSPM form to capture the ongoing 
problem-solving conversation  

 Revisit Core Curriculum 
  

 
Weeks 2-6  
 Continue Problem Solving cycle for each 

student on the agenda for the week & 
 Use the RPSPM form to capture the problem-

solving conversation for each student needing 
Tier 2 and Tier 3 intervention & 

 Confirm that progress monitoring is occurring 
for each student receiving Tier 2 and/or Tier 3 
support 

 Revisit Core Curriculum 
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 Weeks 1-4  
 Revisit students discussed during Cycle 4, 

beginning with the students discussed during 
the first week &  

 Use the RPSPM form to capture the ongoing 
problem-solving conversation  

 Revisit Core Curriculum 
 
 
 

development based on universal data 
 Revisit Core Curriculum 
 Send any barriers not able to be 

addressed by the school to the Cross-
Functional Rapid Support Team 

 Dissemination of AAF news to parents  
 Continue to engage parents in AAF 

 

behavioral supports 
 Generate professional 

development needs 
from School 
Management Group 

 Memo to staff about 
summer professional 
development 

Months 8-9 
(Apr-June) 

Weeks 5-6 
 Conduct the 3rd Universal Screening 

(May/Spring Benchmarks) & 
 Continue to use the RPSPM form to capture 

the ongoing problem-solving conversation 
about individual students 

Revisit Core Curriculum 

Monthly Meetings 
 Review progress to date: What work 

remains for next year?  Successes, 
areas for improvement 

 Determine how RPSPM forms will 
move with student as he/she advances 
to next grade level 

 Plan for summer professional 
development 

 Revisit Core Curriculum 
 Continue to address the Service Team 

barriers for implementation of  
interventions  

 Send any barriers not able to be 
addressed by the school to the Cross-
Functional Rapid Support Team 

 Dissemination of AAF news to parents  
 Continue to engage parents in AAF 
 Complete end-of-year self-reflection 

of implementation process 

Ideas/Needs 
 Memo to staff 

encouraging them to 
review MyBPS for 
AAF professional 
development 
offerings, e.g., Tier 2 
and Tier 3  
interventions, 
instructional 
differentiation, social, 
emotional and 
behavioral supports 

 Presentation of 
School-wide data 
comparing each 
benchmark and 
helping understand 
data  

Weeks 7-8 
 Revisit Core Curriculum 
 Review grade-level universal data, determine 

& list the students that need Tier 2 and Tier 3 
supports (Use AAF Class wide overview tool 
and compare to Fall & Winter forms) & 

 Identify any additional students or which 
students need to be faded for intervention 
support (e.g., Tier 3 to Tier 2, Tier 2 to Tier 1) 
& 

 Reflect on progress of the year: challenges, 
success, what work remains? 
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Months 4-5 
(Dec/Jan) 

Weeks 5-6 
 Conduct the 2nd Universal Screening 

(Jan/Winter Benchmarks) & 
 Continue to use the RPSPM form to capture 

the ongoing problem-solving conversation 
about individual students 

 Revisit Core Curriculum 
  

Monthly Meetings  
 Discuss how to begin the process of 

fidelity of implementation check for 
Core Tier 1 instruction and Tier 2 & 3 
intervention at each grade level 

 Implement mechanisms for displaying 
data, e.g. data walls, student data 
binders, etc. 

 Revisit Core Curriculum 
 Continue to address the Service Team 

barriers for implementation of 
interventions 

 Check in on fidelity of using norms at 
Service Team level 

 Send any barriers not able to be 
addressed by the school to the Cross-
Functional Rapid Support Team 

 Dissemination of AAF news to parents  
 Plan to engage parents in AAF 
 Complete mid-year self-reflection of 

implementation process 

Ideas/Needs 
 Memo to staff 

encouraging them to 
review MyBPS for 
AAF professional 
development 
offerings, e.g., Tier 2 
and Tier 3  
interventions, 
instructional 
differentiation, social, 
emotional and 
behavioral supports 

 Presentation of 
School-wide 
universal screening 
data comparing Sept 
and Jan benchmarks 

 

Week 1 
 Review grade-level universal data, determine 

& list the students that need Tier 2 and Tier 3 
supports (mark students with IEPs) (Use AAF 
Class wide overview tool and compare to Fall 
form) & 

 Identify any additional students or which 
students need to be faded for intervention 
support (e.g., Tier 3 to Tier 2, Tier 2 to Tier 1) 

 Revisit Core Curriculum 

Months 6-7 
(Feb/Mar) 

Weeks 2-6 
 Using updated list reflecting universal 

screening data, continue doing the Problem 
Solving cycle for each student on the agenda 
and complete the RPSPM Form for each 
student (goal 4-5 students per 1 hour across 
teachers) &  

 Confirm that progress monitoring is occurring 
for each student receiving Tier 2 and/or Tier 3 
support 

 Revisit Core Curriculum 
 

Monthly Meetings 
 Discuss how to begin the process of 

fidelity of implementation check for 
Core Tier 1 instruction and Tier 2 & 3 
intervention at each grade level 

 Implement mechanisms for displaying 
data, e.g. data walls, student data 
binders, etc. 

 Continue to address the Service Team 
barriers for implementation of 
interventions 

 Start planning summer professional 

Ideas/Needs 
 Memo to staff 

encouraging them to 
review MyBPS for 
AAF professional 
development 
offerings, e.g., Tier 2 
and Tier 3  
interventions, 
instructional 
differentiation, social, 
emotional and 
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FORMS AND TOOLS: SAPSI- Self-Assessment of AAF Problem Solving Implementation

School&Name:____________________________________________&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&Draft,&12/2/11&

&Self%Assessment of AAF Problem Solving Implementation 
 

The following self%assessment was developed to help schools monitor their own progress of implementation of 
the Academic Achievement Framework =AAF> Problem Solving Process in 3 areas: Consensus, Infrastructure, and 
Implementation.   Responses will also be aggregated to inform the AAF District Design Team of implementation 
status and the support needs of School Management Groups across the school district.  

Directions: As a School Management Group leader, whichever aspect(s) of 
AAF you are implementing only ;e.g., academic, English language development, and/or social/emotional/behavioral supports@.  
In other words, this assessment recognizes that Cohort 1,2 and 3 schools are not implementing all domains of AAF in the first 
few years. Please reflect on progress of implementation in your area and, at the conclusion, share any future action steps you 

 

Please use the following response scale for each item:  

Status 
;0@& Not in progress ;Activity occurs 0% of the time@  
;1@& Emerging (Activity occurs less than 25% of the time) 
;2@& In Progress (Activity occurs 25% to 74% of the time)  
;3@& Achieved (Activity occurs 75% to 100% of the time) 
;4@& Maintaining (Activity was rated as achieved last time and continues to occur 75% to 100% of the time   

typically occurs in schools in subsequent years) 
  

In our school we are implementing AAF this year in:   ELA       MATH      Social%Emotional Behavioral     ELD 

CONSENSUS                       Status 

1. The district provides support ;e.g., professional development, consultation@ around skills and knowledge 
needed to implement AAF. 0 1 2 3 4 

2. A School Management Group is established and represents multiple roles and skills. ;e.g., administrator, 
facilitator, data mentor,  teacher etc@.  0 1 2 3 4 

3. School administrators provide professional development around skills and knowledge needed to implement 
AAF. 0 1 2 3 4 



AAF Implementation Guidebook   
September 2012 v3.0 
 

  57 

	  
	  
	   	  

Draft,&12/2/11&

INFRASTRUCTURE                        Status 

4. SchoolNwide data ;e.g., DIBELS, CurriculumNBased Measures, SchoolNWide Intervention System, attendance@ 
are collected through a systematic universal screening process.  0 1 2 3 4 

5. Massachusetts DESE and other data sources ;e.g., MCAS, midNyear, MNCLASS, SWIS@ are used to make dataN
driven decisions. 0 1 2 3 4 

6. SchoolNwide data are shared with staff after each benchmarking session ;e.g., staff meetings, team meetings, 
gradeNlevel meetings@. 0 1 2 3 4 

7. SchoolNwide data are used to evaluate the effectiveness of core academic programs. 
0 1 2 3 4 

8. CurriculumNBased Measurement data ;e.g., DIBELS@ are used in conjunction with other data sources to identify 
students needing targeted group interventions and individualized interventions for academics. 0 1 2 3 4 

9. 
3 interventions. 0 1 2 3 4 

10. School staff are using a dataNdriven problem solving process at each Tier:  

 a. Tier 1: Academic Core Instruction 
0 1 2 3 4 

 b. Tier 2: Academic Supplemental Instruction/Programs 0 1 2 3 4 

 c. Tier 3: Academic Intensive Strategies/Programs 0 1 2 3 4 

11. The School Management Group meets regularly for AAF planning & problemNsolving activities. 
0 1 2 3 4 

12. The Service Teams meet regularly for AAF grade level and individual student problem solving activities. 0 1 2 3 4 

13. The School Management Group has a plan to involve parents in the School Management Group and/or 
Service Team activities as appropriate.  0 1 2 3 4 
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Draft,&12/2/11&

d. Evaluate ;Did our plan work? What do the data show? Are plans monitored to ensure changes to 
plans increase or decrease intensity of the intervention as appropriate? 

0 1 2 3 4 

17. Changes are made to AAF school structures ;e.g., schedule, staffing@ as a result of the dataNdriven problem 
solving process and more efficient ways to support tiered instruction.  

0 1 2 3 4 

18. The School Management Group is comprised of Service Team facilitators, school administrators and 
representatives from partner organizations and parents ;as applicable@ 

0 1 2 3 4 

19. The School Management Group leverages the support of the CrossNFunctional Rapid Support Team to 
resolve systemNlevel challenges to student achievement.  

0 1 2 3 4 

 
In thinking about your responses, please list action steps, priority, and needs for school district assistance that you will take to 

 priority 
and identify those areas where you will need assistance from the school district. 
 

 

ACTION STEPS 

 

PRIORITY 

 

NEED FOR SCHOOL DISTRICT ASSISTANCE 

1. 

 

 

  

2. 

 

 

  

3. 
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Draft,&12/2/11&

IMPLEMENTATION: Three6Tiered Intervention System and Problem6Solving 
 

!

      Status&

14. The school has established a threeNtiered system of service delivery. 

 a. Tier 1: Academic Core Instruction 0 1 2 3 4 

 b. Tier 2: Academic Supplemental Instruction/Programs 0 1 2 3 4 

 c. Tier 3: Academic Intensive Strategies/Programs 0 1 2 3 4 

15. Service Teams implement effective problemNsolving procedures for individual students including with recommended cycles of 
progress monitoring 

a. Define the problem ;What do the data show? What are the expected outcomes?@ 0 1 2 3 4 

b. Develop a plan ;What do we want the student to do? LongNterm and shortNterm goals? What are 
we going to do?  

0 1 2 3 4 

c. Implement the Plan ;How should we carry out the intervention? Is it monitored for delivery with 
fidelity or as intended?@ 

0 1 2 3 4 

d. Evaluate ;Did our plan work? What do the data show? 
plan? 

0 1 2 3 4 

16. The School Management Group implements effective problemNsolving procedures to address schoolNwide challenges including: 

  a. Define the problem ;What do the data show?  What are the expected outcomes?@ 
 

0 1 2 3 4 

b. Develop a plan ;What do we want the student to do? LongNterm and shortNterm goals? What are we 
going to do?@ 

0 1 2 3 4 

c. Implement the Plan ;How should we carry out the intervention? Are the interventions monitored for 
fidelity or as intended?@ 

0 1 2 3 4 
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FORMS AND TOOLS: Letter to Families in AAF Schools 
 
{date} 
 
Dear {school name here} family member: 
 
I am pleased to share with you that our school is implementing the Academic Achievement 
Framework, also known as the AAF. You may be familiar with the goals of the Boston Public 
Schools (BPS): 1) to ensure all students achieve MCAS proficiency; 2) to close access and 
achievement gaps; and 3) to graduate all students from high school prepared for college 
completion and career success.  Think of the AAF as the car that will drive us to those goals.  It 
is a success model designed to address the academic and social needs of all our students.  
Through the AAF, our staff members have been organized into problem-solving teams that meet 
on a regular basis to discuss individual student strengths, successes, and learning needs.  These 
teams develop action plans and instruction that will help students get exactly what they need to 
succeed.  At each meeting, the teams will review the progress of a small group of students until 
they’ve discussed every student, and they will repeat that cycle of developing and reviewing 
plans for the same students every four to six weeks for the entire school year.    
 
Our school’s problem-solving teams may be made up of teachers, specialists, counselors, and 
representatives from community partner organizations.  If your child is discussed at a team 
meeting, we may ask you to share your ideas for how we might reach the goals for your child.  
We understand and value that you know your child better than anyone else and can help us find 
solutions to challenges that your child may be experiencing.   
 
As our school’s problem-solving teams do their work, we hope that you will become a partner in 
this important model that has helped many students succeed throughout BPS. Here are a few 
things that you can do to support our efforts and your child:  

 Read and talk about books with your child. 
 Help your child get to school every day and on time. 
 Identify a regular time for your child to do homework.   
 Help your child with homework assignments. 
 Celebrate your child’s successes. 
 Attend parent/teacher conferences and other school meetings and participate in 

school/family activities.   
 Review the Family Guides to learning at www.bpsfamilies.org. 

 
For more information about the AAF, please visit the BPS website at 
http://www.bostonpublicschools.org/aaf or feel free to contact me or speak with your child’s 
teacher if you have any questions about the AAF and how it might help your child.  Thank you 
for your continued.  We look forward to working with you this year. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Principal 
School phone number 
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Appendix 1: Glossary of Terms 
 
 
 

The following terms are defined as they pertain to the AAF. 
 
Academic Achievement Framework: Three research-based models (RtI, PBIS, ELD) to 
support and instruct all BPS students combine into one paradigm for advancing the achievement 
of each student, using a data-driven problem solving process for all decisions.  
 
Accommodations: Supports or services provided to help a student access the curriculum and 
validly demonstrate learning. Accommodations do not change the scope, sequence, knowledge, 
demands, and grade-level expectations (Nolet, V. & McLaughlin, M.J., 2005).  
 
Action Plans of Instruction: Documents completed and monitored by the AAF teams to 
identify planning steps and learning benchmarks to improve academic and SEB progress both at 
an individual student level (Service Team) or as a school (School Management Group) or district 
(C-FRST or District Design Team). 
 
Benchmark Assessments: Administered multiple times (e.g., typically 3 per year) each year to 
all students as a system-wide indicator of student progress within the Core Instructional Program 
(ELA and Math). An example would be DIBELS testing in Grades K–3 and TRC in Grades K–2. 
 
Co-Construction: The joint responsibility of all participants to build the capacity for the AAF 
from the individual student, to the Service Team, to the School Management Group, to the C-
FRST, and to the District Design Team. All decisions for process and content represent the 
collective thinking of members of the AAF. Co-construction is a critical core value to the 
development of the AAF because it values the personal and professional responsibility of all 
participants to the students of BPS community. 
 
Cohorts 1, 2, 3, 4:  In September 2010, BPS will roll out the AAF in four cohorts of schools: 
Fall 2010 – Cohort 1, Winter 2011 – Cohort 2, Fall 2011 – Cohort 3, and Spring 2012 –  
Cohort 4. 
 
Common Core State Standards: 
Proposed by the National Association of Governors as the means to nationalize learning 
standards, Massachusetts adopted and disseminated the Common Core State Standards in 2010. 
These standards were developed at the national level, by a cross-representative group of 
educators, reviewing and revising previously adopted state standards developed over the past 10 
years.  These Common Core Standards have been incorporated into the newly adopted 2011 
Massachusetts Framework for English Languages Art and Literacy and the 2011 Massachusetts 
Curriculum Framework for Mathematics, Grades Pre-Kindergarten to 12. The goal is for all 50 
states to adopt the Common Core State Standards, and state adoption was a requirement for all 
Race to the Top grants by the US Department of Education.  Currently, 44 states have adopted 
the Common Core Standards.  
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Core Curriculum and Instruction (Tier 1): All curriculum, instruction, and supports available 
to all students defines the CORE tier of the AAF. Equally important are those formal and 
informal assessments that all students take to determine their response to the Core  
Instructional Program.  
 
Cross-Functional Rapid Support Team: BPS has organized its administrative and 
departmental leadership into five C-FRSTs, at elementary, middle school, and high school levels. 
The C-FRST utilizes the structured problem solving approach to address school-type challenges 
that cannot be solved by the School Management Groups.  It is comprised of the Superintendent 
or his/her designee, Assistant Superintendents, district-level directors, the Principals of 
participating schools, directors of collaborating agencies, family representatives, and during the 
development phase, a supervising process consultant. 
 
Cultural Competence: The commitment to the entire BPS family and community to be 
sensitive, respectful, and acknowledging of its cultural diversity, incorporating the experiences of 
all of its students in the academic/learning domain of school as part of this framework and its 
Theory of Action. 
 
Curriculum-Based Measure: Formal measure used by schools to screen and progress monitor 
student performance. CBMs are sensitive to small incremental changes in student performance, 
either in relation to specific skills or across multiple skills.  
 
Cut Scores: The minimum level of performance or the minimum level of competence to 
demonstrate to the evaluator that a given task or function has been executed at a specified 
standard (McCook, 2006).  
 
Decision Points / Rules: Guidelines for determining when a particular student’s performance 
warrants adjustment of instruction; a change in intervention or placement in a given tier (Hosp, 
Hosp & Howell, 2007).  
 
Data-Driven Problem Solving Process: A four-step cycle that gathers, analyzes, and makes 
instructional decisions using formal and informal, quantitative, and qualitative data. The four 
steps are: 1) Define the problem, 2) Develop a Plan, 3) Implement the Plan, and 4) Evaluate  
the Plan. 
 
Differentiated Instruction: Assuming the diversity of students with regard to ethnicity, race, 
creed, language, socio-economic status level, experience, interests, achievement, and learning 
styles, differentiated instruction is the practice of planning instruction, implementing instruction, 
and assessing student learning however and whatever ways necessary to make the curriculum 
and instruction accessible to all.  
 
Disproportionality: The over- or under-representation of an ethnically defined subgroup of 
students in special education. Disproportionality may involve identification, placement, or 
disciplinary actions involving identified special education students in relation to the general 
student population.  
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District Design Team: Composed of the Superintendent, the Chief Academic Officer, the 
Academic Superintendents and the Assistant Superintendents. It is charged with:  1) Problem 
solving and removing barriers to implementation and achievement of ALL students at the district 
level, 2) Developing guiding policies associated with the AAF and student success in the three 
areas of the model, and 3) Ensuring the fidelity and integrity of the AAF.    
 
Elementary Literacy Tiered Instruction (Tier 1, 2, and 3 Guidelines): During our Reading 
First years, there were evolving definitions of the three tiers of instruction. At the end of the 
project, the recommendations from the Massachusetts DOE defined tier 1 as the differentiated 
core that all students had access to; tier 2 and tier 3 were distinguished by program (research-
based, sequential, explicit programs needed for tier 3), time (only 30 minutes/day, 4-5x/week 
could be considered tier 3), and instructor (tier 3 could only be delivered by a certified teacher). 
Please refer to the MyBPS Literacy department website for more detailed information. 
 
English Language Development Levels (Please refer to the MyBPS website of the Office for 
English Language Learners for more detailed information.): The ELD level includes 
listening, speaking, reading and writing skills as follows for English Language Learners (See 
Appendix 4): 
 

Level 1 - Beginning: Students performing at this level of English language proficiency 
may demonstrate little or no receptive English skills. They are beginning to understand a 
few concrete details during unmodified instruction. They may be able to respond to some 
communication and learning demands, but with many errors. Oral and written production 
is usually limited to disconnected words and memorized statements and questions. 
Frequent errors make communication challenging. 
Level 2 - Early Intermediate: Students performing at this level of English language 
proficiency continue to develop receptive and productive English skills. They are able to 
respond with increasing ease to more varied communication and learning demands with a 
reduced number of errors. Oral and written production is usually limited to phrases and 
memorized statements and questions. Frequent errors still reduce communication. 

 
Level 3 - Intermediate: Students performing at this level of English language 
proficiency begin to tailor the English language skills to meet communication and 
learning demands with increasing accuracy. They are able to identify and understand 
more concrete details and some major abstract concepts during unmodified instruction. 
They are able to respond with increasing ease to more varied communication and 
learning demands with a reduced number of errors. Oral and written production has 
usually expanded to sentences, paragraphs, and original statements and questions. 
Errors may still complicate communication. 

 
Level 4 - Early Advanced: Students performing at this level of English language 
proficiency begin to combine the elements of the English language in complex, 
cognitively demanding situations and are able to use English as a means for learning in 
content areas. They are able to identify and summarize most concrete details and 
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abstract concepts during unmodified instruction in most content areas. Oral and written 
production is characterized by more elaborate discourse and fully developed paragraphs 
and compositions. Errors are less frequent and rarely complicate communication. 

 
Level 5 - Advanced: Students performing at this level of English language proficiency 
communicate effectively with various audiences on a wide range of familiar and new 
topics to meet social and learning demands. In order to attain the English proficiency 
level of their native English-speaking peers, further linguistic enhancement and 
refinement are still necessary. They are able to identify and summarize concrete details 
and abstract concepts during unmodified instruction in all content areas. Oral and written 
production reflects discourse appropriate for content areas. Errors are infrequent and do 
not reduce communication. 

 
Family and Student Engagement: The Office of Family and Student Engagement builds the 
capacity of BPS schools, staff, families, students and the community to establish partnerships 
that strengthen student learning and improve schools.  They are grounded on the following 
family and student engagement standards:  1) welcoming families and students into the school 
community, 2) communicating effectively, 3) supporting student success, 4) speaking up for 
every child, 5) sharing power and responsibility, and 6) collaborating with community.  For more 
information and access to grade level Family Guides, please visit www.bpsfamilies.org. 
 
Fidelity of Implementation and Instruction: Implementation of an intervention, program, or 
curriculum according to research findings and/or developers’ specifications (Buffum, Mattos & 
Weber, 2009).  
 
Formative assessments: Ongoing assessments closely aligned with instructional practices. They 
are actively used to adjust teaching and learning while it is occurring (Consortium on Reading 
Excellence, 2008). These Tier 1 assessments may or may not provide information on whether or 
not a child has the basic skills to access the curriculum, e.g. ATI, ANet. 
 
High-Quality Instruction: Systematic and explicit instruction that is grounded in research and 
is delivered using the Components of an Effective Lesson. High-quality instruction is driven by 
ongoing assessment that is frequently collected, analyzed, and used to differentiate instruction to 
meet student needs.  
 
Interventions: Any instructional strategy, learning format, curriculum material, or 
support/service that is additional to Tier 1 core instruction and will be delivered using research 
based methodology.  The intervention must have the ability to be monitored for progress and 
must be carefully tracked for frequency, duration, and intensity and by personnel delivered to 
evaluate response to intervention using the Record of Problem Solving and Progress Monitoring 
previously presented in the Addenda section of this guidebook. For guidance on research based 
recommendation, please visit The National RTI Center’s website at www.rti4success.com or the 
Institute of Education Sciences (IES) What Works Clearinghouse website at 
http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/. Interventions, including a schedule for progress monitoring and 
evaluation, are assigned by the AAF Service Teams for individual students. Please visit MyBPS 
website for the Office of Curriculum and Instruction, Office of English Language Learners 
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(OELL), and the Office of Special Education and Students Services (OSESS) for more detailed 
information on interventions and guidance documents. 
 
Multi-tier System of Support (MTSS): The combination of RtI (academics) and PBIS (social- 
emotional-behavior) into the three-tiered instruction/supports and progress monitoring system  
for all students. 
  

Massachusetts Tiered System of Support (MTSS): Massachusetts has developed a 
 blueprint outlining a single system of supports that is responsive to the academic and 
 non-academic needs of all students.  This blueprint, the Massachusetts Tiered System of 
 Support (MTSS), provides a framework for school improvement that focuses on system 
 level change across the classroom, school, and district to meet the academic and non-
 academic needs of all students, including students with disabilities, English language 
 learners, and students who are academically advanced.  It guides both the provision of 
 high-quality core educational experiences in a safe and supportive learning environment 
 for all students and academic and/or non-academic targeted interventions/supports for 
 students who experience difficulties and for students who have already demonstrated 
 mastery of the concept and skills being taught.  For more information, visit the 
 Massachusetts Department of Elementary and Secondary Education’s website at 
 http://www.doe.mass.edu/mtss/blueprint/. 
 
Modifications: Changes in the content and the performance expectations for what the student 
should learn. Modifications do change the scope, sequence, grade-level expectations, and 
curriculum demands (Nolet, V. & McLaughlin, M.J., 2005).  
 
Positive Behavior Intervention Supports (PBIS): An operational framework that ensures all 
students have access to the most effective and accurately implemented instructional and 
behavioral practices and interventions possible for achieving these outcomes. PBIS is NOT a 
curriculum, intervention, or practice, but is a decision making framework that guides selection, 
integration, and implementation of the best evidence-based academic and behavioral practices 
for improving important academic and behavior outcomes for all students. 
 
Problem Solving Process: A four-step process that all AAF teams will use to address barriers  
to student learning: 1) Define the problem, 2) Develop a Plan, 3) Implement the Plan, and  
4) Evaluate.  
 
Progress Monitoring: The scientifically based practice to access ongoing student progress, as 
well as the effectiveness of the instruction/action plan. Please visit MyBPS website for the Office 
of Curriculum and Instruction, Office of English Language Learners (OELL), and the Office of 
Special Education and Students Services (OSESS) for more detailed information and  
guidance documents. 
 
Response to Intervention: A process that includes the provision of systematic, research-based 
instruction and interventions to struggling learners using assessment data to inform the problem 
solving process. It assumes that the instruction/interventions are matched to student needs and 
that the monitoring of progress is continuous.  
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Service Team: Group made up of teachers, direct service providers, and a Team Facilitator 
responsible for problem solving at the student level.  
 
Service Team Facilitator: Assigned to monitor fidelity to the problem solving process, set the 
weekly agenda, and liaison to the School Management Group.  
 
School Management Group (SMG): The group of site-based school professionals who will 
meet regularly to address those barriers to the Service Team brought forward by the Team 
Facilitator. The SMG will also address school-wide assessment data to determine necessary 
actions for academic, social-emotional-behavioral, and English language development progress.  
 
Theory of Action: Set of two beliefs underlying the AAF: If research-based effective instruction 
is employed by all teachers in all schools then student learning will increase; and, in every 
school, if every person accepts personal responsibility for enabling students to succeed, they will.  
 
Tier 1:  The core academic and SEB curriculum provided to all students. This includes core 
curriculum instruction and materials and universal screenings and assessments to monitor 
progress of all students. Tier 1 curriculum and instruction is standards-based (Massachusetts 
Common Core Standards) and is proposed to meet the needs of 85% of students. All students 
must have access to core Tier 1 instruction before any intervention is delivered unless otherwise 
identified according to district guidelines.  Please visit the MyBPS website for the Office of 
Curriculum and Instruction, Office of English Language Learners (OELL), and the Office  
of Special Education and Students Services (OSESS) for more detailed information and  
guidance documents.  
 
Tier 2 Interventions and Supports: Small group and individual supports delivered primarily in 
the classroom, 1–3 times per week, to support mild to moderate gaps in skills. Specialists, 
teaching assistants, or classroom teachers can provide tier 2 interventions. The scope of Tier 2 
addresses up to10% of students unable to make adequate progress in the core academic SEB 
program. (See Literacy definition under Elementary Literacy guidance in this glossary pg. 69). 
Ideally, highly qualified people should administer interventions. Recommendations should be for 
reading specialists, teachers, special education teachers, trained interventionists, or highly 
qualified paraprofessionals. Please visit MyBPS website for the Office of Curriculum and 
Instruction, Office of English Language Learners (OELL), and the Office of Special Education 
and Students Services (OSESS) for more detailed information and guidance documents. 
 
Tier 3 Interventions and Supports:  Intensive, individual tutorial or supports that are delivered 
on a daily basis for a prescribed period of time. Tier 3 interventions may be the same as Tier 2 
interventions only with more frequency, duration, and most often in a pullout context.  
Specialized reading and math programs are also a part of Tier 3. Only 1–5% of students are 
assigned Tier 3 supports with specific improvement targets and assessments for transition to Tier 
2 interventions. Ideally, highly qualified reading specialists, general or special education 
teachers, or highly trained interventionists or paraprofessionals should administer interventions. 
Please visit MyBPS website for the Office of Curriculum and Instruction, Office of English 
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Language Learners (OELL), and the Office of Special Education and Students Services (OSESS) 
for more detailed information and guidance documents. 
 
Universal Screening: Assessment tools used to identify levels of proficiency in essential 
academics for the Tier 1 core instructional program. The results allow for review and analysis of 
both group and individual performance on specific skills. Curriculum-Based Measurements 
(CBM) are an example of Universal Screening.  Please visit the MyBPS website for more 
detailed information and guidance documents from the Office of Curriculum and Instruction 
(C&I), the Office of English Language Learners (OELL), and the Office of Special Education 
and Students Services (OSESS). 
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Appendix 2: Short Role Descriptions of the AAF Teams 
 
 
 
Service Team Members Role Description 
 

 The School Principal/Designee to Service Teams will: 
o Assist and support Service Teams by attending service team meetings when 

requested 
o Provide ongoing leadership in implementation and fidelity of the AAF  

o Evaluate school-wide data progress and set goals 
o Maintain communication with Facilitators 

o Identify areas for professional development of service team members related and 
in response to the data collected. 
 

 Service Team Facilitators will: 
o Co-develop Service Team agendas identifying students to be brought to the service 

team, based on universal screening results and progress monitoring records 
o Participate in scheduled AAF orientation, professional development, and  

support activities 
o Lead a weekly Service Team meeting through the Problem Solving Process 

regarding individual students 
o Attend and participate in a monthly School Management Group Meeting, 

representing his/her Service Team  
o Maintain a record of challenges brought up to the School Management Group with 

stated outcomes by the end of the year 
 

  Service Team members (e.g. classroom teachers, specialists, partners, etc.) will: 
o Participate in initial orientation and periodic professional development activities 
o Participate in weekly Service Team meetings 

o Begin the identification of students with academic, social emotional and  
behavioral challenges or English language development difficulties based on 
universal screening data 

o Ensure that students are reviewed in 4-8 week cycles of progress monitoring 
throughout the year 

o Follow-up on tasks assigned at weekly Service Team meetings 
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o Collect and share with the Team appropriate data for the evaluation of student 
progress (i.e. progress monitoring data collected, sample work, fidelity of 
implementation checklist) 
 

 Staff from collaborating agencies will: 
 

o When available, attend weekly Service Team meetings as regular members 
o Participate as partners assisting in Team problem solving 

o Link the Service Teams to the agency’s array of supports 
o Provide liaison for students and families to the agencies they represent 

 
School Management Group (SMG) Members Role Descriptions  
 

 Principals/Headmasters will:  
o Participate in an annual leadership orientation session 
o Attend and participate in the Cross-Functional Rapid Support Team (C-FRST) 

meetings when challenges are brought forward from their school  
o Identify a designee who may substitute temporarily at these meetings when 

necessary 
o If desirable, identify a school coordinator of Service Teams to assist in supporting 

Service Teams in the school 
o Establish, attend, co-facilitate, and support a monthly one-hour School 

Management Group meeting 
o Ensure that Service Team barriers are addressed but no individual students  

are discussed 
o Identify and engage a family member, student, or former student as a member of 

the School Management Group 
o Make logistical arrangements for the participation of Service Team Facilitators in 

the monthly School Management Group meetings 
o Utilize the models provided by the district to schedule weekly meetings for all 

Service Teams 
o Make logistical arrangements for the participation of Service Team members and 

Facilitators in weekly Service Team meetings 
o Participate in management-level problem solving through the School Management 

Group structure and process 
 

o Analyze school-wide data to identify current levels of student body achievement 
and support the identification of school-wide goals in academic, social emotional 
behavioral or English language development areas. 

 The Principal/Headmaster’s designee will: 
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o Substitute temporarily for the Principal/Headmaster at C-FRST meetings  
when appropriate 

o Substitute temporarily for the Principal/Headmaster at SMG meetings 

 Service Team Facilitators will: 

o Represent his/her Service Team and bring relevant challenges to the SMG for 
problem-solving  

o Maintain a record of challenges brought up to the School Management Group with 
stated outcomes by the end of the year. 

o Collect data from the Service Team to be compiled, as a school, for setting of 
school-wide goals. 

 Family members will serve as members of School Management Groups and will: 
o Attend monthly School Management Group meetings 
o Participate in management-level problem solving 

o Advise and assist in linking the school to families 

 Supervisors from collaborating agencies will: 
o When available, attend monthly School Management Group meetings 

o Participate in management-level problem solving 
o Link the schools to the agencies they represent 

 
The External Consultant (EC) Role Description 
 

 The External Consultants (ECs) are leading educators from Education Development 
Center, Inc. (EDC) with specific expertise in multi-tier intervention and assessment 
systems who will support School Management Groups as the AAF process specialists. 
The ECs will: 

o Attend School Management Group meetings on a monthly basis 
o Maintain regular communication with building principal 

o Periodically attend Service Team meetings to provide additional support and 
ensure fidelity to the AAF Problem Solving Process 

o Provide guidance to the School Management Group regarding assessment and 
data-informed intervention   

o Collaborate with the School Management Group to problem solve building- 
level challenges  

o Model, apply, and reinforce the structured Problem Solving Process at the School 
Management Group meetings 

o Facilitate access for schools to other External Consultants when specific expertise 
is needed 



AAF Implementation Guidebook   
September 2012 v3.0 

  72 

 
Cross-Functional Rapid Support Team (C-FRST) Members Role Description 
 

 The Academic Superintendent; Assistant and Academic Superintendents; 
Principals/Headmasters; the AAF Project Director from EDC; and leadership from 
participating BPS departments will: 

o Attend weekly C-FRST meetings 
o Participate in data-driven system-level problem solving  

o Utilize the structured Data-Driven Problem Solving Process to address school-
level challenges and/or barriers to student success with regular progress 
monitoring  
of schools 

o Continue problem solving until resolutions address the challenges of schools  
and students 

 Directors of collaborating agencies will: 
o Attend weekly C-FRST meetings when necessary 
o Participate in system-level problem solving 

o Link the district and other collaborators to the agency they represent 
o Continue problem solving until resolutions address the challenges of schools  

and students. 

 Principals/Headmasters will: 
o Attend C-FRST meetings as appropriate to problem solve a systemic challenge                                       

 encountered by their school 
o Participate in system-level problem solving 

 
District Design Team (DDT) Members Role Description 
 

 Members of the DDT include BPS Superintendent, Chief Academic Officer, 
Academic Superintendents, Assistant Superintendents,	  principals/headmasters,	  
leadership	  from	  participating	  BPS	  departments and the AAF Managing Project 
Director from EDC.  They will: 

o Utilize the structured Problem Solving Process to address district-level challenges 
and/or barriers to student success 

o Develop district policy and accountability mechanisms that support and enable the 
AAF to succeed, grow, and sustain itself over time.	  
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Appendix 3: AAF FAQ 
 
 

	  
Frequently	  Asked	  Questions	  	  

About	  the	  Academic	  Achievement	  Framework	  

	  
THE	  ACADEMIC	  ACHIEVEMENT	  FRAMEWORK	  (AAF)	  IN	  GENERAL	  	  
This	  document	  serves	  to	  answer	  questions	  commonly	  asked	  about	  the	  Academic	  Achievement	  
Framework	  (AAF).	  	  For	  a	  more	  in-‐depth	  description	  of	  the	  Framework	  and	  a	  glossary	  of	  terms	  
associated	  with	  the	  AAF,	  please	  consult	  The	  Academic	  Achievement	  Framework	  Implementation	  
Guidebook,	  Version	  3.	  	  To	  obtain	  a	  PDF	  or	  hard	  copy	  of	  the	  Guidebook,	  please	  contact	  Claudia	  
Rinaldi,	  EDC’s	  AAF	  Lead	  Consultant,	  at	  crinaldi@edc.org.	  
	  
What	  is	  the	  AAF?	  
The	  AAF,	  articulated	  by	  BPS	  leadership	  in	  partnership	  with	  external	  consultants	  from	  Education	  
Development	  Center,	  Inc.	  (EDC),	  is	  a	  research-‐based	  multi-‐tiered	  system	  of	  supports	  for	  academic	  
skills,	  English	  language	  development,	  and	  social-‐emotional-‐behavioral	  proficiency.	  	  The	  Framework	  is	  
being	  co-‐constructed	  with	  leaders	  and	  staff	  across	  the	  district	  to	  address	  the	  individual	  needs	  of	  all	  
students	  using	  a	  multi-‐layered,	  data-‐driven	  problem	  solving	  process.	  
	  
The	  AAF	  is	  a	  district-‐wide	  initiative.	  	  Superintendent	  Carol	  Johnson	  has	  described	  the	  Framework	  as	  a	  
vehicle	  by	  which	  the	  district	  will	  reach	  the	  goals	  of	  the	  Acceleration	  Agenda,	  thereby	  making	  it	  an	  
initiative	  that	  serves	  all	  BPS	  students.	  	  To	  date,	  AAF-‐related	  professional	  development	  opportunities	  
have	  engaged	  more	  than	  2,000	  professionals	  across	  the	  district	  including	  school	  administrators,	  
general	  and	  special	  education	  teachers,	  specialists,	  school	  psychologists,	  paraprofessionals,	  and	  
central	  office	  personnel.	  	  Additionally,	  various	  BPS	  departments	  -‐	  Literacy,	  Mathematics,	  the	  Office	  of	  
Special	  Education	  and	  Student	  Services,	  the	  Office	  of	  English	  Language	  Learners,	  and	  the	  Office	  of	  
Family	  and	  Student	  Engagement	  –	  have	  been	  engaged	  in	  the	  co-‐construction	  and	  implementation	  of	  
the	  Framework,	  as	  well	  as	  the	  development	  of	  the	  AAF	  Guidebook.	  
	  
How	  does	  the	  Framework	  address	  the	  academic,	  social-‐emotional-‐behavioral,	  and	  English	  language	  
development	  domains?	  
The	  AAF	  is	  a	  multi-‐tiered	  system	  of	  supports	  based	  on	  the	  braiding	  of	  two	  nationally	  recognized	  
research-‐based	  models:	  Response	  to	  Intervention	  (RtI)	  and	  Positive	  Behavioral	  Interventions	  and	  
Supports	  (PBIS).	  These	  models	  embody	  significant	  research	  on	  the	  effectiveness	  in	  addressing	  the	  
needs	  of	  all	  students	  with	  a	  particular	  focus	  on	  differentiated	  instruction	  and	  preventive	  multi-‐tiered	  
interventions	  to	  address	  the	  needs	  of	  struggling	  students.	  	  RtI	  and	  PBIS	  involve	  targeting	  specific	  
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areas	  in	  which	  students	  are	  struggling	  and	  applying	  increasingly	  intensive	  research-‐based	  
interventions	  while	  also	  closely	  monitoring	  progress	  until	  the	  barriers	  to	  learning	  are	  addressed.	  
Braided,	  these	  models	  directly	  address	  the	  academic	  and	  socio-‐emotional-‐behavioral	  development	  of	  
students	  across	  early	  elementary	  through	  high	  school,	  and	  have	  been	  identified	  around	  the	  nation	  as	  
a	  Multi-‐tiered	  System	  of	  Support	  (MTSS).	  	  The	  AAF	  individualizes	  the	  MTSS	  theoretical	  framework	  to	  
meet	  the	  unique	  needs	  of	  BPS.	  Central	  among	  these	  unique	  needs	  is	  the	  significant	  population	  of	  
English	  language	  learners	  (ELLs)	  in	  the	  district	  who	  require	  culturally-‐	  and	  linguistically-‐responsive	  
instruction	  not	  only	  in	  their	  development	  of	  academic	  skills	  and	  social-‐emotional-‐behavioral	  
proficiencies	  but	  also	  in	  their	  acquisition	  of	  oral	  language	  development	  in	  English,	  the	  general	  
education	  medium	  of	  instruction.	  To	  meet	  the	  needs	  of	  ELLs,	  the	  district	  has	  incorporated	  English	  
Language	  Development	  (ELD)	  as	  a	  critical	  and	  integral	  component	  of	  the	  AAF.	  
	  
SCHOOL	  SELECTION	  
	  
How	  many	  schools	  are	  implementing	  the	  AAF?	  
Implementation	  began	  with	  an	  initial	  cohort	  of	  30	  schools	  in	  the	  fall	  of	  2010	  and,	  since	  then,	  has	  
grown	  to	  add	  a	  second	  cohort	  of	  31	  schools	  in	  the	  winter	  of	  2011	  and	  a	  third	  cohort	  of	  19	  schools	  in	  
the	  winter	  of	  2012.	  	  	  Forty	  six	  of	  the	  district’s	  54	  elementary	  schools,	  26	  of	  the	  45	  Middle/K-‐8	  
schools,	  and	  16	  of	  the	  30	  high	  schools	  are	  implementing	  the	  AAF.	  
	  
How	  are	  schools	  selected	  to	  be	  in	  an	  AAF	  Cohort?	  	  
Most	  schools	  in	  Cohorts	  1,	  2,	  and	  3	  were	  self-‐identified.	  	  Schools	  that	  sent	  teachers	  to	  the	  AAF	  
summer	  professional	  development	  institutes	  were	  also	  invited	  to	  consider	  joining	  a	  cohort.	  	  If	  
principals	  or	  headmasters	  are	  interested	  in	  joining	  future	  cohorts,	  they	  should	  contact	  John	  Verre,	  
Implementation	  Coordinator	  of	  the	  AAF	  and	  Assistant	  Superintendent	  of	  OSESS	  at	  
jverre@boston.k12.ma.us,	  or	  Claudia	  Rinaldi,	  EDC’s	  AAF	  Lead	  Consultant,	  at	  crinaldi@edc.org.	  
	  
SCHEDULING	  

	  
When	  do	  Service	  Teams	  meet?	  	  	  
School	  leaders	  designate	  time	  for	  weekly	  or	  twice	  monthly	  Service	  Team	  meetings	  during	  which	  time	  
members	  of	  the	  teams	  use	  the	  data-‐driven	  problem	  solving	  process	  to	  address	  instruction	  at	  Tiers	  1,	  
2,	  and	  3.	  	  In	  some	  schools,	  principals	  have	  designated	  the	  common	  planning	  time,	  or	  a	  portion	  part	  of	  
it,	  for	  Service	  Team	  meetings.	  	  In	  others,	  principals	  have	  identified	  other	  times,	  including	  before	  and	  
after	  school,	  for	  Service	  Teams	  to	  meet.	  	  For	  more	  information	  about	  Service	  Teams,	  including	  their	  
composition,	  please	  refer	  to	  Guidelines	  for	  Implementation	  in	  the	  AAF	  Implementation	  Guidebook.	  	  	  
	  
When	  do	  School	  Management	  Groups	  meet?	  	  	   	  
School	  leaders	  identify	  a	  time	  for	  the	  School	  Management	  Group	  to	  meet	  once	  per	  month	  to	  discuss	  
school-‐wide	  data	  trends	  and	  problem	  solve	  around	  barriers	  that	  impede	  the	  work	  of	  Service	  Teams.	  	  
Some	  schools	  have	  opted	  to	  use	  pre-‐existing	  team	  structures	  for	  School	  Management	  Group	  
meetings.	  	  In	  some	  instances,	  schools	  use	  their	  Instructional	  Leadership	  Team	  (ILT)	  or	  Student	  
Support	  Teams	  (SSTs)	  for	  school-‐wide	  data-‐driven	  problem	  solving.	  	  If	  schools	  choose	  to	  use	  ILTs	  or	  
SSTs	  to	  function	  as	  their	  School	  Management	  Groups,	  it	  is	  essential	  that	  Service	  Team	  facilitators	  
attend	  these	  meetings.	  For	  more	  information	  about	  School	  Management	  Groups,	  including	  their	  
composition,	  please	  refer	  to	  Guidelines	  for	  Implementation	  in	  the	  AAF	  Implementation	  Guidebook.	  
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Must	  schools	  sacrifice	  common	  planning	  time	  for	  Service	  Team	  meetings?	  	  
Schools	  do	  not	  have	  to	  give	  up	  common	  planning	  time	  for	  Service	  Team	  meetings.	  	  Schools	  can	  
structure	  common	  planning	  time	  so	  that	  teachers	  use	  a	  portion	  of	  the	  time	  for	  data-‐driven	  problem	  
solving	  that	  addresses	  instructional	  planning	  at	  Tiers	  1	  (i.e.	  core	  instruction),	  2,	  and	  3.	  	  
	  
When	  do	  interventions	  occur?	  	  	  
This	  varies	  by	  school.	  	  Some	  schools	  have	  restructured	  their	  schedules	  to	  carve	  out	  "intervention	  
blocks"	  in	  the	  school	  day	  during	  which	  staff	  can	  deliver	  intervention	  and	  enrichment	  instruction.	  
Other	  schools	  have	  found	  time	  at	  the	  beginning	  or	  end	  of	  the	  day.	  	  Some	  schools	  consider	  small	  
pockets	  of	  waiting	  or	  transitional	  time	  where	  there	  may	  be	  minutes	  that	  can	  be	  used	  for	  additional	  
instruction	  for	  some	  students.	  Identifying	  time	  for	  intervention	  should	  be	  a	  thoughtful	  and	  deliberate	  
process	  so	  that	  students	  not	  miss	  core	  instruction,	  specialty	  classes,	  or	  recess	  for	  extensive	  amounts	  
of	  time.	  	  The	  research	  recommendation	  on	  the	  time	  for	  interventions	  is	  20	  minutes	  three	  times	  per	  
week.	  	  Schools	  can	  evaluate	  what	  works	  for	  them	  and	  use	  progress	  monitoring	  every	  four	  to	  six	  
weeks	  to	  assess	  student	  progress	  and	  fidelity	  of	  implementation	  before	  they	  add,	  change,	  increase,	  
or	  decrease	  any	  aspect	  of	  an	  intervention.	  	  For	  more	  information	  about	  Tier	  1,	  2	  and	  3	  interventions,	  
please	  refer	  to	  the	  Glossary	  of	  Terms	  in	  the	  AAF	  Implementation	  Guidebook.	  
	  
ACCESSING	  SUPPORT	  
	  
What	  is	  the	  role	  of	  the	  Cross-‐Functional	  Rapid	  Support	  Team	  (C-‐FRST),	  and	  what	  is	  its	  impact	  on	  
schools	  implementing	  the	  AAF?	  	  	  
The	  role	  of	  the	  C-‐FRST	  is	  to	  utilize	  the	  data-‐driven	  problem	  solving	  process	  to	  address	  school-‐level	  
barriers	  that	  cannot	  be	  solved	  by	  School	  Management	  Groups.	  	  It	  is	  comprised	  of	  the	  Head	  of	  
Academics	  or	  designee,	  Assistant	  Superintendents	  or	  their	  designees,	  district-‐level	  directors,	  
principals	  of	  participating	  schools,	  directors	  of	  collaborating	  agencies,	  family	  representatives,	  and,	  
during	  the	  development	  phase,	  an	  external	  consultant.	  For	  more	  information	  about	  C-‐FRSTs,	  
including	  their	  composition,	  please	  refer	  to	  Guidelines	  for	  Implementation	  in	  the	  AAF	  
Implementation	  Guidebook.	  
	  
How	  do	  principals	  bring	  barriers	  to	  the	  C-‐FRSTs	  for	  data-‐driven	  problem	  solving?	  	  
Because	  this	  is	  a	  developing,	  co-‐constructed	  Framework,	  this	  is	  an	  area	  that	  is	  evolving	  across	  each	  of	  
the	  C-‐FRSTs	  (i.e.,	  elementary,	  middle/K-‐8,	  high	  school,	  and	  Turnaround	  School).	  	  The	  District	  Design	  
Team	  will	  establish	  and	  communicate	  a	  district-‐wide	  universal	  process	  by	  which	  principals	  bring	  
barriers	  to	  C-‐FRSTs	  for	  data-‐driven	  problem	  solving.	  	  Currently,	  principals	  contact	  their	  Academic	  
Superintendent	  and	  request	  to	  be	  included	  on	  the	  meeting	  agenda	  for	  their	  respective	  C-‐FRST.	  	  The	  
principal	  or	  the	  school’s	  AAF	  designee	  is	  then	  expected	  to	  attend	  the	  meeting	  and	  present	  the	  barrier	  
their	  school	  is	  confronting,	  along	  with	  supporting	  data	  and	  information	  as	  to	  how	  the	  school’s	  SMG	  
has	  attempted	  to	  address	  the	  barrier	  and	  what	  additional	  support(s)	  are	  needed	  to	  remove	  it.	  

	  	  
MEASURING	  EFFECTIVENESS	  OF	  IMPLEMENTATION	  
	  
How	  does	  a	  school	  measure	  its	  level	  of	  AAF	  implementation?	  	  
Schools	  that	  are	  implementing	  the	  AAF	  at	  high	  levels	  have	  structures	  in	  place	  to	  support,	  sustain,	  and	  
institutionalize	  practices	  that	  lead	  to	  a	  shift	  in	  how	  they	  educate	  students.	  	  Such	  a	  school	  exhibits	  the	  
following	  characteristics:	  
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1. The	  principal	  is	  invested	  in	  and	  committed	  to	  supporting	  staff	  in	  implementing	  the	  
Framework.	  

2. The	  school	  has	  adopted	  and	  introduced	  the	  Framework	  through	  a	  school-‐wide	  AAF	  
orientation.	  	  

3. A	  School	  Management	  Group	  has	  been	  established.	  
4. The	  School	  Management	  Group	  meets	  monthly.	  
5. Service	  Teams	  have	  been	  established	  throughout	  the	  entire	  school.	  
6. Service	  Teams	  meet	  weekly	  or	  twice	  monthly.	  
7. The	  school	  is	  collecting	  universal	  screening	  data	  at	  least	  three	  times	  during	  the	  school	  year.	  
8. The	  school	  is	  using	  the	  data	  collected	  to	  conduct	  data-‐driven	  problem	  solving	  and	  to	  monitor	  

progress	  while	  also	  identifying	  school	  wide	  goals	  for	  growth.	  
9. Service	  Teams	  keep	  track	  of	  students’	  Records	  of	  Problem	  Solving	  and	  Progress	  Monitoring	  

Worksheets.	  (See	  pages	  41	  and	  42	  of	  the	  AAF	  Guidebook.)	  
10. The	  school	  is	  engaged	  in	  on-‐going	  cycles	  of	  progress	  monitoring.	  	  
11. Service	  Teams	  identify	  barriers	  that	  hinder	  implementation	  and	  bring	  them	  to	  the	  School	  

Management	  Group	  for	  data-‐driven	  problem	  solving	  at	  the	  school	  level.	  
12. The	  school	  utilizes	  consultation	  from	  External	  and/or	  Internal	  Consultants	  to	  support	  the	  

fidelity	  of	  implementation.	  
13. The	  School	  Management	  Group	  presents	  school-‐wide	  barriers	  to	  the	  C-‐FRST	  for	  data-‐driven	  

problem	  solving	  as	  needed.	  
14. The	  school	  completes	  the	  Self-‐Assessment	  of	  Problem	  Solving	  Implementation	  (SAPSI)	  at	  

least	  twice	  a	  year.	  
	  

High	  Implementation:	  10	  or	  more	  characteristics	  are	  observable	  
Moderate	  Implementation:	  between	  5	  and	  10	  characteristics	  are	  observable	  
Low	  Implementation:	  between	  1	  and	  4	  characteristics	  are	  observable	  
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Appendix 4: Core Instruction in the English Language Development Domain 

 
 
 

The ELD domain of tiered instruction inverts the academic/SEB pyramid (Figure 2) on its 
head to stress that ELLs need high quality, research based, core English language 
development instruction appropriate to their assessed level of English proficiency. The ELD 
domain of tiered instruction is predicated on a trajectory of progressive acquisition of English 
in which students proceed through the levels of proficiency at a pace that is normed against 
their peers and aligned with the indicators/benchmarks of English performance at each 
proficiency level. Each tier represents a “space” in which ELLs at different levels of English 
language proficiency are provided the instructional supports and service structures 
corresponding to their linguistic needs in the acquisition of English as well as the content 
material. The inverted pyramid is premised on the understanding that ELLs at English 
language proficiency levels 1 and 2 will benefit from intensive English language instruction to 
prepare them to perform successfully in a general education classroom.  As ELLs progress in 
their level of English proficiency, it is expected that the amount of second-language 
instruction will decrease although the intensity may not.  Thus, the top tier addresses core 
instruction for ELLs who are at the beginning stages of acquiring English (ELD Levels 1 & 
2). The middle tier addresses core instruction for ELLs who have acquired enough English to 
be assessed at ELD Level 3.  Finally, the bottom tier addresses core instruction for ELLs who 
have reached ELD Levels 4 & 5 or who are no longer designated as ELLs but who are still 
being monitored (FLEPs). All of the ELD tiers correspond to Tier 1 in the regularly shaped 
pyramid for the academic domain.  
 
The ELD domain is meant to be interconnected with the academic and socio-emotional-
behavioral domains and should not be perceived as a separate framework.  It is an additional 
domain that applies to all ELLs regardless of their program placement; that is, whether they 
are in a general education classroom receiving ESL instruction, in an SEI classroom, or in a 
dual language program.  In other words, the ELD domain is not an add-on; it represents 
quality core instruction for English language development at all proficiency levels. However, 
if through universal screening and progress monitoring, an ELL is found to be struggling or 
progressing at a slower rate than his/her peers in her/his acquisition of English, the problem 
solving system of academic tiered interventions should come into play to determine what 
supplemental supports (Tier 2) or more intensive interventions (Tier 3) the student should 
receive to help her/him stay on track. 
 
At the same time that ELLs are progressing through the levels of English development, they 
are also receiving core content instruction and supports in the academic and SEB domains. As 
with students who are native English speakers, the core program of curriculum, instruction, 
and supports may not be sufficient for some ELLs who are struggling to meet some of their 
learning and behavioral goals. In these cases, it is important first to determine whether a 
student’s struggles are due to their linguistic needs not being met. Once this determination is 
made, then the appropriate supplemental (Tier 2) or intensive (Tier 3) interventions can  
be designed. 
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ELD Tier 1, 2, and 3 Instruction Descriptions 
 

 ELLs at English Proficiency Levels 1 and 2 (ELD Levels 1 &2) 

The top tier of the inverted pyramid of the ELD domain represents high quality core 
curriculum and intensive instructional supports for ELLs at English proficiency levels 
1 and 2.  ELLs who are just beginning to learn English (Levels 1 and 2) require the 
greatest investment of time and intensity of instruction in order for them to develop a 
solid foundation in the English language skills needed to succeed in school.  
Irrespective of the ELL program in which the student is placed, there are certain 
requirements that need to be met at a minimum: 
o A student-teacher ratio of 20-1 

o Two and a half hours of English-as-a-second-language (ESL) instruction a day 
focusing on oral language and literacy development. (An English Language Arts 
class does not meet this requirement.)  

o A certified ESL teacher 

o A high quality ESL curriculum based on the ESL standards 
o Materials appropriate for ESL and SEI instruction 

o Use of the ESL benchmarks to monitor progress in English language acquisition 
(These are not the same as the English Language Arts benchmarks.) 

o A qualified sheltered English instruction (SEI) teacher in the content courses.8  
(In the elementary grades, this may or may not be the ESL teacher; at the 
secondary level, the content teacher is most likely not going to be the ESL teacher.  
In either case, a teacher teaching a content course in English must be able to use 
sheltered English instructional strategies in order to make the content accessible to 
the ELL student.)  

o Universal screening and continuous progress monitoring for both English language 
development and content knowledge 
 

Students at English proficiency levels 1 and 2 occupy the top space of the ELD 
pyramid because they need ongoing and frequent progress monitoring as well as 
intensive and targeted instructional interventions, such as one-on-one tutorials, small 
group work, and sheltered English instruction strategies, from the beginning to ensure 
that their progress towards acquiring English remains on track. 
 
At the same time, ELLs at these levels of English proficiency need to have sufficient 
opportunities to interact with native or proficient speakers of English during the school 
day in order for them to be able to practice their use of English in different settings. 
 

                                                
8 A qualified SEI teacher is a teacher certified in the content area and ESL, or a teacher certified in the content area that has 
completed training in Categories 1, 2, and 4. 
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 ELLs at English Proficiency Level 3 (ELD Level 3) 

A student who progresses satisfactorily into a Level 3 in English proficiency is still in 
need of appropriate English language supports to continue developing their English 
proficiency and grade level content knowledge.  Research shows that it is often at this 
level that ELLs struggle the most, both with the acquisition of English and the learning 
of content knowledge. 
 
With respect to the acquisition of English, the academic language demands become 
greater at this level of proficiency.  The learner of English is, at this point, moving 
from mastering social language to acquiring academic language, from learning to read 
to reading to learn, and from learning the conventions of writing to more demanding 
self-expressive writing.  Depending on the grade level, the ELL could also be facing 
more complex academic demands across all language domains – listening to and 
comprehending higher level discourse, speaking with greater precision about academic 
subjects, reading higher level academic texts, and writing not just expressive 
narratives but moving into analytic writing. 
 
Therefore, while more ELLs at this level of proficiency may now be spending more 
time in the general education classroom, they are still in need of strong supplemental 
and supportive English language services. Minimum program requirements for 
students in English proficiency Level 3 are as follows: 
 
o One hour of ESL instruction a day, in addition to participation in an ELA class 
o A certified ESL teacher in the ESL classroom 
o A qualified SEI teacher in the general education classrooms 
 
Again, the use of frequent progress monitoring, and targeted skill/competency-based 
instruction integrated with ongoing classroom-based formative assessment  is 
warranted and encouraged at this level of English language proficiency.  Teachers 
should also still be using intensive instructional interventions such as small group 
work, one-on-one tutorials, and other interventions for targeted language skills with 
which a student may need additional support. 
 
ELLs at this level of proficiency also should have increasing opportunities to interact 
with their English-speaking peers and to use more complex language in the classroom. 

 
 ELLs at English Proficiency Levels 4, 5, and Former Limited English Proficient 

(FLEP) students (ELD Levels 4, 5, & FLEP) 
 

As the ELL student progresses to English proficiency Levels 4 and 5, it is likely that 
the student is now spending more time in the general education classroom.  It becomes 
easier to forget that students at these levels of proficiency and even those who have 
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been exited from the ELL label (called “former Limited English Proficient” or FLEP 
student) may still not be at full (or native speaker) proficiency.  
The linguistic demands at these levels of English proficiency are far more complex 
and involve increasingly abstract concepts with fewer concrete referents available in 
the immediate vicinity.  At these levels of English proficiency, there is a notable 
increase in the complexity of sentence patterns, material that is less contextualized, 
and vocabulary that is more conceptually challenging. In these situations, contextual 
clues, gestures, and intonation (which are useful for meaning making at Levels 1, 2, 
and 3) are of less use (Goldenberg, 2008).  
 
Minimum requirements for ELLs at Levels 3 and 4 are the following: 
 

o Two and half hours of ESL per week, in addition to participation in ELA class 

o Certified ESL teacher 
o Qualified SEI content teachers  
 
At these levels of proficiency, ELLs should now have considerable interaction with 
their English-speaking peers and should be using their social and academic English 
skills consistently in all settings. 
 

For information from the U.S. Department of Education please review: 
 
Gersten, R., Baker, S.K., Shanahan, T., Linan-Thompson, S., Collins, P., & Scarcella,  
R. (2007). 
 
Effective Literacy and English Language Instruction for English Learners in the Elementary 
Grades: A Practice Guide (NCEE 2007-4011). Washington, DC: National Center for 
EducationEvaluation and Regional Assistance, Institute of Education Sciences, U.S. 
Department of Education. Retrieved from 
http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/publications/practiceguides. 
 
Ezparza Brown, J. & Sanford, A. (March 2011). RTI for English Language Learners: 
Appropriately Using Screening and Progress Monitoring Tools to Improve Instruction 
Outcomes. Washington, DC:US Department of Education, Office of Special Education 
Programs, National Center on Response to Intervention from http://www.rti4success.org. 
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Appendix 5: Tier 1 Core Instruction for Social Emotional Behavioral Domain  
 
 
 
Tier 1 Social Emotional Behavioral Domain Guidance  
Guidance from the Social Emotional Behavioral domain comes from the Office of Special 
Education and Students Services (OSESS).  The following information provides guidelines 
for address the Tier core instruction on this domain.  For more information please visit 
MyBPS website for the OSESS. 
 
Guiding Principles: The behavioral complexity of our students requires multi-tiered, school-
wide systems of evidence-based, positive behavioral interventions and supports (SWPBIS).  
The mission of the Boston Public Schools is for all students to graduate high school prepared 
to succeed in college and life.  In order to achieve that mission, teachers are challenged to 
address the needs of an increasingly complex and diverse group of students including students 
at risk of school failure due to social, emotional, and/or behavioral challenges and those with 
existing chronic and intensive needs. 
 
The focus of Tier 1 core instruction in this domain comes for the growing consensus that 
proactive school-wide discipline approaches combined with individualized approaches are 
needed to address the wide range of problem behaviors found in schools.  Two decades of 
research and practice has taught us that effective school-wide approaches must consist of a 
broad range of strategies and sustained attention to coordinated, multi-tiered systems of 
intervention.   Multi-tiered systems of intervention require (a) positive approaches to 
intervention such as teaching appropriate behaviors rather than relying on punishment alone, 
(b) matching the level of intervention resources to the level of behavioral challenge presented 
by students, and (c) designing and integrating multiple systems that deal with the full range of 
discipline challenges schools face (Walker, et al., 1995). 
 
Boston Public Schools are encouraged as part of the AAF to implement a School-wide 
Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports (SWPBIS). SWPBIS is a set of intervention 
practices and organizational systems for establishing the social culture and intensive 
individual behavior supports needed to achieve academic and social success for all students.   
 
The aim of SWPBIS within the Academic Achievement Framework (AAF) is to enhance the 
social, emotional and behavioral development of all students in the Boston Public Schools by 
building or enhancing positive school climate and culture through the development of shared 
norms, values and common experiences for all stakeholders, including students and their 
families. 
 
SWPBIS is not a formal curriculum but a 2-3 year process of leadership team training 
intended to establish school capacity for adopting effective and preventive behavioral 
interventions, high implementation integrity, continuous use of data for decision making, 
embedded professional development and coaching to establish predictable, consistent, 
positive and safe social contingencies at the whole school level.   
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The conceptual model for SWPBS links (a) principles of applied behavior analysis; (b) the 
multi-tiered prevention logic from community health (Walker et al., 1996), (c) rigorous use of 
universal screening and progress monitoring  (Fuchs & Fuchs, 1986; Shinn, Walker & Stoner, 
2002; Fairbanks, Sugai, Guardino, & Lathrop, 2007), (d) integration of behavioral and 
education practices for improving behavior and learning (Algozzine & Algozzine, 2009; 
Anderson & Scott, in press; McIntosh, Horner, Chard, Boland, & Good, 2006), and (e)  
the implementation technology needed to apply effective practices at large scales (Fixsen  
et al., 2005). 
 
Tier 1 Core Elements of the Social Emotional Behavioral Domain in SWPBIS  
 
Tier 1 Primary Instruction that include: 

1. Defining behavioral expectation  
2. Teaching behavioral expectations 

3. Developing a recognition system for appropriate behavior 
4. Uniformly responding with a continuum of consequences for problem behavior 

5. Continually collecting of data for decision making and activation of Tier 2 and Tier  
3 supports 

 
Tier I: Primary Prevention Practices 

 Schools can implement SWPBS with fidelity when supported by local trainers  
and coaches.  

 Schools that implement SWPBIS with fidelity are perceived by their educators as 
being safer teaching and learning environments and ultimately effective in (a) 
improving school climate, (b) reducing problem behaviors, suspensions and 
expulsions, (c) increasing teaching and learning time, (d) reducing dropping out of 
school, (e) improving student literacy, and (f) reducing inappropriate referrals to 
special education. 

 Rates of problem behaviors in hallways, playgrounds, cafeterias, and other non-
classroom settings can be decreased by improving the systematic and consistent use of 
active supervision, positive feedback, and social skills instruction  

 Improvements in student behavior and school climate are related to improvements in 
academic outcomes. Good instruction is one of our best behavior management tools, 
and preventive behavior management is one of our best instructional support 
strategies. 

 Schools that invest in comprehensive school reform efforts and emphasize teaching 
social skills, parent involvement, academic and curricular restructuring, positive and 
preventive classroom and school-wide discipline are likely to experience decreases in 
antisocial behavior (e.g., vandalism, harassment, aggression). 
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Appendix 6: Early Warning Indicator System and AAF 
 
 
The Early Warning Indicator System (EWIS) is a research-based framework that looks at key 
indicators that can be identified (as early as elementary school) whether a student is at risk of dropping 
out of high school.  Although there are numerous factors that influence whether a student will drop out 
of high school, there are three research-based indicators that rise to the top of the list.  
These ‘ ABC’ indicators are: 

 Attendance:  <80-90% school attendance  
 Behavior: “unsatisfactory” behavior mark in at least one class  
 Course Performance: A final grade of “F” in Math and/or English 

	  
Sixth-‐grade	  students	  with	  one	  or	  more	  of	  the	  ABC	  indicators	  may	  have	  only	  a	  15%	  to	  25%	  chance	  
of	  graduating	  from	  high	  school	  on	  time	  or	  within	  one	  year	  of	  expected	  graduation.	  	  
(Dr.	  Robert	  Balfanz,	  Center	  for	  Social	  Organization	  of	  Schools	  at	  Johns	  Hopkins	  University	  and	  
Liza	  Herzog,	  Philadelphia	  Education,	  20119)	  	  
 
Keeping	  all	  students	  on	  track	  for	  graduation	  requires	  a	  collective	  effort	  and	  an	  aligned	  system	  of	  
student	  supports	  from	  pre-‐kindergarten	  through	  12th	  grade.	  	  EWIS	  and	  AAF	  are	  aligned	  with	  the	  
same	  goal	  of	  identifying	  and	  supporting	  students’	  educational	  needs	  before	  they	  fail	  research	  
based	  interventions	  for	  academics	  and	  social,	  emotional	  and	  behavior	  (SEB).	  The	  predictive	  
power	  of	  early	  warning	  data	  (EWIS)	  can	  be	  used	  by	  schools	  and	  the	  district,	  to	  guide	  academic	  
and	  SEB	  interventions	  (AAF),	  	  as	  well	  as	  embed	  prevention	  strategies	  throughout	  schools	  
whether	  it	  be	  for	  groups	  of	  students	  or	  an	  individual	  student.	  	  
 
The Massachusetts Department of Early and Secondary Education is developing an Early Warning 
Indicator System (EWIS) to identify students kindergarten through high school that are potentially 
"off-track" for grade-level or developmental age (See Resources) 
 
Resources 
 
Massachusetts Department of Early and Secondary Education  
http://www.doe.mass.edu/ccr/ewi/ 
 
National High School Center 
http://www.betterhighschools.org/ews.asp 
 
RTi Action Network 
http://rtinetwork.org/learn/rti-in-secondary-schools/early-warning-systems-moving-from-
reaction-to-prevention 
 
Alliance for Excellent Education: 
Using Early Warning Data to Close Graduation Rates 
 
www.all4ed.org/files/EWI.pdf 

                                                
9 Balfanz, R. &  Fox, J.  ( October, 2011) Early Learning Warning Systems. National Governors Association, 
Philadelphia, PA. (http://www.nga.org/cms/home/nga-center-for-best-practices/meeting--webcast-
materials/page-edu-meetings-webcasts/col2-content/main-content-list/policy-forum-on-early-dropout-pr.html) 



!
!

!
!
!

Academic Achievement Framework Cohort Schools 2011-2012 
!
! Cohort&1& Cohort&2& Cohort&3&

Prospects&
Early&Childhood& 1.!West!Zone!ELC! 1.!Ellison!Park!EES!!

2.!Hayne!ELC!
!

1.!Baldwin!ELC!

Elementary& 2.!Bates!
3.!Blackstone!!
4.!Beethoven*!
5.!Dever!
6.!E.!Greenwood!
7.!Everett*!
8.!Gardner!
9.!Grew!
10.!Haley!
11.!Holland!
12.!J.F.!Kennedy*!
13.!Manning!
14.!Mattahunt!
15.!Mendell!!
16.!Trotter!

3.!Conley!
4.!Hennigan*!
5/6.!Lee!Complex!!
7.!Mason!
8.!Mather!
9.!Mozart!
10.!Higginson!Lewis!
11.!Philbrick!
12.!P.J.Kennedy!
13.!Quincy!!
14.!Russell!
15.!Sumner!
16.!Winship!
17.!Winthrop!

2.!Clap!!
3.!Ellis!!
4.!Guild!
5.!Harvard/Kent!
6.!Henderson!
7.!Holmes!
8.!Marshall!
9.!Taylor!
10.!Tynan!
!

Middle&Schools&
&&&K;8&

17.!Dearborn!
18.!Mary!Lyons!
19.!McCormack!
20.!Mission!Hill!!
21.!Ohrenberger*!!
22.!Orchard!Gardens!
23.!Roosevelt!
24.!Young!Achievers!

18.!Curley!
19.!Edison!
20.!Eliot!
21.!Harbor!
22.!Hernandez*!
23.!Hurley!
24.!King!
25.!Rogers!
26.!Tobin!!
27.!Umana!

11.!BTU!K\8!
12.!Edwards!!
13.!Mildred!Ave.!2\8!
14.!Murphy!K\8!
15.!Perry!K\8!
16.!Sarah!
Greenwood!K\8!
17.!Timilty!!
18.!Warren/!
Prescott!K\8!
!

High&Schools& 25.!Boston!Arts!Aca.!!
26.!Boston!
International*/!
27.!Newcomers!*!
28!Burke!!
29!Dorchester!Aca.!!
30!English!

28.!BATA!!
29.!Boston!Latin!
Academy!
30.!Brighton!!
31.!East!Boston!!
32.!Madison!Park!
33.!Quincy!Upper*!

19.!Excel!High!!
20.!O’Bryant!School!
of!Math!&!Science!
21.!Tech!Boston!
Academy!
22.!Urban!Science!

& 30! 33! 22!

*!Limited!engagement!with!external!consultant,!uncertain!of!implementation!
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Appendix 8: Boston Public Schools Inclusive Schools Network 
 
 
The Boston Public Schools (BPS) launched the BPS Inclusive Schools Network (BPS ISN) in the 
spring of 2011 as a critical component of the AAF, the district’s multi-tiered system of support.  
BPS has articulated as one of its chief goals improving academic outcomes for all students. 
Through the BPS ISN, the district has demonstrated a commitment to supporting the development 
of inclusive settings and services, and to contributing to building the capacity of general education 
settings to support the success of an increasingly diverse population of students.   
 
The goal of the BPS ISN is to build a replicable, sustainable networking and coaching model by 
which school professionals across the district are able to learn from one another.  The Network 
has brought together and provided on-going support to school leaders and teachers from schools 
that have expressed a desire to develop and expand their inclusive schooling practices.  To date, 
25 of the district’s schools -- from early childhood to high school -- have joined the Network and 
many others have accessed some form of support from the Network.  
 
In addition to facilitating the sharing of best practices among professionals across the district, the 
BPS ISN has partnered with expert practitioners in the field to bring a deeper base of knowledge 
and strategy.  Professors in special education from Boston College, Boston University, the 
University of Central Florida, and Montclair State University, as well as consultants from EDC, 
Inc. have informed the early work of the Network.  A team of these partners met with and 
interviewed teachers, administrators and key staff across BPS, and observed classrooms.  Based 
on feedback collected, data provided to the team regarding demographics and AYP progress, and 
professional experience on the part of the team, they identified the need for 1) clarity of the school 
district’s vision and expectations; 2) understanding of research-based models to support 
implementation; and 3) training and tools for administrators, teachers, and paraprofessionals.   
 
In response to the team’s initial findings, the BPS ISN has provided school-specific and district-
wide professional development, including a recurring summer two-day institute on defining and 
identifying inclusive schooling practices.  Additionally, BPS ISN consultants have visited 
classrooms, both observing and modeling co-teaching and other strategies for inclusion.  They 
have met with Instructional Leadership Teams providing technical assistance on a variety of 
challenges including planning, student scheduling, and staff placement. Other supports that offer 
reach across the district are online professional development courses on topics including 
Differentiated Instruction, Collaborative Teaching, and the New IEP, and a dynamic website 
where district personnel can access topical webinars, video clips, and resources such as articles, 
websites, suggestions of assistive technology tools, and practitioner blogs.  To learn more about 
the BPS ISN or to see a list of schools in the Network, visit the BPS ISN website at 
https://sites.google.com/site/bpsinclusiveschoolsnetwork/home. 
 
Together BPS ISN and OSESS are communicating across the district the alignment of the 
Network with the goals of the district and the OSESS department, as well as the district’s 
Inclusion Task Force, and aim to expand the number of schools participating in the Network and 
support their efforts to become more inclusive.   
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Appendix 9: AAF-AAF Website Flyer 
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Appendix 10: Resources 
 
 

Response to Intervention Resources 
 
National Resources 
 
National Center for Response to Intervention 
www.rti4success.org/ 
 
RtI Action Network 
http://www.rtinetwork.org/ 
 
Universal Screening (RTi Network) 
http://www.rtinetwork.org/learn/research/universal-screening-within-a-rti-model 
 
RtI and Math Instruction 
http://rtinetwork.org/learn/what/rtiandmath 
 
What Works Clearinghouse 
http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/ 
 
Response to Intervention Central 
http://www.interventioncentral.org/ 
 
Pre- K / Kindergarten 
 
General 
 
A Model for RtI in Pre-K: Recognition and Response 
Recognition and Response is designed to help early childhood teachers and parents recognize 
children who show signs of learning difficulty and respond in ways that help them experience 
early school success. 
http://www.rtinetwork.org/learn/what/pre-kmodelforrti 
 
Literacy 
 
Response to Intervention: Implications for Spanish-Speaking English Language 
Learners 
http://www.rtinetwork.org/learn/diversity/response-to-intervention-implications-for-spanish-
speaking-english-language-learners 
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Assessments 
 
Screening for Reading Problems in Preschool and Kindergarten: An Overview of Select 
Measures 
http://www.rtinetwork.org/essential/assessment/screening/screening-for-reading-problems-in-
preschool-and-kindergarten 
 
 
Elementary (including K8) 
 
General Resources 
 
Role of Scheduling in Terms of Delivery: May Elementary School (Illinois) 
http://www.illinoisaspire.org/welcome/download.php?dID=11 
 
Foorman, B.R., Francis, D.J., Fletcher, J.M., Schatschneider, C., & Mehta, P. (1998). The role 
of instruction in learning to read: Preventing reading failure in at-risk children. Journal of 
Educational Psychology, 90, 37-55. 
 
Literacy 
 
Assisting Students Struggling with Reading: Response to Intervention (RtI) and Multi-
Tier Intervention in the Primary Grades 
http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/pdf/practice_guides/rti_reading_pg_021809.pdf 
 
Improving Reading Comprehension in Kindergarten Through 3rd Grade 
http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/pdf/practice_guides/readingcomp_pg_092810.pdf 
 
Extensive Reading Comprehension in Kindergarten Through 3rd Grade 
http://www.fcrr.org/science/pdf/torgesen/extensive_reading_interventions_K-3.pdf 
 
Foorman, B. & Torgesen, J.K. (2001), Critical elements of classroom and small-group instruction to 
promote reading success in all children. Learning Disabilities Research and Practice, 16, 203-121. 
(2,711KB) 
 
Torgesen, J.K. (2000). Individual differences in response to early interventions in reading: The 
lingering problem of treatment resisters. Learning Disabilities Research and Practice, 15, 55-64. 
(2,952KB) 
 
Effective Literacy and English Language Instruction for English Learners in the 
Elementary Grades 
http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/pdf/practice_guides/20074011.pdf 
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Response to Intervention: Implications for Spanish-Speaking English Language 
Learners 
http://www.rtinetwork.org/learn/diversity/response-to-intervention-implications-for-spanish-
speaking-english-language-learners 
 
Math 
A helpful PP from Washington State that outlines how to identify and improve student math 
skill deficits using the problem solving protocol of  assessment, identifying skill deficit, 
identifying intervention on in depth error analysis, and monitoring progress. 
http://www.k12.wa.us/RTI/Presentations/Presentations/RTIAFrameworkforMath.pdf 
 
Assisting Students Struggling with Mathematics: Response to  
Intervention (RTI) for Elementary and Middle Schools: A Practice Guide 
http://www.schoolsmovingup.net/cs/smu/view/rs/19921 
 
What Works Clearinghouse:  Assisting Students Struggling with Mathematics: 
Response to Intervention (RtI) for Elementary and Middle Schools  
http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/pdf/practice_guides/rti_math_pg_042109.pdf 
 
 
Behavior 
Reducing Behavior Problems in the Elementary Classroom 
http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/PracticeGuide.aspx?sid=4 
 
Assessment Tools 
 
Screening for Reading Problems in Grades 1 Through 3: An Overview of Select 
Measures 
http://www.rtinetwork.org/essential/assessment/screening/screening-for-reading-problems-in-grades-1-
through-3 
 
Screening for Reading Problems in Grades 4 Through 12 
http://www.rtinetwork.org/essential/assessment/screening/screening-for-reading-problems-in-grades-4-
through-12 
 
Early Math Measures 
http://www.interventioncentral.org/cbm_warehouse#3 
 
Early Reading Measures 
http://www.interventioncentral.org/cbm_warehouse#1 
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Middle School 
 
General Resources 
 
What Works Clearinghouse: Dropout Prevention Practice Guide 
http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/PracticeGuide.aspx?sid=9 
 
RtI Processes for Middle School 
http://www.rti4success.org/pdf/0644MS_RTI_Implementation_Brief_d3.pdf 
 
RtI Scheduling Processes for Middle School Brief 
http://www.rti4success.org/pdf/0681MS_RTI_Rescheduling_Brief_d2.pdf 
 
Literacy 
 
Response to Intervention for Literacy in Secondary Schools 
http://www.rtinetwork.org/learn/rti-in-secondary-schools/rti-literacy-secondary-schools 
 
Improving Adolescent Literacy: Effective Classroom and Intervention Practices 
http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/pdf/practice_guides/adlit_pg_082608.pdf 
 
Math 
 
Mathematics Intervention at the Secondary Prevention Level of a Multi-Tier Prevention 
System: Six Key Principles 
http://rtinetwork.org/essential/tieredinstruction/tier2/mathintervention 
 
What Works Clearinghouse: 
Assisting Students Struggling with Mathematics: Response to Intervention (RtI) for 
Elementary and Middle Schools  
http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/pdf/practice_guides/rti_math_pg_042109.pdf 
 
Improving Mathematical Problem Solving in Grades 4 Through 8 
http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/pdf/practice_guides/mps_pg_052212.pdf 
 
Response to Intervention: Implications for Spanish-Speaking English Language 
Learners 
http://www.rtinetwork.org/learn/diversity/response-to-intervention-implications-for-spanish-
speaking-english-language-learners 
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Assessments 
 
Screening for Reading Problems in Grades 4 Through 12 
http://www.rtinetwork.org/essential/assessment/screening/screening-for-reading-problems-in-grades-4-
through-12 
 
 
Reading Fluency & Comprehension Measures 
http://www.interventioncentral.org/cbm_warehouse#2 
 
Math Computation & Math Concepts and Applications Measures 
http://www.interventioncentral.org/cbm_warehouse#4 
 
 
High School 
 
General Resources 
 
A Systemic Approach to Implementing Response to Intervention in Three  
Colorado High Schools  
Implementing RTI in high schools requires educators to work across traditional boundaries. 
This National High School Center brief presents a portrait of RTI implementation in three 
Colorado high schools as well as the state and district practices that support implementation at 
the school level. (March 2012) 
http://www.betterhighschools.org/documents/NHSC_CORTI_Mar12.pdf 
 
Response To Intervention At The Secondary Level 
The purpose of this paper is to describe two models of RtI implementation at the secondary 
level, one for language arts and another for math in diverse Minnesota high schools.  The 
discussion will include the systems-level structural and instructional challenges that were 
addressed, how data were regularly used for decision-making, and reflection on lessons 
learned for future RtI implementation 
http://www.doe.k12.de.us/infosuites/staff/profdev/files/RtI%20Secondary%20Article%20Fina
l%202%20Reformated%201.5.08.doc 
 
Tiered Intervention in High Schools: Using Preliminary “Lessons Learned” t o Guide 
Ongoing Discussion 
This collaborative report from the National Center on Response to Intervention, Center on 
Instruction, and the National High School Center summarizes what the High School Tiered 
Interventions Initiative (HSTII) has learned about effective implementation of RTI in high 
schools. (This link leads to a report, planning template, and powerpoint) 
http://www.rti4success.org/resourcetype/tiered-interventions-high-schools-using-preliminary-
lessons-learned-guide-ongoing 
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Scheduling at the Secondary Level PP and worksheets 
Below is a link to a Delaware DOE PP and worksheets that begin with reviewing RTi but then 
guide a discussion about how does a secondary school begin to think about adapting a 
schedule that embraces all RTi for all students. 
http://www.doe.k12.de.us/infosuites/staff/profdev/scheduling2ndRTI.shtml 
 
What Works Clearinghouse: Dropout Prevention Practice Guide 
http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/PracticeGuide.aspx?sid=9 
 


