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Abstract 

The purpose of this study was to examine the perceived effectiveness of Intervention and 

Referral Services teams in New Jersey Elementary Schools. A review of literature focused on the 

background of prereferral teams, intervention team description and approach and I&RS in New 

Jersey. The survey instrument consisted of questions designed to gather characteristics of the 

respondents I&RS team as well as measure perceived effectiveness. The survey was sent to all 

elementary principals in New Jersey by utilizing the Department of Education database. 210 

individuals replied and results showed a sampling of all job roles. Qualitative methods were 

utilized to construct a profile of the I&RS team practices and composition in New Jersey 

Elementary Schools. Qualitative methods were also utilized to complete an examination of 

teacher perception and administrator perception into their I&RS team. A Fisher test was utilized 

to examine if there was a difference in perception of the I&RS team based on job role (teacher 

compared to administrator). Findings from the study concluded that I&RS teams frequently: 

meet on a regular basis, have an intended outcome of planning interventions for students who are 

struggling, assist teachers with interventions and utilize a multi-tiered system of support. This 

research supported that I&RS teams are not often viewed as just a procedural step to access 

special education.  

 Keywords: Intervention and Referral Services, elementary principals, team practices, 

qualitative, Fisher test, special education 

  



AN EXAMINATION OF PERCEIVED EFFECTIVENESS iii 

Acknowledgments 

First and foremost, I would like to acknowledge and thank my wife Danielle and son’s - 

Vinny and Niko. You have supported me from the very beginning when I decided to start this 

journey one week after Vinny was born, pushed me to carry through when it got tough, and 

continue to inspire me on a daily basis. Thank you for listening to my input as I worked through 

it, put up with love for writing via talk to text and for reading and editing countless drafts.  

Thank you to my dissertation chair, Dr. Dan Johnson. Your inspiration as a professor, 

chair and mentor have helped me grow as a professional and person. Your love of education as a 

vocation shined through and inspired me to take the leap to come work under you leading a 

district. That leap has turned into one of the most rewarding professional experiences of my 

life—I am forever grateful for Centenary University to allow our paths to cross all those years 

ago.  

I would like to acknowledge my committee members, Dr. Tim Fredricks and Dr. Patrick 

Tierney. Dr. Fredricks, thank you for continuing to push me forward and support me through this 

entire process, I would not have felt as confident from the start without your support. Dr. 

Tierney, thank you for taking me under your wing and teaching me the day-to-day life of senior 

educational leadership. All at the same time, pushing me to not put my dissertation on the 

backburner. I recognize that you didn’t have to do any of that - I am grateful for your mentorship 

and ‘war stories’.  

Finally, a special thank you to my family and parents. These last four years have not been 

without sacrifice on all our parts. I am eternally grateful for all you did to make this possible.  



AN EXAMINATION OF PERCEIVED EFFECTIVENESS iv 

Table of Contents 

Abstract ..................................................................................................................................ii 

Chapter 1: Introduction of Study ...........................................................................................1 

Problem Statement ..............................................................................................................2 

Purpose of the Study ...........................................................................................................3 

Research Questions .............................................................................................................4 

Theoretical Foundation .......................................................................................................5 

Nature of the Study .............................................................................................................7 

Definition of Terms.............................................................................................................7 

Assumptions ........................................................................................................................9 

Scope and Delimitations .....................................................................................................9 

Limitations ..........................................................................................................................10 

Significance of This Study ..................................................................................................10 

Chapter 2: Literature Review .................................................................................................12 

Segment One: Background and Rationale on Prereferral Teams .......................................12 

Segment Two: Intervention Team Description & Approach ..............................................16 

Overall Team Description ...................................................................................................16 

Intervention Team Approach – Identifying the Problem .................................................20 

Intervention Team Approach – Putting Interventions in Place ........................................21 

Intervention Team Approach – Meeting Process Utilized ...............................................22 

Intervention Team Approach – Common Team Members ..............................................23 

Intervention Team Approach – Monitoring Progress ......................................................23 

Intervention Team Approach – Desired Outcomes .........................................................24 

Intervention Team Approach – Effectiveness of the Team .............................................24 

Segment Three: Intervention Teams in New Jersey ...........................................................25 



AN EXAMINATION OF PERCEIVED EFFECTIVENESS v 

Chapter 3: Research Methods ................................................................................................33 

Purpose of Research ............................................................................................................33 

Research Design..................................................................................................................33 

Population ...........................................................................................................................34 

Procedures For Data Collection ..........................................................................................34 

Affiliation of Participants ...................................................................................................35 

Participant Characteristics ..................................................................................................36 

Access to Participants .........................................................................................................36 

Participant Recruitment ......................................................................................................36 

Expectations of Participants & Time Commitments ..........................................................36 

Storage of Electronic Responses .........................................................................................37 

Potential Risks ....................................................................................................................37 

Data Collection Instrument .................................................................................................37 

Data Analysis Plan - Designation of Survey Questions......................................................37 

Ethical Considerations ........................................................................................................41 

Summary of Methodology ..................................................................................................42 

Chapter 4: Research Findings ................................................................................................43 

Setting of Data Collection ...................................................................................................43 

Survey Distribution .............................................................................................................44 

Participants ..........................................................................................................................44 

Research Question 1 ...........................................................................................................50 

Research Question 2 ...........................................................................................................69 

Research Question 3 ...........................................................................................................77 

Research Question 4 ...........................................................................................................84 

Research Question 5 ...........................................................................................................90 



AN EXAMINATION OF PERCEIVED EFFECTIVENESS vi 

Summary .............................................................................................................................93 

Chapter 5: Discussion, Conclusions and Recommendations .................................................95 

Interpretations and Assumptions of Findings .....................................................................96 

Discussion of Findings ........................................................................................................97 

Research Question 1 ........................................................................................................97 

Research Question 2 ........................................................................................................103 

Research Question 3 ........................................................................................................105 

Research Question 4 ........................................................................................................106 

Research Question 5 ........................................................................................................107 

Limitations of the Study......................................................................................................109 

Recommendations for Practical Application and Further Research ...................................110 

Conclusion ..........................................................................................................................112 

References  .............................................................................................................................114 

Appendix A: Informed Consent .............................................................................................123 

Appendix B: Survey Instrument ............................................................................................124 

Appendix C: Authorization of Survey Use ............................................................................135 

Appendix D: Introductory Email for Survey .........................................................................137 

Appendix E: Centenary University Institutional Review Board Approval ...........................138 

Appendix F: Designation of Survey Questions to Research Questions .................................139 

 

  



AN EXAMINATION OF PERCEIVED EFFECTIVENESS vii 

List of Figures 

Figure 2: Total Participant Job Role ......................................................................................45 

Figure 3: Respondents’ Participation on an Intervention Team ............................................48 

Figure 4: Respondents’ Perception Regarding Meeting Frequency ......................................51 

Figure 5: Use of a Multi-Tiered System of Support ..............................................................56 

Figure 6: General Training on I&RS .....................................................................................58 

Figure 7: Intervention Team Practice: Clarifying and Defining Student Problems ...............62 

Figure 8: Intervention Team Practice: Measuring and  

Documenting Success of Interventions ..................................................................................63 

Figure 9: Intervention Team Practice: Form of Progress Monitoring Data ...........................65 

Figure 10: Intervention Team Practice: Use of  

Academic Data to determine Interventions............................................................................67 

Figure 11: Intervention Team Practice: Evaluation of The Intervention Team .....................68 

Figure 12: Teacher Viewpoint: Success of I&RS Team ........................................................79 

Figure 13: Teacher Viewpoint: Effectiveness of I&RS in Generating Interventions ............80 

Figure 14: Teacher Viewpoint: Helpfulness of I&RS Teams in  

Implementing Interventions ...................................................................................................81 

Figure 15: Teacher Viewpoint: Effectiveness of Students’ Problems Being Resolved .........83 

Figure 16: Administrative Viewpoint: Overall Success of I&RS ..........................................85 

Figure 17: Administrative Viewpoint:  

Effectiveness of I&RS in Generating Interventions ..............................................................86 

Figure 18: Administrative Viewpoint:  

Helpfulness at Providing Interventions to Teachers ..............................................................87 

Figure 19: Administrative Viewpoint:  

Effectiveness Students’ Problems Being Resolved ...............................................................89  



AN EXAMINATION OF PERCEIVED EFFECTIVENESS viii 

List of Tables 

Table 1: Survey and Research Questions...............................................................................38 

Table 2: Years of Experience .................................................................................................46 

Table 3: Job Category & Educational Experience .................................................................47 

Table 4: Respondents’ participation On an Intervention Team by Job Role .........................49 

Table 5: Intended Outcome of I&RS .....................................................................................53 

Table 6: Results of Outcomes of I&RS .................................................................................54 

Table 7: I&RS Team Members ..............................................................................................60 

Table 8: Interventions Utilized ..............................................................................................70 

Table 9: Data collected about students prior to I&RS meeting .............................................72 

Table 10: Ways to Measure Intervention Success .................................................................74 

Table 11: Options available When Students Do Not Make Desired Progress .......................76 

Table 12: Fisher Exact Test for Independence: Comparison of Job Role and Perception 

Regarding Effectiveness in Generating Interventions ...........................................................91 

Table 13: Fisher Exact Test for Independence: Comparison of Job Role and Perception 

Regarding Helpfulness of the Team at Assisting Teachers Implement Interventions ........... 92 

Table 14: Fisher Exact Test for Independence: Comparison of job role  

and perception regarding overall success of I&RS in solving student problems ..................93 

Table 15: Composite Profile of I&RS Teams in New Jersey Elementary Schools ...............98 

Table 16: Comparison of 2008 Data Collection Study  

to this Research – Team members .........................................................................................100 

Table 17: Comparison of 2008 Data Collection Study  

to this Research – Training Method .......................................................................................102 

Table 18: Effective Practices of I&RS Teams .......................................................................103 



AN EXAMINATION OF PERCEIVED EFFECTIVENESS 1

   

Chapter 1: Introduction of Study 

Today’s classrooms are rapidly changing and unlike any that have come before them. 

Therefore, the role and overall idea of a teacher is even more complex and ever changing.  

An increasingly large number of regular education teachers are reporting that students are 

not progressing in response to standard general education classroom instruction (Gilmur, 2014). 

Meeting the educational, behavioral, and overall social emotional needs of every student is a 

difficult and at times overwhelming undertaking. In the past ten years, there has been the 

implementation and sunset of No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) and then the addition of the 

Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) that guides instruction, assessment, and evaluation for all 

students and staff. As the accountability movement in education intensifies, school leaders are 

facing increasing pressure to produce positive achievement results for all students (Rafoth & 

Foriska, 2006). Additionally, the requirement to implement pre-referral interventions prior to 

seeking assistance for students through the CST has reshaped the Intervention and Referral 

Services Process.  

  The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) ensures all school-aged children 

with disabilities have the right to a free, appropriate public education (FAPE) (Hallahan et al., 

2012) in the least restrictive environment (LRE) possible. FAPE affords students and families the 

right to an education in an environment that will benefit the child at no cost to them. Under the 

provision of FAPE, not every child can be provided a free and appropriate education in the 

general education setting. Schools are required to provide individualized programming to 

students to meet the individual student needs. While most often FAPE and LRE are tied to 

special education, the concept of both ideas holds true across the general education and special 

education setting. Further, the spirit of LRE requires that students receive a high level of 

interventions within the general education setting before ever being considered for special 

education programming.  
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Modifications, accommodations, and specialized instructional approaches are often 

provided to facilitate a student’s education with nondisabled peers. These methods, which allow 

public schools to meet FAPE and LRE provisions, are required and have become commonplace 

in today’s public schools.   

Problem Statement 

Both NCLB and IDEA suggest incorporating some type of intervention for students who 

are struggling to be successful in the general education classroom (Jennings, 2009). Bahr and 

Kovaleski (2006) identified collaborative problem-solving teams as a structure that empowers 

school-based staff to assist in meeting the instructional needs of students. States have the leeway 

to develop their own procedures for pre-referral intervention. This flexibility has also been 

passed down to local educational systems within states. This has created differences in training, 

policy, procedures, and responsibility among, and within, states.  

Since the inception of P.L. 94-142, later known as the IDEA, the number of students 

referred to special education continued to rise (Cleveland, 2017). These referrals often resulted in 

eligible students being classified under one of the categories in IDEA. The state of New Jersey 

formed committees of building and school-based teams in an effort to provide support to students 

in general education who needed assistance but may not have needed more intensive or specific 

services under the special education umbrella.   

In April 2001, the State of New Jersey Board of Education adopted new rules to provide 

district boards of education with standards for the delivery of intervention and referral services. 

The requirements set forth in the regulations were intended to provide schools with direction in 

formulating coordinated services and team delivery systems to address the full range of student 

learning, behavior, and health problems in the general education program.  

The New Jersey Department of Education’s (NJDOE) Resource Manual for Intervention 

and Referral Services (Davy et al., 2008), laid out for school districts best practice and suggested 
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methods and data collection instruments for use during the I&RS process. The suggested best 

practices are used to assist staff who have difficulties in addressing students’ learning, behavior, 

or health needs (Programs to Support Student Development, 2021, 6A:16-7.1 [a]).  

The NJDOE reported that in 2002, there were a total number of 221,188 students 

classified. The largest numbers of classifications were under the categories of Specific Learning 

Disability (SLD)—104,103, Speech and Communication Impaired (ESLS, CI)—39,015, and 

Multiply Disabled (MD)—24,470. 

In 2019, the most recent year with available data, the NJDOE reported that there were 

246,677 students classified, 18 years after Intervention & Referral Services Team (I&RS) 

regulations were initiated. The largest numbers of classification in 2019 were in the categories of 

SLD at 75,111; Other Health Impaired (OHI) at 51,245; Autism (AUT) at 23,369; Multiple 

Disabilities (MD) at 13,907.  

In the 18 years since I&RS regulations began to appear in New Jersey Administrative 

Code, approximately 25,000 additional students have been classified. Based on the continually 

growing number of students being found eligible for special education and related services, it 

provides ample justification for exploration into the precarious step to classification: Intervention 

and Referral Services.  

Purpose of the Study 

Intervention and Referral Services teams are tasked with the process of assisting staff 

who have difficulties in addressing students’ learning, behavior, or health needs (Programs to 

Support Student Development, 2021, 6A:16-7.1 [a]). In an effort to meet the requirements of N. 

J. A. C. 6A:16-7 (Programs to Support Student Development, 2021) and to improve the 

established system of planning and delivery of intervention services, this researcher set out to 

accomplish the following goals:  
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• Utilize survey respondents to construct a general profile of I&RS teams in New 

Jersey Elementary Schools. The profile sought out to determine general composition, 

general practices, common interventions utilized, general goals and results, and 

options available to teams when a student is not making progress.  

• Within the exiting I&RS teams in New Jersey Elementary Schools:  

o Conduct an in-depth examination from the teacher perspective of the I&RS team 

in regard to perception of overall success, effectiveness in generating 

interventions, helpfulness of the I&RS team in assisting teachers implement 

interventions and overall success in resolving challenges the student is 

experiencing.  

o Conduct an in-depth examination from the principal perspective of the I&RS team 

in regard to perception of overall success, effectiveness in generating 

interventions, helpfulness of the I&RS team in assisting teachers implement 

interventions and overall success in resolving challenges the student is 

experiencing. 

o Utilize the job role of teacher and administrator to examine if there is a statistical 

difference in their perception of the I&RS team in regard to effectiveness in 

generating interventions, helpfulness of the I&RS team in assisting teachers 

implement interventions and overall success in resolving students’ challenges.  

Research Questions 

The research questions examined in this study were:  

1. What is the general composition of I&RS teams in New Jersey Elementary schools?  

2. Which practices are identified by intervention teams as effective in New Jersey 

elementary schools? 

3. How do New Jersey Teachers perceive I&RS teams in New Jersey Elementary 
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schools? 

4. How do New Jersey Administrators perceive I&RS teams in New Jersey Elementary 

schools? 

5. Is there a difference in perceived effectiveness of I&RS teams based on role?  

Theoretical Foundation 

This investigation looked into two facets of I&RS teams in New Jersey Elementary 

Schools—general composition and perception of perceived effectiveness based on job role. 

Significant research has indicated that collaborative problem solving is the construct upon which 

the problem-based intervention team process is based (Fuchs et al., 1990). Collaborative problem 

solving is defined as a systematic approach with which a problem is identified, any and all 

factors that contribute to the problem are analyzed, interventions are designed by a team, 

strategies are implemented and then progress is evaluated (Allen & Graden, 2002). The 

following assumptions for a collaborative problem-solving approach are 

• All children can and will learn. 

• Collaboration between parties is a foundation of the problem-solving team. 

• Emphasis is problem solving rather than problem discussing.  

Another critical belief of the problem-solving approach is that using evaluation data to examine 

the effectiveness of the strategies implemented will improve the quality of the interventions and 

lead to improved student outcomes (Fuchs & Fuchs, 1986). 

  The first assumption is centered around the idea that all children can and will learn. 

While this does venture into a philosophical debate, a large amount of theoretical research does 

exist in this area (Burns et al., 2005). Research detailing the positive impact of interventions for 

academic and behavioral difficulties is extensive. Various research suggests that interventions 

such as phonemic awareness and development, interventions for reading comprehension, 

behavior modification, and direct instruction were most effective in improving student outcomes 
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(Kavale & Forness, 2000). It is appropriate to conclude that many effective interventions and 

research supports its effectiveness to improve children's learning (Swanson et al., 1999).  

 The second assumption centered around the idea that collaboration between parties is a 

foundational element for problem solving teams. Research on problem solving teams in schools 

concluded that students with learning struggles can be effectively served through collaboration 

among teachers to develop interventions. Further, it was found that school faculty can gain skills 

and knowledge to participate in collaborative teams and collaborative work can result in changes 

in systems (Idol et al., 1995). 

 The final assumption centers around the idea that problem solving teams have to be 

problem solvers rather than problem discussers. Many attempts to assist children with academic 

or behavioral difficulties fail to move beyond the problem identification stage (Allen & Graden, 

2002). Oftentimes, too much attention is put on diagnosing, discussing, and labeling the problem 

instead of finding solutions. When problem solving is emphasized, problem identification 

becomes only one step in the process. A behavioral framework for problem identification and 

analysis could be implemented in a manner that lends itself to interventions and data collection 

(Kratochwill & Bergan, 1990). Research has consistently demonstrated that identifying problems 

with oriented assessment data led to successful interventions for both academic and student 

behavior difficulties (Gresham et al., 2001) 

 As detailed above, there is a theoretical basis behind problem-solving teams and what 

characteristics define them as successful. Therefore, it is shown to be a reliable foundation for 

this research.  

Nature of the Study 

For this study, the researcher used the qualitative method to assess satisfaction of 

stakeholders with I&RS teams in New Jersey Elementary Schools. The qualitative methods were 

actually further extended to allow for a profile to be established that represents I&RS teams in 
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New Jersey Elementary Schools. Two primary survey instruments were utilized with permission: 

A Survey of Response to Intervention Team Members’ Perceived Effective Practices in Rural 

Elementary Schools (Brendle, 2008) and Effective Intervention and Referral Services Teams: 

Implications for Change and Reducing Referrals to Special Education (Cleveland, 2017). The 

survey instruments were combined to allow participants to answer questions both on their 

perception and also provide relevant data on composition of the team. This study provides 

additional input into the body of literature on problem-solving based teams with a specific focus 

on New Jersey elementary schools. It further allows school leaders a window into perception of 

teachers and overall effectiveness of certain characteristics of the team.  

Definition of Terms 

Action Plan: Plan by the I&RS team to provide for appropriate school or community 

interventions based on collected data and desired outcome (Cleveland, 2017). 

Administrator: Principal and other school administrator. 

Collaboration: Involves a non-hierarchical interchange between colleagues, shared 

responsibilities, and freedom to accept or reject processed information (Noell & Witt, 1999). 

Consultation: Involves an emphasis on interpersonal variables or procedural variables that 

specify activities such as interviews, observations, and direct assessments that the consultant is 

required to complete (Noell & Witt, 1999).  

Free Appropriate Public Education (FAPE): Mandates an educational opportunity for 

students with disabilities (Yell et al., 1998)  

Individuals with Disabilities Act (IDEA): Federal legislation governing the education of 

students with disabilities. 

Intervention & Referral Services (I&RS) Teams: Intervention and Referral Service, a 

multidisciplinary team consisting of administrator(s), general and special education teachers, 
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counselors, CST members, and nurses. Other personnel may be included depending on the needs 

of the individual student referred to the team (Cleveland, 2017). 

Interventions: Strategies used to assist students with academic, behavior, or social and 

emotional needs prior to their referral to special education; a proactive process that interrupts, 

alters, or prevents the progression of a condition (Cleveland, 2017). 

Least Restrictive Environment (LRE): A term defined by N.J.A.C. 6A: 14 (Programs to 

Support Student Development, 2021), that special education students must be educated, to the 

maximum extent possible (when appropriate), in an environment with their non-disabled peers. 

New Jersey Administrative Code (N.J.A.C.): Statute that governs public schools; Section 6A, 

Chapter 14, defines the policies and procedures for special education.  

Pre-Referral Process: The process used to locate, identify, and decide whether the student 

should be referred to special education.  

Pre-Referral Teams: Groups of professionals that use problem-solving methods to better serve 

students, supply teachers with skills to assist future students, and prevent inappropriate referrals 

to special education.  

Response to Intervention (RTI): A multi-tiered approach to the early identification and support 

of students with learning and behavior needs. 

Special Education: Federal legislation act that was passed in 1975 by the US Congress, titled 

The Education for All Handicapped Children Act, which guarantees FAPE to all children with 

disabilities in the United States between the ages of 3 and 21 (Kirk & Gallagher, 1986).  

Teacher: For the purposes of this study, all individuals with the following positions: General 

education teacher, special education teacher, STEAM teacher, school psychologist, learning 

disability teacher consulting, reading teacher, school counselor and other teacher. 
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Assumptions 

The assumptions of the study were as follows:  

• The participants who were included in the survey data were honest and truthful to the 

best of their knowledge when completing the survey.  

• The participants are all employed in a New Jersey school and serve at the elementary 

level.  

• All principals who passed along the survey to their staff either received permission or had 

the authority to do so by their superiors.  

• The survey is a valid and reliable means of data collection.  

In order to ensure these assumptions to the highest degree possible the researcher ensured 

participants of confidentiality and anonymity.  

Scope and Delimitations 

 This study utilized data provided by elementary teachers across the State of New Jersey. 

It is recognized that each and every elementary school may utilize a different type of I&RS 

process, thus producing some form of variability in the results. Further, as a method of data 

collection the survey was sent out to only principals across the State of New Jersey. In 2020, 

each principal in the State of New Jersey received the survey. The principal was asked to fill out 

the survey themself and distribute it to their respective staff. It is recognized that this method of 

sampling may have resulted in an over serving of certain geographical areas and an under 

representation of other areas.  

 The study restricted itself to incorporating only elementary school staff—no information 

was collected from middle or high school staff. The study utilized the Department of Education 

database to determine what classified the school as elementary.  
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Limitations 

• The study was limited to the 210 respondents. 

• The study was conducted in a virtual format across the State of New Jersey. While it is 

feasible that some respondents geographically reside outside the State of New Jersey, to 

the best of the researcher’s knowledge all respondents were employed in elementary 

schools within New Jersey.  

• The survey was based on self-reported answers, specifically to questions that 

stakeholders may relate to their ability to teach and or lead this may have led to self-bias.  

• Due to sampling methods certain portions of New Jersey may have been inadvertently 

over or underrepresented. This may have led to sampling bias.  

• The study was dependent on stakeholders taking the time to respond to the survey 

thoughtfully. Stakeholders who were willing to do this may have a higher level of 

motivation to begin with, which may have distorted the goal of a true sampling including 

stakeholders of all mindsets.  

• This study was limited to a qualitative format. Stakeholders were sorted into job 

categories and levels of satisfaction based on preliminary information provided. With 

very few exceptions, there was not a component asking for a specific reason, motivation, 

or unique input outside the predetermined choices.  

Limitations and their impact are discussed in further detail in Chapter 5.  

Significance of This Study  

The New Jersey Department of Education has adopted a pre-referral program known as 

Intervention & Referral Services. Guided by New Jersey administrative code (Programs to 

Support Student Development, 2021, 6A:16-7), I&RS teams are tasked with the process of 

assisting staff who have difficulties in addressing students’ learning, behavior, or health needs 

(Programs to Support Student Development, 2021, 6A:16-7.1 [a]). The I&RS team further seeks 
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to help educators put a plan in place to assist a student find success within the general education 

setting. Evaluating the views of I&RS team members about the practices and effectiveness of the 

team is vital. These members play a critical role in implementing and monitoring interventions, 

thus playing an even larger role in how they affect student outcomes.  

A host of prior research has been conducted on supported pupils who are struggling 

within the general education classroom. Research from Fordham University (Gronda, 2012) 

sought out to examine case studies regarding the function and overall perception of said function 

by various school stakeholders. Further research from St. Peter’s University (Cleveland, 2017) 

examined the I&RS teams and the implication for change on reducing referrals to special 

education. Both studies suggest further research into the area of teacher perception on I&RS 

teams, which is what this study examined.  
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 

This Literature Review is segmented into three parts: Background and rationale behind 

the concept of prereferral teams, intervention team description and approaches commonly 

utilized and intervention teams in New Jersey.    

Segment One: Background and Rationale on Prereferral Teams 

Over the past 100 years, there has been an enormous push towards reexamining services 

provided to students who are not progressing at the same rate as their peers and not keeping pace 

with grade level standards. Special Education code, legislation produced by lawmakers, 

directives from the New Jersey Department of Education (NJDOE) and the model of, refer the 

student for evaluation, evaluate and classify has resulted in consistently increasing numbers of 

students that being identified for special education and related services (Ogonosky, 2007). 

Based on the increasing number of students being identified as not meeting grade level 

standards, a large number of states have put into place some form of a pre-referral team to 

intervene outside the lines of special education. Although specific elements of team membership, 

practices and effectiveness of intervention teams vary based on a review of research, there are 

numerous similar elements that can be combined to form best practices for intervention teams 

(Slonski-Fowler & Truscott, 2004).  

Significant research into the idea of putting an intervention team in place to assist 

struggling learners can be traced back over fifty years throughout the United States. One of the 

first pieces of research conducted into this area was by Chalfant et al. (1979). While examining 

the education system and practices in the United States, his research team concluded that almost 

two separate school systems exist—a general education school system and a special education 

school system. A recommendation from his research was that American schools should move 

away from the two tracked model and instead look at practices that can be put in place to meet 

the individualized needs of all students, regardless of label. As a result of the findings from 
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Chalfant’s et al. (1979), instructional intervention teams were formed utilizing teaching members 

that served in both the general education and special education roles. The research by Chalfant’s 

et al. (1979) also found that initial outcomes from intervention teams produced positive results 

and rapidly spread as a new best practice that schools could implement. Based upon this, it gave 

birth to many schools implementing intervention teams as a way to perform various functions to 

support the needs of the struggling learner (Chalfant et al., 1979). 

 Within five years of the research by Chalfant et al. (1979), concern regarding the two-

track school model and potential social-emotional impact of students being consistently 

segregated began to take place. Educational initiatives that included interventions within the 

general education classroom was a major reform element that began to gain steam in various 

parts of the country (Graden et al., 1989). Their research centered around the idea of 

implementing an intervention team model within six pilot schools. The intervention team 

focused on the concept of assisting students who were below grade level and putting academic 

interventions into place to gauge their progress. Research produced showed that in four of the 

schools, there was a statistically significant decrease in referrals to special education, evaluate 

and place/program process. Perception based results of teachers and administrators concluded 

that the interventions and interventions teams themselves were effective in assisting students to 

make progress towards standards (Graden et al., 1989). Throughout the 1980s, a combination of 

research regarding frequency of special education referrals and the social emotional need of 

students lead to a growing research body in the area of intervention teams in the general 

education setting (Algozzine et al., 1982; Ysseldyke et al., 1982).  

 In 1989, Carter and Sugai conducted a nationwide study of special education 

administrators. They found that 30 out of 50 states required or recommended the use of 

interventions determined by a team process. In review of the 16 intervention teams they 

examined, it was reported that the intervention team process by using a structured problem-
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solving process to identify problems and solutions reduced the number of students placed in 

special education programming (Lee & Jamison, 2003).  

 Fast forward, there are now federal mandates in place that require a multidisciplinary 

problem-solving team to utilize research-based interventions before a student’s eligibility for 

special education can be conducted. Intervention teams have now been structured in such a way 

that they could serve as resources for general education teachers as they plan, develop, 

implement, track, and modify interventions for struggling learners (Individuals with Disabilities 

Education Improvement Act, 2004).  

In 2001, President George W. Bush introduced his No Child Left Behind (NCLB) 

legislation. NCLB had three areas of focus:  

1. By the year 2014, all students must be performing in reading, mathematics, and 

science at the proficient level;  

2. In each school each year, student Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) must increase at 

such a rate that 100% proficiency would be met by 2014; 

3. The annual rate of progress applies not only to the aggregate student enrollment of a 

school, district, or state but also to disaggregated groups of students according to 

income, race, gender, English language ability, and special education status. If any 

groups are below expected progress rates, the entire school is considered failing and 

in need of improvement to be realized through presidential sanctions.  

Sanctions were imposed on districts if they failed to meet AYP as follows:  

● Title I School – a school that does not meet AYP for 2 consecutive years is identified 

as needing improvement and must have a plan to improve; students have the option to 

transfer to another school in the district, including a charter school, that is not 

identified as needing improvement. 
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● Title I School – a school that does not meet AYP for 3 consecutive years remains in 

school-improvement status and must continue to offer school-choice; Title I students 

are eligible to receive supplemental services from a state-approved provider.  

● Title I School – for a school that does not meet AYP for a fourth year, the district 

must implement a corrective action plan to improve the school and continue to offer 

school choice and supplemental services.  

● Title I School – for a school that does not meet AYP for a fifth year, the district must 

initiate a plan for restructuring the school; this may include becoming a charter 

school, replacing all or most of the staff, and/or being taken over by the state or 

private company. 

This legislation had one of the most profound impacts on education within the past 100 

years. Not only did each school have to make AYP, but each subgroup also had to meet AYP. 

NCLB stated that if a school had a singular subgroup that did not meet the requirements, the 

entire school was labeled as needing improvement. NCLB’s main focus was on improving 

instruction in reading and mathematics. With special education being a disaggregated subgroup, 

the movement into eliminating two tracks and instead meeting the needs of all students within 

one track began to significantly intensify (Ayres et al., 1994).  

 IDEA 2004 aligned with NCLB 2001 to close the achievement gap, implement stronger 

accountability for students in special education and placed an emphasis on research-based 

intervention strategies and methodologies (Sanders, 2003). One of the significant pieces of IDEA 

2004 was the permission provided to states to discontinue the use of an IQ achievement 

discrepancy model and instead utilize a response to intervention model that requires all students 

have access to research-based interventions before a referral to determine eligibility for special 

education. This shifted the educational focus from the use of a purely achievement IQ gap model 
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to a model where interventions are taking place in the classroom, progress is being measured and 

results analyzed.  

 Significant research has been done into the concept of utilizing a response to intervention 

classification model as compared to the discrepancy model for special education eligibility 

(Fuchs et al., 2002). This places further emphasis on the concept of intervention teams and 

requires them to utilize procedures and address the needs of all students experiencing learning 

challenges. Further team model is a process that provides schools with a standard method of 

putting into practice research based instructional interventions that are required by law (Brendle, 

2008).  

Segment Two: Intervention Team Description & Approach 

 The second section of the literature review sets out to explore previous research 

completed on intervention team descriptions, team membership, standard approaches and 

practices that are designed to increase student achievement.  

Overall Team Description 

The intervention team concept is centered around the concept of early identification of 

students who may be experiencing learning struggles. The intervention team is tasked with a dual 

approach of identification of students who may have a true learning disability and need specific 

programming compared with those who can make progress with interventions provided in the 

general education program (Brendle, 2008).  

The original intervention team concept, centered around the idea of assisting students 

meet their needs in the general education setting, can be traced back to 1979. Chalfont et al. 

(1979) authored in their research that students with severe disabilities were easily identified and 

placed appropriately, thereby eliminating the need for interventions prior to these students being 

found eligible for special education. The researchers found that for students falling into that 

scenario, their disability was easily identified and without specialized programming, their needs 
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would not be met. It was the students with the “invisible disability” that were much more 

challenging to identify and oftentimes, go longer without assistance being provided. These 

students often were maintained in the general education setting and the research found that 

teachers struggled to meet their needs (Chalfant et al., 1979).  

Chalfont et al. (1979) found five major barriers encountered by teachers when working 

with this group of students:  

1. Teachers lacked training, confidence, and experience 

2. The high cost of supportive services was an obstacle in providing all of the necessary 

services.  

3. Teachers had no place to turn for immediate help.  

4. Day to day problems with students who needed extra help were compounded by 

placing teachers in classrooms with as many as 29 students.  

5. Teachers were referring at least 20% of their children for special education services.  

Chalfont et al. (1979) proved that a teacher support system/ team concept was needed. 

During this same time period, other researchers were conducting similar studies into what 

supports were necessary to help teachers feel supported with struggling learners. The following 

four items were considered necessary to providing support: 

1. Help teachers conceptualize and understand the nature of the individual child’s 

learning and behavior problems.  

2. Provide immediate and relevant support to teachers who are trying to 

individualize instruction. 

3. Improve follow – up and evaluation of mainstream efforts.  

4. Increase attention to referrals at the building level; reduce the number of 

inappropriate referrals; and utilize special education personnel more effectively.  
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The study also provided key feedback from teaching staff. The feedback revealed that 

teachers did not desire more training or for the students to be removed but rather more help with 

the learning struggles their students were experiencing on a daily basis (Chalfont et al., 1979).  

As a result of this research, the concept of Teacher Assistance Teams was developed and 

made up of the following ideologies  

1. A regular education teacher can help a student with learning or behavioral challenges.  

2. A regular education teacher with some assistance can help a student with learning or 

behavioral challenges. 

3. Teachers learn best by doing – experiencing working with a student with learning or 

behavioral challenges. 

4. There is considerable knowledge and talent among teachers themselves. 

5. Teachers can resolve many more problems when working as a team rather than 

working alone.  

The first Teacher Assistance Teams helped teachers explore strategies of students with 

learning or behavioral struggles. The initial concept was if after working with the identified 

child, and the help was not enough, then the child was moved towards special education. Early 

teams consisted of a very subjective viewpoint of “not being enough” and often differed from 

individual to individual, school to school and district to district (Chalfont et al., 1979)  

The team described in the research of Chalfont et al. (1979) was in essence the first 

Intervention and Referral Services Team. Other teams with various names followed: Intervention 

Assistance Teams (Whitten & Dieker, 1993), Mainstream Assistance Teams, and Student 

Assistance Teams (Rankin & Aksamit, 1993). These teams provided teachers assistance for 

students who were struggling both academically and/or behaviorally. Research showed that these 

teams consisted of school administrators, school counselors, child study team members, general 

education teachers, special education teachers and other school personnel who used a 
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collaborative process to discuss student needs and identify a problem(s) (Cleveland, 2017). The 

main focus of the teams centered around collaboration, gathering data, and formulating 

interventions and an action plan to be implemented by the referring teacher. The implementation 

of the action plan typically centered around implementing research-based interventions and then 

collecting data over a set time interval to determine if the intervention(s) was effective/ allowing 

the student to make progress (Cleveland, 2017).  

The research on intervention teams, general composition and use as a tool to assist in 

decreasing classification rates went on throughout the 1990’s and early 2000’s. The following 

researchers completed studies focusing on this concept: Fuchs et al. (1990); Graden et al. (1985); 

Knoff and Batsche (1995); McDougal et al. (2000); Nelson et al. (1991); and Ponti et al. (1988). 

All of the listed studies focused on the intervention team with many also focusing on 

successfully maintaining the referred students in general education (Gutkin et al. 1988).  

 Prior to the year 2004, the term intervention team was used to describe the team process 

to assist struggling learners. With the reauthorization of IDEA 2004, the term shifted and began 

to encompass much more than the overall process. The term Response to Intervention (RTI) 

began to become a more commonly used phrase and took on the meaning for the generalized 

process used to examine how students respond to particular interventions (Brendle, 2008). The 

concept of RTI centered around the idea of providing effective intervention services to students 

through collaborative activities. The team collaborates to assist the teacher in addressing the 

students primary concern within the general education classroom. Emphasis is placed on the 

team being collaborative in nature and providing assistance to teachers, with teachers being the 

primary ones providing the intervention (Brendle, 2008). 

 Studies have indicated the intervention teams have been used successfully to assist 

general education teachers with the academic concerns of their students (Fuchs et al., 1990). 

Research has also indicated the use of intervention teams within a school can be extremely 
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effective in reducing the number of referrals to special education and related services (Fuchs, et 

al., 1990).  

 In regard to special education, research has shown that intervention teams have been 

dramatically inferior to other models when determining when a student may have a disability. 

The assumption is that RTI teams and specific research-based interventions, can differentiate 

between the concept of low achievement or a possible disability (Fuchs & Fuchs, 2007). When a 

student responds poorly to instruction that benefits most students, then the assessment eliminates 

instructional quality or exposure as a possible cause of the student’s struggles. Since most 

students respond to appropriate based interventions, the intervention team process can be used as 

both a safeguard to avoid over-classifying students as well as an appropriate method for aiding 

struggling learners (Fuchs & Fuchs, 2007).  

  Intervention team practices have also proven through various studies to assist students 

who may have very minor or minimal learning disabilities. When school districts utilize a 

discrepancy model for classification, at times, the students are often found not eligible and 

returned to the general education without much further support. By utilizing an intervention team 

practice model, the students benefit from having interventions in place to help meet their needs 

in the general education setting (Vaughn et al., 2003). When done properly, the students typically 

make progress by responding to intensive intervention and then are able to find continued 

success in the general education setting (Meyers et al., 1996). 

 Intervention Team Approach – Identifying the Problem 

 Research has suggested that a majority, if not all, of intervention team practice begin in 

the same manner. Either a general education teacher or a school counselor refers the child to the 

attention of the intervention team based on the struggles they are experiencing. Most often the 

student’s teacher notices patterns of academic achievement and inconsistent learning problems 

that need to be researched further (Friend & Bursuck, 2002). 
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Intervention Team Approach – Putting Interventions in Place 

Following the initial referral, teams typically meet to discuss the student in detail. 

Discussions center around the concerns of the teacher and interventions are put in place to begin 

to support the student in the classroom. The intervention team commonly collects ongoing data 

that is used as evidence for determining if more significant interventions are needed. Typically, 

students who do not make progress on initial inventions are provided with more intensive 

interventions developed by the team. Finally, if a student continues to struggle and more 

intensive interventions are not allowing for progress to be made, a referral to special education 

may be warranted. The process detailed above is most commonly referred to as a multi-tiered 

system of support approach (Friend & Bursuck, 2002).  

 The use of a multi-tiered system of support model has been commonly found across 

schools in the United States for the past 10 to 15 years. A review of research has shown that most 

multi-tiered systems of support models consist of three different tier levels. Primarily, Tier 1 

interventions are interventions conducted by the classroom teacher, in the form of various 

differentiation strategies, in the general education setting. It is common for the teacher to 

implement such interventions prior to referring the child to the intervention team for more 

intensive support and a formal intervention (action) plan. Students who failed to respond or show 

progress to Tier 1 interventions typically are then referred to the intervention team and 

collaboratively, more intense instructional interventions take place at the Tier 2 level. This 

typically involves utilizing research-based instruction in small groups in addition to the 

interventions already put in place at the tier 1 level. Students who respond poorly to Tier 2 

interventions are then moved to the Tier 3 level. Research has shown that simultaneously 

referring to Tier 3 interventions, students are referred for a more intensive academic profile 

screening, such as a special education evaluation (Fuchs & Fuchs, 2007).  
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Intervention Team Approach – Meeting Process Utilized 

A review of research found the intervention teams typically fell into one of two different 

approaches for the overall process. The more common approach centered around the use of a 

problem-solving model (Deno, 2002; Tilly et al., 1999). The second approach is known as the 

Standard Treatment Protocol (Fuchs et al., 2004; Vaughn et al., 2003). Both approaches to 

intervention team meetings focus on putting interventions in place to either assist the child or 

identify suspected areas of disability.   

 Teams that utilize the problem-solving model typically work to first identify the gap that 

exists between what is expected and where the student is actually performing (Upah & Tilley, 

2002). The problem-solving model typically centers around the use of multiple systems of 

support and intervention that help to support a student’s learning struggles. The intervention 

team will typically collaborate with other teachers and specialists to ensure interventions are 

structured in such a way that they are focused on addressing the student’s problem (Fuchs & 

Fuchs, 2007).  

 The Standard Treatment Protocol approach has been shown in controlled studies to have 

a positive impact on most students’ academic achievement (Fuchs & Fuchs, 2007). The Standard 

Treatment Protocol is designed to promote the acquisition of new skills for students. The typical 

provides general education with standard interventions and strategies at the Tier I level to be 

done in the general education classroom. Tier II level includes small group tutoring 2 to 3 times 

per week for approximately 10 to 20 weeks at a time. More intensive intervention is then 

provided at the Tier III level to explore and measure response (Fuchs & Fuchs, 2007). 

 Fuchs and Fuchs’s (2007) extensive research on the matter recommends that intervention 

teams typically cycle between both the Standard Treatment Protocol and a problem-solving 

protocol to help meet student’s needs. The rationale for this decision lies in research that has 

shown that the Standard Treatment Protocol is more effective at assisting students and academic 
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struggles whereas the problem-solving protocol can better assist the overall student there are a 

variety of factors hindering performance.  

Intervention Team Approach – Common Team Members 

 Intervention teams are now prevalent in all grade levels, preschool through Grade 12, 

across the United States (Rankin & Askamit, 1994). Significant research also has been done to 

identify the most effective team composition for collaboration and problem solving (Burns, 

1999; Chalfant et al., 1979; Hammond & Ingalls, 1999; Rankin & Aksamit, 1994; Ysseldyke et 

al., 1983). Typically, intervention teams are a problem-solving committee that includes one 

general education teacher, one special education teacher, parent, and other school professionals, 

as needed (Hammond & Ingalls, 1999). Other stakeholders such as general education teachers, 

principals, parents, special services personnel, and diagnosticians may also serve as intervention 

team members (Ranklin & Aksamit, 1994). While team composition likely will vary from school 

to school, research has found and supported that the members should be considered 

knowledgeable of the intervention process and understand their particular role in order to better 

assist teachers and students who are struggling (Hammond & Ingalls, 1999).  

Intervention Team Approach – Monitoring Progress 

 Research has supported the effective intervention team practice of monitoring student 

progress on a regular basis. The monitoring of student progress should take place in the form of 

data collection and consistent revisions of interventions being put in place. Research suggests 

that intervention teams need to practice ongoing and frequent progress monitoring of 

interventions, practices, and outcomes in order to ensure students are progressing (Truscott et al., 

2000).  

 While intervention teams have been in place in most schools for at least the past 30 years, 

most interventions have still not been created in a form where educators can collect data, 

measure success, and make strategic changes (Rathvon, 1999). 



AN EXAMINATION OF PERCEIVED EFFECTIVENESS 24

   

Intervention Team Approach – Desired Outcomes 

 Research supports that intervention team practices that result in an increase in student 

achievement also improve teachers’ overall attitude and job satisfaction (Nelson et al., 1991). 

When effective team practices, such as those previously listed, are utilized, students have shown 

positive achievement. Going hand in hand, teachers have shown a stronger understanding of the 

particular problems that students are faced with when strong team practices are utilized (Graden, 

1989).  

Intervention Team Approach – Effectiveness of the Team 

The final part of this section centers around the effectiveness of the approach intervention 

teams implement. Research supports that even though a significant amount of research has been 

conducted into effective team practices, they still prove challenging to implement within the 

school setting. (Fuchs et al., 2004). As demands on educators consistently increase from year to 

year, spending time implementing effective team practices becomes harder and harder. A study 

completed in 1999 surveyed 96 intervention teams in seven states and identified the following 

components as essential to improving the overall effectiveness of the intervention team: 

administrative support, team training, resources to implement interventions and the frequent use 

of formative and summative assessments to measure progress (Ormsbee et al., 1999). Common 

qualitative input that came out of the study was that teachers perceived that their input was 

devalued by other team members and many teams made only a few novel recommendations for 

interventions. Further, the lack of effective team practices was an issue in regard to generating 

interventions, recommending interventions, implementing interventions, progress monitoring and 

basic problem-solving (Truscott et al., 2000).  

As intervention teams were gaining more popularity in the late 1980’s, Inman and 

Tollegson (1988) conducted research examining teaching experience and perception of 

intervention teams. The research of 208 Kansas general education teachers showed significant 
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negative perception being expressed by the more experienced educators. Their studies show the 

teachers with six years of experience had significantly more negative outlooks on intervention 

teamwork and impact on special education than those with less than five years’ experience. 

Respondents significantly reported that they felt that their professional expertise better equipped 

them to make referrals to special education than any response to intervention technique (Inman 

& Tollegson, 1988). 

This second section of the literature review focuses on global research completed on 

intervention team descriptions, team membership, standard approaches and practices that are 

designed to increase student achievement. The third section of the literature review focuses on 

the process of intervention teams in New Jersey Public Schools.  

Segment Three: Intervention Teams in New Jersey 

 The New Jersey State Board of Education has established a primary mission of schools to 

enhance student achievement of high academic standards in safe and disciplined learning 

environments. The ability for schools in the State of New Jersey to respond and implement this 

mission is highly dependent on their ability to address the diverse and ever-changing learning 

needs of students. Meeting this mission is made ever more challenging by the increasing 

incidence, prevalence, and intensity of struggles that students bring to school every day. 

Examples of these problems include high-risk behaviors such as drug and alcohol use, exposure 

to violence, vandalism, abuse and neglect, early sexual involvement, pregnancy, variety of 

mental health issues, medical issues as well as an overall lack of potential readiness for school 

(Davy et al., 2008). Various researchers have recognized that these types of behaviors will 

manifest in ways that teachers may not be the most familiar with (Davy et al., 2008). Typical 

manifestation of common struggles results in a lost focus on learning, not completing 

assignments, not achieving or demonstrating the skill level or potential, declining or failing 

grades, cheating, absenteeism, tardiness, sleep deprivation, inability to say in seat or work with 
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any structure, decreased participation, self-defeating responses, deteriorating personal hygiene, 

erratic behavior, loss of appetite, acting out, fighting, defying authority, violating rules and 

potentially dropping out of school. These, along with other problems, place students at risk for 

school failure and other problems leaving parents and teachers frustrated and in need of 

assistance (Davy et al., 2008). In response to these concerns the NJDOE has worked to assist 

school intervention teams to address and better meet student needs.  

 In April 2001, the State Board of Education adopted new rules to provide the district 

board of educations with standards for the delivery of I&RS (Programs to Support Student 

Development, 2021, 6A:16-7). The requirements set forth in the regulations were intended to 

provide school districts with direction in formulating and implementing intervention team 

services that could address a full range of student learning, behavior, and health problems within 

the general education setting. Of note, New Jersey also permitted schools the opportunity to 

provide I&RS services for students who have already been determined to be in need of special 

education programs and services (Davy et al., 2008).  

Based on these regulations, local district Board of Education are required to:  

Establish and implement a coordinated system in each school building for the planning 

and delivery of intervention and referral services that are designated to assist students 

who are experiencing learning, behavior or health difficulties [and which are designed to] 

assist staff who have difficulties in addressing students’ learning, behavior or health 

needs. (Programs to Support Student Development, 2021, p. 115) 

The 2001 regulations clarified that intervention activities should be focused on concerns with the 

student and the end result of all activity should be increasing student performance. Regulations 

further made it clear that all activities must consist of formal, coordinated, and well-articulated 

systems to ensure that students are being reached by a coordinated team of individuals putting 

support in place.  
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 New Jersey’s initial intervention team implementation can be traced back to the summer 

of 1992. Pupil Assistance Committees were established in July 1992 after a successful pilot 

program in select New Jersey schools (Programs to Support Student Development, 2021, 6:26). 

Pupil Assistance Committees were New Jersey’s first form of intervention teams in an effort to 

comply with federal guidance that students should be educated as much as possible in the general 

education setting (Davy et al., 2008). Committees were intended to coordinate and/or deliver 

intervention and referral services for selected pupils and develop an annual Pupil Assistance 

Committee report describing the needs and issues identified through referrals to the committee 

which would be used to advise schoolwide curriculum planning. After being in use for two years, 

these regulations were repealed in July 1994 and at the same time replaced by new regulations 

for Intervention and Referral Services for General Education Pupils (N.J.A.C 6:26). The new 

regulations put in place only required the establishment of I&RS teams in every school in the 

State of New Jersey. The 2001 regulations modified the original 1996 regulations and required a 

multidisciplinary team approach for the establishment of a coordinated system of I&RS, and 

permitted the provision of services to students who have been determined in need of special 

education programs and services, as appropriate (Davy et al., 2008).  

 With the introduction of the 2001 administrative code establishing, I&RS as a 

multidisciplinary problem-solving team, New Jersey added its third multidisciplinary problem-

solving team to the school setting. Figure 1, from the NJDOE I&RS Resource Handbook, 

displays a comparison of the three building-based multidisciplinary teams including their 

regulatory authority, student population, team composition, case management role, assessment, 

written plan, review and follow up, funding, families due process rights and forms to be utilized.  
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Figure 1 

Comparison of New Jersey’s Three Building – Based Multidisciplinary Teams 

 

Note: From “Resource Manual for Intervention and Referral Services (I&RS),” by L. E. Davy, 

B. Gantwerk, S. B. Martz, & G. L. Vermeire, 2008, New Jersey Department of Education 

(https://www.nj.gov/education/students/irs/manual.pdf)     

 As has been previously discussed, there is significant research into the idea that 

multidisciplinary teams are at the core of a well-coordinated system of services to increase 

student achievement. Per the provisions of N.J.A.C., 6A:16-7.2 (a), Programs to Support Student 

Development, 2021, New Jersey has provided guidance on the required functions of the 

coordinated system of intervention for all services in each school building as follows: 

I&RS teams are required to 

1. Identify learning, behavior, and health difficulties of students; 
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2. Collect thorough information on the identified learning, behavior and health difficulties;  

3. Develop and implement action plans which provide for appropriate school or community 

interventions or referrals to school and community resources, based on the collected data 

and desired outcomes for the identified learning, behavior and health difficulties;  

4. Provide support, guidance, and professional development to school staff who identify 

learning, behavior, and health difficulties;  

5. Provide support, guidance, and professional development to school staff who participate 

in each building’s system for planning and providing intervention and referral services; 

6. Actively involve parents or guardians in the development and implementation of 

intervention and referral services action plans; 

7. Coordinate the access to and delivery of school resources and services for achieving the 

outcomes identified in the intervention and referral services action plans; 

8. Coordinate the services of community-based social and health provider agencies and 

other community resources for achieving the outcomes identified in the intervention and 

referral services action plans; 

9. Maintain records of all requests for assistance and all intervention and referral services 

action plans, according to the requirements of 34 CFR Part 98, 34 CFR Part 99, 42 CFR 

Part II, N.J.S.A. 18A:40A-7.1, N.J.A.C. 6A:16-3.2, and N.J.A.C 6:3-2.1;  

10. Review and assess the effectiveness of the provisions of each intervention and referral 

services action plan in achieving the outcomes identified in each action plan and modify 

each action plan to achieve the outcomes, as appropriate; and  

11. At a minimum, annually review the intervention and referral services action plans and the 

actions taken as a result of the building’s system of intervention and referral services and 

make recommendations to the principal for improving school programs and services, as 

appropriate. (Programs to Support Student Development, 2021, pp. 115–117). 
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Following Programs to Support Student Development, 2021, 6A:16-7.3, each district Board 

of Education is required to establish guidelines for the involvement of school staff and 

community members in each building’s system of intervention and referral services. New Jersey 

administrative code requires that, at a minimum, the following the established and defined:  

The roles and responsibilities of the building staff who participate in each building’s 

system for planning and providing intervention and referral services;  

The roles and responsibilities of staff members who identify learning, behavior or health 

difficulties;  

The roles and responsibilities of other district staff for aiding in the development and 

implementation of intervention and referral services action plans;  

The roles, responsibilities and parameters for the participation of community members 

for aiding in the development and implementation of intervention and referral services 

action plans. (Programs to Support Student Development, 2021, p. 115) 

As supported by previously detailed research, in order to be an effective intervention 

team, schools must establish and convey clear parameters for the involvement of school staff 

who seek assistance from the team. Defining the roles and responsibilities is essential for 

effective team operations (Davy et al., 2008). In the NJDOE’s resource manual, New Jersey laid 

out regulations to provide districts with direction regarding the structure and function of their 

intervention team. Schools, however, were left with the latitude to determine the best 

multidisciplinary team structure along with coordinating the delivery system. From that decision, 

it allowed for the research purpose and methodology found in this study to take place to examine 

perceived effectiveness of intervention teams in New Jersey elementary schools.  

 While a large body of research into effectiveness of I&RS teams in New Jersey 

elementary schools has not taken place as of yet, the NJDOE commissioned Dr. J. Barry Mascari 

to complete an investigative report into I&RS team practices in 2008. The investigative report 



AN EXAMINATION OF PERCEIVED EFFECTIVENESS 31

   

focused on a data collection project. The data collected was to assess the degree, quality, and 

effectiveness of the implementation of the regulations at Programs to Support Student 

Development, 2021, 6A:16-8, Intervention and Referral Services and the New Jersey Department 

of Education's (NJDOE) best practices model for implementing the I&RS regulations. Areas of 

exploration for the survey included: number of years the I&RS has functioned in the school, 

number of teams operating in the school, professional staff who were identified as core team 

members, the source of the most recent training provided to fulfill its obligations under Programs 

to Support Student Development, 2021, 6A:16-8, how frequently the team met during the school 

year, time of day the team met, written guidelines established, degree of support provided, 

reflection on the team, cost to operate, and general team procedures.  

 The investigative report produced the following results relevant to this research study:  

Method For Most Recent Training: The NJDOE trained 53% of the survey participants, 16% 

did not know by whom they were trained, and 5% were never trained. Twenty-six percent 

indicated they were locally trained.  

Professional Staff Identified as Core Members: The most frequently recognized core team 

members identified by participants were: General education teachers (93% of schools), School 

counselors (78% of schools), Principals (60% of schools), Nurses (60% of schools), Special 

education teachers (54% of schools). In regard to Child Study Team members (i.e., school 

psychologist, school social worker, LDTC) were less frequently listed as core members: LDTC 

(51% of schools), school psychologist (40% of schools) and school social worker (36% of 

schools).  

Feedback on Team: The following were reasons reported as to data collected to evaluate impact 

on I&Rs teams. For the purpose of: to improve effectiveness (47%), to improve building 

implementation of the I&RS (42%), to make recommendations to the school administration 

(26%), no data collected (17%) and to make recommendations to the board of education (14%).  
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Types of Data Collected Prior to Meeting: Schools identified the following types of student 

data collected prior to I&RS team meetings: Classroom performance (96%), student personal 

characteristics of concern, student conduct (93%), health information (92%). positive student 

characteristics (91%), records review (18%), interview with staff requesting assistance (17%), 

interview of other staff (15%), classroom observation (15%).  

Types of Data used to Evaluate Success: Child Study Team referrals (93%), monitoring the 

plan's success (86%), modifying plans (84%) determining the need for involvement in other 

school programs (76%), providing feedback to implementers (75%), determining appropriateness 

of objectives (74%), identifying evidence-based practices for achieving action plans (69%).  

 The research conducted in the 2008 report commissioned by the NJDOE will allow for 

comparisons to take place within Chapter 5.  
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Chapter 3: Research Methods 

Purpose of Research 

The New Jersey Department of Education has adopted a pre-referral program known as 

Intervention & Referral Services. Guided by New Jersey administrative code (Programs to 

Support Student Development, 2021), Intervention and Referral Services teams are tasked with 

the process of assisting staff who have difficulties in addressing students’ learning, behavior, or 

health needs (Programs to Support Student Development, 2021). The Intervention and Referral 

Services team further seeks to help educators put a plan in place to assist a student find success 

within the general education setting. Evaluating the views of I&RS team members about the 

practices and effectiveness of the team is vital. These members play a critical role in 

implementing and monitoring interventions thus playing a large role in how they affect student 

outcomes. The purpose of this research is to seek out team members' perceived effectiveness of 

Intervention & Referral Services teams in the State of New Jersey. Through the methods 

described in this chapter, the following research questions are explored:  

1. What is the general composition of I&RS teams in New Jersey Elementary schools?  

2. Which practices are identified by intervention teams as effective in New Jersey 

elementary schools? 

3. How do New Jersey Teachers perceive I&RS teams in New Jersey Elementary 

schools? 

4. How do New Jersey Administrators perceive I&RS teams in New Jersey Elementary 

schools? 

5. Is there a difference in perceived effectiveness of I&RS teams based on role?  

Research Design 

 This study utilized a qualitative methodology to collect data from research participants. 

Surveys were distributed electronically to all elementary school principals in the State of New 
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Jersey. The survey instrument itself was a collection of two separate surveys that were part of the 

pre-existing body of research on pre-referral teams. Questions asked were of the multiple-choice 

format, Likert scales and a limited number providing a free-response/other option. Questions 

were designed to explore perception of I&RS teams as well as to build a general profile of I&RS 

teams on the elementary level in the State of New Jersey. Analysis of results is discussed further 

in Chapter 4.  

Population 

 Participants in the study were 210 elementary educators from elementary schools in New 

Jersey. Participants varied in terms of job role, years of educational experience, perception of 

their particular schools I&RS team as well as perception on the intended goal of the I&RS 

process. Fifty percent of respondents were principals, 18.6% of the respondents were general 

education teachers, 14.3% of respondents were special education teachers, 4.3% of respondents 

were learning disability teacher consultants, 4.3% of respondents were school counselors, 2.9% 

of respondents were other school administrators, 1.4% of respondents were school psychologists, 

1.4% of respondents were STEAM teachers and finally, 1.4% of respondents identified as 

another job role not listed.  

 Respondents widely varied in terms of years of experience. Two-point eight percent of 

respondents had between zero and five years of educational experience. Seven-point fourteen 

percent of respondents had between six and 10 years of educational experience. Fourteen-point 

two percent 14.2% of respondents had between 11 and 15 years of educational experience. 

28.5% of respondents had between 16 and 20 years of educational experience. Finally, 47.14% 

of respondents had more than 20 years of educational experience.  

Procedures For Data Collection 

 Prior to the distribution of the survey in the collection of data, procedures for this study 

were approved by the Institutional Review Board at Centenary University. The study was found 
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to be a minimal risk to its participants, such as that the probability and magnitude of harm or 

discomfort anticipated in this research was not greater than those ordinarily encountered in daily 

life and was therefore deemed compliant with U.S. Department of Health and Human Services 

code of federal guidelines, 45 CFR 46. 

Participants in this study were educational professionals from elementary public-school 

districts in New Jersey. The State of New Jersey has both public and private schools; this study 

only captured information from public schools/school districts. In addition, charter schools were 

not included in the study in order to maintain consistency in the results. Only elementary school 

professionals were included in the study.  

New Jersey comprises 2,000 public elementary schools in approximately 690 school 

districts (New Jersey Public Schools Fact Sheet, n.d.). Utilizing the New Jersey Department of 

Education database, the survey was sent out electronically to all elementary principals. The 

initial email contained instructions, the survey link and distribution instructions. Distribution 

instructions specified that if the principal is authorized by the school district to share the survey 

with their respective staff, that they do so. The principal was requested to reply back that they 

have permission to authorize, on behalf of the district, the survey being distributed in their 

school. Should the principal not be authorized to grant permission, it was requested that they 

sought out permission for the proper authorizing party and then reply stating permission had 

been received. If they were able to provide authorization, it was requested that they forward the 

survey to their respective faculty for completion.  

Affiliation of Participants  

The target population for this study included school principals, school administrators, 

subject area supervisors, directors of counselors, school counselors, school psychologists, 

learning disability teacher consultants, social workers, general education teachers, special 
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education teachers, and school nurses in New Jersey Public Schools. Participants had to be 

employed by a school district within New Jersey and serve on the elementary level.  

Participant Characteristics 

Projected Age Range: 21 +  

Projected Number of Participants: 100 Participants  

Exclusion Criteria: Must be actively employed by a school district within New Jersey and serve 

on the elementary level. 

Access to Participants 

The New Jersey Department of Education maintains a database of principals for New 

Jersey Schools. Using email, each principal received an email link to a Google Form (survey). 

The survey contained an explanation of the purpose, request for approval, request for 

distribution, and request consent from participants. As authorized, principals granted permission 

on behalf of the school district by replying to the initial email or sought authorization from the 

appropriate party.  

Participant Recruitment 

Utilizing the New Jersey Department of Education database, the survey was sent out 

electronically to all elementary principals. The initial email contained both the survey and a 

consent question that they are authorized by the school district to share the survey with their 

respective staff. It was requested that they forward the survey to their respective faculty for 

completion.  

Expectations of Participants & Time Commitments  

New Jersey elementary school principals served as the primary individual for distribution 

of the survey. They were asked to forward the survey to the staff, upon receipt. All principals of 

the 2000 elementary schools received the survey at the same time by mass email. All recipients 

were blind copied so “reply all” was not enabled. Principals who granted permission on behalf of 
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the school district forwarded the email, the participant electronically read the consent page, 

directions and began answering the questions. The estimated commitment for each participant 

was one fifteen-minute window.   

Storage of Electronic Responses  

Electronic records were downloaded and stored in Google Drive for three years following 

the conclusion of the data collection period. At the conclusion of three years, all records will be 

disposed of and permanently erased from Google Drive.  

Potential Risks  

Participants selected to participate may have felt uncomfortable giving up the time or 

providing answers on the process and/or perception of their school I&RS team. Participants may 

have also felt uncomfortable or emotional about the research topic and questions. There are no 

long-term risks associated with completion of the survey.  

Data Collection Instrument  

Complete data collection instrument located in Appendix C. The contents are designed to 

measure staff member perception of their local I&RS team. Permission to use parts of various 

instruments has been granted from both authors:  

● Instrument 1: I&RS Team Coordinator Survey (Cleveland, 2017).  

● Instrument 2: Student Intervention Team Practices and Effectiveness in Rural 

Elementary Schools in Texas (Brendle, 2008). 

Data Analysis Plan - Designation of Survey Questions 

The table below depicts how each question on the survey was designed to help answer 

one of the key research questions.  
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Table 1 

Survey and Research Questions 

Research Question & Areas of 

Interest 

Survey Question Intended Statistical Analysis 

Question 1 - General 

Composition of I&RS Team 

Question 6 - Meetings 

Question 7 - Intended Outcome 

Question 12 - Intended Purpose 

Question 14 - General Methods 

Used 

Question 15 - Training 

Provided 

Question 16 - Members 

Involved 

Question 26 - Analysis by 

I&RS Team 

Question 27 - Measurable 

Question 28 - Student Data 

Presentation 

Question 29 - Forms of Data 

Presented 

Question 30 - Revisions to 

Original Plan 

Question 31 - Reflections 

Use of descriptive statistics and 

categorical graphs 

Question 2 - What practices are 

identified by intervention teams 

as being effective in New 

Jersey elementary schools? 

Question 8 - Practices Utilized 

Question 9 - Data Collected 

Question 10 - Effectiveness 

Measure 

Question 11 - Additional 

Options 

Question 12 - Intervention 

Opinion 

Question 13 - Judgement 

 

Use of descriptive statistics and 

categorical graphs 
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Table 1 (continued) 

 

Question 3 - How do New 

Jersey teachers perceive I&RS 

teams in New Jersey 

Elementary Schools? 

Question 2 - Current Role 

Compared to 

Question 13 - Judgement of 

Team 

Question 22 - Capturing of 

Students 

Question 23 - Teachers 

Assistance 

Question 24 - Academic 

Assistance 

Question 25- Classroom 

Interventions 

 

Question 4 & 5 used for further 

analysis 

Use of descriptive statistics and 

categorical graphs 

Question 4 - How do New 

Jersey administrators perceive 

I&RS teams in New Jersey 

Elementary Schools? 

Question 2 - Current Role 

Compared to 

Question 13 - Judgement of 

Team 

Question 22 - Capturing of 

Students 

Question 23 - Teachers 

Assistance 

Question 24 - Academic 

Assistance 

Question 25- Classroom 

Interventions 

 

Question 4 & 5 used for further 

analysis 

Use of descriptive statistics and 

categorical graphs 

Question 5 - Is there a 

difference in perceived 

effectiveness of I&RS teams 

based on role? 

Question 2 - Current Role 

Question 22 - Capturing of 

Students 

Question 23 – Helpfulness of 

Team 

Question 24 – Resolving 

Problems 

 

Question 4 & 5 used for further 

analysis 

Use of descriptive statistics, 

categorical graphs and Fisher 

Test.  
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Research Questions 1 and 2 were analyzed using qualitative methods and displays to 

draw conclusions on the profile of I&RS teams in New Jersey elementary schools. To categorize 

data, the following standards were set for analysis:  

• Total responses indicating 80% or more were classified as occurring “frequently”.  

• Total responses indicating between 65% - 79% were classified as occurring 

“occasionally” 

• Total responses indicating less than 65% were classified as occurring “infrequently”  

Research Questions 3 & 4 were also analyzed using qualitative methods and displays to draw 

conclusions on the profile of I&RS teams in New Jersey elementary schools. To categorize data, 

the following standards were set for analysis:  

• Responses “Highly Effective” and “Effective” are defined and counted as responding 

positively and are combined to show effectiveness.  

• Responses “Minimally Effective” and “Ineffective” are defined and counted as 

responding negatively and are combined to show ineffectiveness. 

• Responses “Highly Proficient” and “Proficient” are defined and counted as 

responding to show proficiency in the area.  

• Responses “Moderately Proficient” and “Minimally Proficient” are defined and 

counted as responding to show less than proficient in the area. 

• Categories with less than 5% of total responses were excluded from large scale 

conclusions. However, they were noted within each section.  

Research Questions 3, 4 and 5 also required the coding of certain job roles into the 

category of Teacher or Administrator.  

The job role of teacher was defined as:  

• General Education Teacher 

• Learning Disability Teacher Consultant 
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• Other – Not Listed 

• Reading Teacher 

• School Counselor 

• School Psychologist 

• Special Education Teacher 

• STEAM Teacher 

The job role of administrator was defined as:  

• School Principal 

• Other School Administrator  

Research Question 5 also utilized the Fisher Exact Test to determine if there are 

associations between two qualitative variables. In this case, the variables studies were perception 

of teacher and perception of principal. The Fisher Exact test was selected based on the small 

sample size. The null hypothesis is that the two variables are the same (no difference) with the 

alternative hypothesis being that the two variables are different. Both are measured in terms of 

perception. The test was carried out as two sided, as the goal was to examine for difference in 

variables. Finally, the test was carried out at the 5% significance level. This test was selected 

over the Chi-Square test for independence due to the small sample size (n = 210).  

Ethical Considerations 

 This study followed all guidelines for ethical research at Centenary University for the 

protection of human subjects. The researcher successfully completed the humanities 

responsibility conduct of research course and the social and behavioral research course of the 

Collaborative Institute Training initiative in January 2020. Permission to conduct the study was 

sought out and approved by the Centenary University Institutional Review Board. The 

introductory email sent along with the survey explained to recipients how to gain consent prior to 

distribution to their respective school. All participants in the study were made aware of the 
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parameters of the study, including the purpose of the study, the role in it, assurance of 

anonymity, and contact information for the researcher. Participation in the study was completely 

voluntary. All respondents were able to terminate their participation at any time in the survey by 

closing the browser window. After collection of the data, all measures were taken by the 

researcher to ensure data privacy, security, and confidentiality for the participants. Data was 

downloaded onto an Excel spreadsheet for use only on this researchers’ secure device. Data will 

be destroyed after completion of the study and within three years.  

Summary of Methodology  

Chapter 3 explored the methodology of the study. The study sought to utilize survey data 

to shed light on several areas of research. The intended purpose of the study was to collect data 

surrounding perceived effectiveness of I&RS teams and to build a profile of I&RS teams in New 

Jersey Elementary Schools. Data was collected, via optional survey, as to the reasons for referral, 

the degree to which the school districts are implementing the state regulations, training of team 

members, intervention, experience, and general makeup of the multi-disciplinary teams. 

Participants in this study all acknowledged that they work on the elementary level within New 

Jersey public schools.  

The instrument used in the study was a voluntary survey through Google’s Google Forms 

Platform. Ethical considerations were considered throughout the data collection, creation, 

analysis and all regulations regarding privacy and anonymity were fully complied with. Chapter 

3 detailed how data was gathered prior to data analysis. The results of this data analysis are 

discussed in detail in Chapter 4.  
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Chapter 4 – Research Findings 

The purpose of this study was to examine Intervention and Referral Service Teams and 

perceived effectiveness in New Jersey Elementary Schools. The intended goal was to find 

common trends among I&RS teams, review perception of various stakeholders and their view of 

I&RS teams and examine common team dynamics that take place in New Jersey Elementary 

Schools. Using the procedures and participants outlined in Chapter 3, analysis was conducted on 

collected data. Research study results, as well as data analysis, is presented throughout Chapter 

4.  

Setting of Data Collection 

The New Jersey Department of Education maintains a database of principals for New 

Jersey Schools. Using email, each principal received an email link to a Google Form (survey). 

The survey was sent out on April 27, 2020. Due to the large number of elementary principals in 

the State of New Jersey and limits on email recipients, three separate emails were sent out. All 

three emails contained the same subject, body, and survey link. Email 1 was sent out at 4:16 pm, 

Email 2 was sent out at 4:20 pm, and Email 3 was sent out at 4:22 pm. The full content of the 

introductory email can be found in Appendix B. A summary of the introductory email contained 

a brief introduction to the researcher, an explanation of what was being studied, a request to pass 

it along to their staff, if authorized, and the actual survey link.  

 A total of six principals from New Jersey wrote back stating that they planned to share 

the email among their staff and were authorized to do so. After a review of data, it is apparent 

that other principals did share the survey with staff but did not reply to the email as requested. 

One principal forwarded the survey request to the superintendent, the superintendent denied the 

survey from being sent out in their district and informed the researcher by email.  

 Finally, it is important to note that the survey was sent out during the COVID-19 

pandemic. At the time of its distribution, all of New Jersey schools were closed to in-person 
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instruction. It is unknown whether the COVID-19 pandemic and resulting switch to virtual 

learning had either a positive, negative, or indifferent impact on response rate and results.  

Survey Distribution 

The survey was distributed to 1,243 principals based on contact information in the New 

Jersey Department of Education database. Of the initial emails that went out, 34 returned to 

sender as undeliverable. After an examination of email accounts and geographic location, it was 

determined that no further action was needed as it was believed to not have a determinate effect 

on the results. The survey link was left open for a period of one month. An analysis of the 

timestamps on results shows that 98% of results came during the first three days following the 

survey distribution.  

Participants 

 A total of 210 individuals responded to the survey and provided input on overall 

perception and general functioning of their I&RS team. The first section of the survey was 

designed by the researcher to collect demographic data on the respondents. Research participants 

were disaggregated based on their job role to allow for comparisons to take place. Research 

participants answered questions regarding their current position and years of experience. Total 

participant job role is shown below in Figure 2.  
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Figure 2 

Total Participant Job Role 

Question 2 - What is Your Current title? 

 

Note: This figure displays responses to the survey question, “What is your current title?” 

As displayed in Figure 2, 50% of respondents were principals, 18.6% of the respondents 

were general education teachers, 14.3% of respondents were special education teachers, 4.3% of 

respondents were learning disability teacher consultants, 4.3% of respondents were school 

counselors, 2.9% of respondents were other school administrators, 1.4% of respondents were 

school psychologists, 1.4% of respondents were STEAM teachers and finally, 1.4% of 

respondents identified as another job role not listed. In addition to the job role, each respondent 

was asked to identify the number of years they had been teaching. Demographic data on 

experience levels of participants and disaggregation based on job role is shown in Table 2 and 

Table 3.  
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Table 2  

Years of Experience 

Question 3 – How many years of experience do you have? (In education) 

Experience Category Percentage of Surveyed  

 

0-5 Years of Educational Experience 2.80 % 

6-10 Years of Educational Experience 7.14 % 

11-15 Years of Educational Experience 14.20 % 

16-20 Years of Educational Experience 28.50 % 

More than 20 Years of Educational 

Experience 

47.14 % 

Note: This table displays responses to the survey question, “How many years of experience do 

you have?” 

Respondents widely varied in terms of years of experience in education. Two-point eight 

percent of respondents had between 0 and 5 years of educational experience, 7.14% of 

respondents had between 6 and 10 years of educational experience, 14.2% of respondents had 

between 11 and 15 years of educational experience, 28.5% of respondents had between 16 and 

20 years of educational experience, and finally, 47.14% of respondents had more than 20 years 

of educational experience. Table 3 represents disaggregated results of experience into job 

categories.
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Table 3 

Job Category & Educational Experience  

Question 2 – What is your current title? 

Question 3 – How many years of experience do you have (In Education)? 

Job Role & Years of Experience  

 0-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 20+ 

General Education Teacher 0 % 5.71%  4.28 % 7.14 %  2.86 % 

Learning Disability Teacher 

Consultant 

0 % 0 % 1.42 % 2.86 % 0 % 

Other - Not Listed 0 % 0 % 0 % 0 % 1.42 % 

Other School Administrator 0 % 0 % 0 % 1.42 % 1.42 % 

Principal 1.42 % 1.42 % 7.14 % 7.14 % 32.86 % 

Reading Teacher 0 % 0 % 0 % 0 % 1.42 % 

School Counselor 1.42 % 0 % 0 % 1.42 % 1.42 % 

School Psychologist 0 % 0 % 0 % 0 % 1.42 % 

Special Education Teacher 0 % 0 % 1.42 % 7.14 % 4.28 % 

STEAM teacher 0 % 0 % 0 % 1.42 % 0 % 

 
Note: This table displays responses to the survey questions, “What is your current title?” and 

“How many years of experience do you have?”   

The final two questions in the demographic data focused on examining whether 

respondents had participated on intervention teams and how they would rate their working 

knowledge of the I&RS team process. Figure 3 shows the proportion of respondents that have 

participated as a member of an intervention team. Table 4 disaggregates further into specific job 

roles and member participation on intervention teams. 
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Figure 3 

Respondents’ Participation on an Intervention Team 

Question 4 – Have you participated as a member of an intervention team? 

 
 

Note: This figure displays responses to the survey question, “Have you participated as a member 

of an intervention team?” 

As Figure 3 illustrates, 91.4% of respondents indicated that they had participated on 

intervention teams in the past and 8.6% of respondents indicated they have not participated on an 

intervention team. Table 4 examines job role and response regarding participation of an 

intervention team. 
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Table 4 

Respondents’ participation On an Intervention Team by Job Role 

Question 2 – What is your current title? 

Question 4 – Have you participated as a member of an intervention team? 

Job Role & Intervention Team Participation 

 Yes No 

General Education Teacher 69.2 % 30.8%  

Learning Disability Teacher 

Consultant 

100 % 0 % 

Other - Not Listed 100 % 0 % 

Other School Administrator 100 % 0 % 

Principal 100% 0 % 

Reading Teacher 0 % 100 % 

School Counselor 100 % 0 % 

School Psychologist 100 % 0 % 

Special Education Teacher 90 % 10 % 

STEAM teacher 100 % 0 % 

 
Note: This table displays responses to the survey questions, “What is your current title” and 

“Have you participated as a member of an intervention team?” 

 As Table 4 illustrates, results regarding participation on I&RS team compared to job roles 

vary minimally. Sixty-nine-point two percent of general education teachers that responded have 

participated on an intervention team, while 30.8% of general education teachers that responded 

had not participated on an intervention team. One hundred percent of respondents working in the 

role of learning disability teacher consultant participated as a member of an intervention team, 

100% of other job rolls not listed in the options participated as a member of an intervention team, 

100% of individuals working in the other school administrator role participated as a member of 

an intervention team, and 100% of principals that responded participated as a member of an 

intervention team. None (0%) of reading teachers that responded had participated as a member of 



AN EXAMINATION OF PERCEIVED EFFECTIVENESS 50

   

 

an intervention team, while 100% of those that responded indicated they had not participated as a 

member of the intervention team. One hundred percent of school counselors stated that that they 

had participated as a member of an intervention team and 100% of school psychologists that 

responded indicated that they had participated as a member of an intervention team. Ninety 

percent of special education teachers that responded indicated they had participated as a member 

of an intervention team, while 10% of special education teacher respondents indicated they had 

not participated as a member of an intervention team. Finally, 100% of teachers working in the 

STEAM role had indicated they participated as a member of the intervention team.  

 Results from the final two demographic questions regarding overall participation on an 

intervention team and a disaggregated analysis based on job role work were completed to ensure 

results were representative of an informed group of individuals. This researcher concluded that 

the results were from informed individuals with knowledge and direct impact of the I&RS 

process. 

Research Question 1  

What is the general composition of I&RS teams in New Jersey elementary schools? In 

order to answer this question, the results of Questions 6, 7, 12, 14, 15, 16, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30 and 

31 were analyzed. Each individual question was analyzed in a categorical form to produce the 

general composite profile of I&RS teams found in Table 14.  

 The NJDOE Resource Manual for Intervention and Referral Services states “the active, 

cooperative involvement of diverse school and/or community resources frequently is necessary 

to comprehensively study and creatively problem solve the educational issues which place 

students at risk for school failure” (Davy et al., 2008, p. 13). The first area examined within 

Research Question 1 was the idea of intervention teams meeting frequently. This research elected 

not to put a concrete numerical definition on the perception of frequent. Instead, it was 

determined to allow each respondent to use their own determination of the idea of frequency. 



AN EXAMINATION OF PERCEIVED EFFECTIVENESS 51

   

 

Figure 4 illustrates the results regarding whether or not respondents felt I&RS teams meet 

frequently.  

Figure 4 

Respondents’ Perception Regarding Meeting Frequency 

Question 6 – Does the intervention team meet on a regular basis? 

 

Note: This figure displays responses to the survey question, “Does the intervention team meet on 

a regular basis?” 

As shown in Figure 4, 94.3% of respondents felt the I&RS team in their school meets on 

a regular basis. Five-point seven percent of respondents felt the I&RS team in their school does 

not meet on a regular basis. The following thresholds were defined to allow for the construction 

of a profile of I&RS teams:  

• Total responses indicating 80% or more were classified as occurring “frequently.”  

• Total responses indicating between 65% - 79% were classified as occurring 

“occasionally” 

• Total responses indicating less than 65% were classified as occurring “infrequently”  
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Based on the thresholds set, it can be determined that I&RS teams in New Jersey elementary 

schools frequently meet on a regular basis. This is discussed further in Chapter 5 

The New Jersey Department of Education Resource Manual for Intervention and Referral 

Services states “district boards of education are required to  

Establish and implement a coordinated system in each school building for the planning 

and delivery of intervention and referral services that are designed to assist students who 

are experiencing learning, behavior, or health difficulties… [and which are designed to]: 

assist staff who have difficulties in addressing students' learning, behavior, or health 

needs. (Programs to Support Student Development, 2021, p. 115) 

The regulations make it clear that I&RS activities should be focused on concerns with 

students, and that the end result of I&RS activities should be student improvement. It is equally 

important to note, however, that an I&RS program must consist of a formal, coordinated, and 

well-articulated system of supportive activities. The next section of this research sought out to 

determine vision, purpose, intended outcome and methods by I&RS teams in New Jersey 

Elementary Schools. Survey results from Questions 7, 12 and 14 were analyzed. Tables 5, 8 and 

Figure 5 depict results.  
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Table 5 

Intended Outcome of I&RS 

Question 7 – In your opinion, what is the intended outcome of the intervention team? (Select 

all that apply)  

Intended Outcome Percentage of Surveyed  

Plan interventions for students who are 

struggling 

93.33% 

Assist teacher with interventions 89.05% 

Monitor Student Progress 87.62% 

Refer to Special Education 53.33% 

 
Note: This table displays responses to the survey question, “In your opinion, what is the intended 

outcome of the intervention team? (Select all that apply)”  

Table 5 depicts the percentage of respondents that indicated that the listed outcome 

option was an intended outcome of the I&RS team in their school. Eighty-nine percent of 

respondents felt an intended outcome of the team was to assist teachers with interventions, 93% 

of respondents felt an intended outcome of the team was to plan instructional interventions for 

students who are struggling, 87% of respondents felt an intended outcome of the team was to 

monitor student progress and finally about 53% of respondents felt an intended outcome of the 

team was to refer to special education.  

The following thresholds were defined to allow for the construction of a profile of I&RS 

teams:  

• Total responses indicating 80% or more were classified as occurring “frequently”.  

• Total responses indicating between 65% - 79% were classified as occurring 

“occasionally” 

• Total responses indicating less than 65% were classified as occurring “infrequently”  

Based on the thresholds set, it can be determined that I&RS teams in New Jersey 

elementary schools frequently have an intended outcome of planning interventions for students 
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who are struggling, assisting teachers with interventions, and monitoring student progress. 

Results showed that infrequently did New Jersey elementary schools have an intended outcome 

for I&RS teams as being a referral tool to special education. These results are discussed further 

in Chapter 5.  

 Table 6 expands on the results found and illustrated in Table 5. Table 6 builds upon the 

perceived outcomes respondents indicated and sought as a result of those outcomes.  

Table 6 

Results of Outcomes of I&RS 

Question 12 – Based on the outcomes of the I&RS practices implemented in your district, check 

the areas that you believe to be true. Check all that apply.  

Results Based on Intended Outcome Percentage of Surveyed  

Increase in student achievement 73.81 % 

Fewer referrals to special education 

evaluations 

60.48 % 

Increase in the availability of additional 

academic programming 

47.62 % 

Increase in teacher satisfaction 36.67 % 

Decrease in grade level retention 33.81 % 

Decrease in over representation of 

minority groups referred for CST 

evaluation 

19.19 % 

Tool to increase grade level retention 4.76% 

Note: This table displays responses to the survey question, “Based on the outcomes of the I&RS 

practices implemented in your district, check the areas that you believe to be true. Check all that 

apply.” 

Data shown in Table 6 vary when examining results of intended outcomes; 73.81% of 

respondents felt that increasing student achievement was a result of their teams intended 

outcome, 60.48% of respondents felt that fewer referrals to special education was a result of their 

teams intended outcome, 47.62% of respondents felt an increase in the availability of additional 

academic programming was a result of their teams intended outcome, and 36.67% of respondents 
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felt that increase in teacher satisfaction was a result of their teams intended outcome. 

Furthermore, 33.81% of respondents felt that decrease in grade level retention was a result of 

their teams intended outcome and 19.19% of respondents felt a decrease in over representation of 

minority groups referred for CST evaluation was a result of their teams intended outcome. 

Finally, 4.76% of teams felt team practices were utilized as a way to increase grade level 

retention as a result of their teams intended outcome.  

 The following thresholds were defined to allow for the construction of a composite 

profile of I&RS teams:  

• Total responses indicating 80% or more were classified as occurring “frequently”.  

• Total responses indicating between 65% - 79% were classified as occurring 

“occasionally” 

• Total responses indicating less than 65% were classified as occurring “infrequently”  

Based upon the results there was no result as an intended outcome that could be classified 

as occurring frequently. The results of increase in student achievement as a result of the team’s 

intended outcome are classified as occasionally occurring. All other results of their teams 

intended outcomes are classified as infrequently occurring. These results are discussed further in 

Chapter 5. 

 Figure 5 continues the analysis towards the intended purpose of building a profile of 

I&RS teams in New Jersey Elementary Schools. In conjunction with analyzing intended 

outcomes and results, methods utilized within the I&RS teams were also explored. Respondents 

were questioned specifically on the use of a multi-tiered system to address or manage student-

based concerns. A Multi-Tiered System of Support (MTSS) is a data-driven, problem-solving 

framework to improve outcomes for all students. MTSS relies on a continuum of evidence-based 

practices matched to student needs (Positive Behavioral Interventions & Supports, 2021). 
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Figure 5 

Use of a Multi-Tiered System of Support 

Question 14 – Does your district utilize response to intervention or any other multi-tiered system 

of support to address/manage I&RS concerns? 

 
 

Note: Free Type Responses: We haven’t but it is in the works; School wide model instead, 

beginning to do so (3). This figure displays responses to the survey question, “Does your district 

utilize response to intervention or any other multi-tiered system support to address/manage I&RS 

concerns?” 

 As shown in Figure 5, 78.6% of respondents indicated that their I&RS team utilized a 

multi-tiered system of support model, while 15.7% of respondents indicated that their school did 

not use a multi-tiered system of support model. In addition, 4.3% of respondents opted to free 

typing responses and 1.4% of respondents elected not to answer the question. All free type 

responses reflected a multi-tiered system of support model in place at various stages. The 

researcher elected to count these responses in conjunction with the yes responses when analyzing 
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the data.  

The following thresholds were defined to allow for the construction of a composite profile of 

I&RS teams:  

• Total responses indicating 80% or more were classified as occurring “frequently.”  

• Total responses indicating between 65% - 79% were classified as occurring 

“occasionally.” 

• Total responses indicating less than 65% were classified as occurring “infrequently.”  

Based upon the results shown in Figure 5, it can be concluded that schools frequently use a 

multi-tiered systems of support model to manage and address student concerns. This is discussed 

in further detail in Chapter 5.  

 New Jersey Administrative Code clearly speaks to the role of the principal in supporting 

the I&RS team (Programs to Support Student Development, 2021). While building principals are 

not required team members by code, they are required to empower team members and implement 

the collaborative team process. The NJDOE resource manual for I&RS stated that principals 

must develop a workable meeting scheduled for team operations, allocate resources for the 

professional development of team members and other staff to support instructional goals, assist 

the team with a review of practices put into place and thus, use the results and recommendations 

the teams review of its proceedings for school wide planning purposes (Davy et al., 2008). 

 Survey Questions 15 and 16 were designed to measure the training provided to various 

members of the school community on I&RS as well as examine the typical team members on the 

I&RS team. Results are shown in Figure 6 and Table 7.  
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Figure 6 

General Training on I&RS 

Question 15 – How was your I&RS team provided the most recent training to pair them to fulfill 

the I&RS obligations? 

 

Note: This figure displays responses to the survey question, “How was your I&RS team provided 

the most recent training to pair them to fulfill the I&RS obligations?” 

Figure 6 illustrates how I&RS team members were provided with training to fulfill their 

obligations. Forty-five-point seven percent of respondents shared that they took part in a local 

school district sponsored training, 15.7% of respondents said they took part in a Department of 

Education sponsor training, 7.1% of respondents said they took part in another type of training 

that was not listed, 20% of respondents did not recall how they were trained, and finally 11.4% 

of respondents indicated they never received any form of training.  

 For the purpose of analyzing results and drawing conclusions, this researcher elected to 

combine the categories of local training, DOE sponsor training and other types of training as 

responsive in the affirmative regarding training taking place. The following thresholds were 

defined to allow for the construction of a composite profile of I&RS teams:  

• Total responses indicating 80% or more were classified as occurring “frequently.”  
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• Total responses indicating between 65% – 79% were classified as occurring 

“occasionally.” 

• Total responses indicating less than 65% were classified as occurring “infrequently.”  

Results shown in Figure 6 allow for the conclusion to be reached that overall, I&RS 

teams are occasionally provided with training as required by New Jersey Administrative Code.  

Table 7 explores various job roles and the frequency in which they are part of the I&RS team.  
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Table 7 

I&RS Team Members 

Question 16 – Who serves as your consistent team members on your I&RS team? 

Team Member Percentage of Surveyed  

School Principal 97.62 % 

General Education Teacher 91.43 % 

School Counselor 90.95 % 

Special Education Teacher 77.14 % 

Child Study Team – LDTC 58.57 % 

Child Study Team – School Psychologist 47.62 % 

School Nurse 47.62 % 

Child Study Team – Social Worker 21.62 % 

Speech Therapist 24.76 % 

Other School or District Administrators 21.90 % 

Subject Area Supervisor 9.05 % 

Director of Counselors 1.90 % 

Substance Abuse Counselor/ Student 

Assistance Counselors 

0.00 % 

 

 Note: This table displays responses to the survey question, “Who serves as your consistent team 

members on your I&RS team?” 

As illustrated in Table 7, 97.62% of respondents indicated the school principal is a 

consistent member of the I&RS team, 91.43% of respondents indicated a general education 

teacher is a consistent member of the I&RS team, 90.95% of respondents indicated the school 

counselor was a consistent member of the I&RS team, 77.14% of respondents indicated that a 

special education teacher is a consistent member of the I&RS team, 58.57% of respondents 

indicated that a learning disability teacher consultant was a consistent member of the I&RS team, 

47.62% of respondents indicated that the school psychologist was a consistent member of the 

I&RS team, 47.62% of respondents indicated the school nurse was a consistent member of the 

I&RS team, 21.62% of respondents indicated that the social worker was a consistent member of 

the I&RS team, 24.76% of respondents indicated that the speech therapist was a consistent 

member of the I&RS team, 21.90% of respondents indicated that other school or district 
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administrators were consistent members of the I&RS team, 9.05% of respondents indicated 

subject area supervisors were consistent members of the I&RS teams, and 1.9% of respondents 

indicated that the director of counselors or guidance was a consistent member of the I&RS team. 

None (0%) of the respondents indicated that either the substance-abuse counselor was a 

consistent member of the I&RS team. These results are discussed further in Chapter 5.  

 The final part of research into question one: the general composition of the interest teams 

in New Jersey elementary schools centered around common team practices. The NJDOE 

resource manual for I&RS (Davey et al., 2008) states that “a multidisciplinary team is at the core 

of a well-coordinated system of I&RS services. Bringing together representatives from all 

professional constituencies in a school to support staff in helping students grow is essential for 

effective problem solving” (p. 3). One of the key aspects of effective problem-solving is ensuring 

that the defining student problem is clear and solutions are based on research-based 

interventions. Figure 7 illustrates results to a Likert scale question assessing frequency of the 

team in clarifying into finding student problems.  
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Figure 7 

Intervention Team Practice: Clarifying and Defining Student Problems 

Question 26 – Does the intervention team practice clarifying and defining student problems in 

order to identify effective research-based interventions? 

 

Note: This figure displays responses to the survey question, “Does the intervention team practice 

clarifying and defining student problems in order to identify effective research-based 

interventions?” 

Figure 7 illustrates that 22.9% of respondents reported that their I&RS team always 

engages in the practice of clarifying and defining student problems in order to identify effective 

research-based interventions; 38.6% of respondents reported that their I&RS team frequently 

engages in the practice of clarifying and defining student problems in order to identify effective 

research-based interventions, 30.0% of respondents reported that their I&RS team occasionally 

engages in the practice of clarifying and defining student problems in order to identify effective 

research-based interventions, and 7.1% of respondents reported that their I&RS team rarely 

engages in the practice of clarifying and defining student problems in order identify effective 
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research-based interventions. Finally, 1.4% of respondents reported that their I&RS team never 

engages in the practice of clarifying and defining student problems in order to identify effective 

research-based interventions. These results are discussed in further detail in Chapter 5.  

 As part of the intervention team process, intervention progress must be effectively 

monitored, measured, and documented. Figure 8 displays Likert scale responses regarding 

respondent’s perception of the team practice of measuring and documenting success of 

interventions.  

Figure 8 

Intervention Team Practice: Measuring and Documenting Success of Interventions 

Question 27 – Is it an intervention team practice to ensure that the success of the intervention is 

effectively measured and documented? 

 

Note: This table displays responses to the survey question, “Is it an intervention team practice to 

ensure that the success of the intervention is effectively measured and documented.” 

Table 8 illustrates respondent’s perception regarding frequency of the intervention team 

practice of ensuring the success of the intervention is measured and documented; 44.9% of 

respondents reported that the practice of measuring and documentary intervention success 
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always takes place, 31.9% of respondents reported that the practice of measuring and 

documenting the intervention success frequently takes place, 15.9% of respondents reported that 

the practice of measuring and documenting intervention success occasionally takes place, and 

5.8% of respondents reported that the practice of measuring and documenting intervention 

success rarely takes place. Finally, 1.4% of respondents reported the practice of measuring and 

documenting intervention success never takes place. These results are discussed further in 

Chapter 5.  

 Building off the result in Table 8, this research sought out to determine the types of 

progress monitoring data that intervention teams commonly utilized. The results shown in Figure 

9 represent respondent’s perception regarding frequency in which progress monitoring data was 

produced in the form of graphs, written information, or samples of student work. 
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Figure 9 

Intervention Team Practice: Form of Progress Monitoring Data 

Question 28 – Is the progress monitoring data in the form of graphs, written information, or 

samples of students work that can be used effectively to determine intervention needs? 

 
 

Note: This table displays responses to the survey question, “Is the progress monitoring data in 

the form of graphs, written information, or samples of students work that can be used effectively 

to determine intervention needs?” 

 Figure 9 illustrates respondents’ perception regarding frequency in which progress 

monitoring data is provided in either the form of graphs, written information or samples of 

students work to determine if the interventions are effectively being utilized; 44.3% of 

respondents stated that progress monitoring data is always in the form of graphs, written 

information, or samples of student work to determine if interventions are effective, 41.3% of 

respondents stated that progress monitoring data is frequently in the form of graphs, written 

information, or samples of student work to determine if interventions are effective, 11.4% of 

respondents stated that progress monitoring data is occasionally in the form of graphs, written 
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information, or samples of student work to determine if interventions are effective, and 2.9% of 

respondents stated that progress monitoring data is rarely in the form of graphs, written 

information, or samples of student work to determine if interventions are effective. No 

respondents stated that progress monitoring data is never in the form of graphs, written 

information, or samples of student work to determine if interventions are effective. These results 

are discussed further in Chapter 5.  

According to the NJDOE research manual for I&RS, data collection and assessment 

activities for interventions must take place and be focused on the context in which the problem is 

occurring. Figure 10 represents respondents’ perception regarding the frequency in which their 

I&RS team uses student data to determine intervention needs. 
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Figure 10 

Intervention Team Practice: Use of Academic Data to determine Interventions 

 

Question 28 – Is it an intervention team practice for team members to bring student data of 

academic progress to the intervention team meeting in order to effectively determine student 

intervention needs? 

 

Note. This figure displays responses to the survey question, “Is it an intervention team practice 

for team members to bring student data of academic progress to the intervention team meeting in 

order to effectively determine student intervention needs?” 

Figure 10 represents analysis of the team practice of bringing data on academic progress 

to the intervention team meeting to determine student interventions; 68.6% of respondents 

indicated that they always bring student data to the intervention team meeting to determine 

student interventions, 27.1% of respondents indicated that they frequently bring data to the 

intervention meeting to determine effective student interventions, 2.9% of indicated that they 

occasionally bring data to the intervention meeting to determine effective student interventions, 

and 1.4% indicated that they rarely bring data to the intervention meeting to determine effective 

student interventions. Finally, no respondents indicated that they never bring data to the 
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intervention meeting to determine effective student interventions. These results are discussed 

further in Chapter 5.  

 The final data collected as part of exploration into research question one centered on the 

idea of evaluation of the I&RS teams. The NJDOE Resource Manual for I&RS (Davy et al., 

2008) states that “At a minimum, annually review the intervention and referral services action 

plans and the actions taken as a result of the building’s system of intervention and referral 

services and make recommendations to the principal for improving school programs and 

services, as appropriate" (p. 5). Figure 11 explores if data was collected on referral teams, how it 

was utilized to evaluate effectiveness.  

Figure 11 

Intervention Team Practice: Evaluation of The Intervention Team 

Question 31 – Indicate how the information collected to evaluate the effectiveness of the I&RS 

team was used? 

 

 

Note. This Table displays responses to the survey question, “Indicate how the information 

collected to evaluate the effectiveness of the I&RS team was used.” 
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 Figure 11 illustrates that 21.7% of respondents indicated that information was not 

collected on the effectiveness of the I&RS team, 36.2% of respondents indicated that information 

is collected with a purpose of improving the implementation of I&RS in the school building, 

21.7% of respondents indicated that information was collected to improve the overall 

effectiveness of the I&RS team, 13.0% of respondents indicated that information was collected 

to make recommendations to school administrators, superintendent, for improving learning, 

behavior, and or health issues of the students in the district, 2.9% of respondents indicated that 

information was collected, however they were unsure of the purpose it was utilized for, and 4.3% 

of respondents elected not to answer the question. These results are discussed further in Chapter 

5.  

Research Question 2 

Research Question 2 stated: Which practices are identified by intervention teams as 

effective in New Jersey elementary schools? According to the Resource Manual for I&RS 

published by the NJDOE (Davy et al., 2008), the work that the I&RS teams does must be in a 

full-school and full-school reform model. The school’s I&RS program, like any school-level 

improvement initiative, must be integrated into the school’s overall program and supported by 

research-based educational practices. Research Question 2 continues the exploration of research 

question 1; with a more in depth look at I&RS team practices. Areas explored included: effective 

practices utilized, types of data collected, ways to measure intervention success and options 

available to the team when students don’t make progress at the expected level/rate.  

 The first section of this exploration focused on interventions that respondents indicated 

were typically used to address student concerns. Table 8 illustrates the percentage of respondents 

that stated their I&RS team used the specific intervention. Respondents also had the option to 

free type in responses to this particular question. The free type responses are shown below the 

table in Table 9.   
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Table 8  

Interventions Utilized 

Question 8: Which interventions are typically used to address student concerns? 

Intervention Percentage Utilized 

Tutoring 28.57% 

Remediation of Content 68.57% 

Differentiated Instruction 94.29% 

Counseling Interventions 78.57 % 

Behavior Intervention Plan 82.86% 

Referral for a consult from other professional 

(Speech, PT, OT, BCBA) 

70.00% 

 
Additional Interventions Utilized:  

● Change to student schedule 

● Referral/Enrollment for potential Basic Skills Intervention (x 2) 

● School Counselor Interviews (x 2) 

● Strategic work on organizational/ executive functioning targeted work (x 2) 

● Gesell Developmental Screener 

● Implementation of a 504 Plan 

Note. This table displays responses to the survey question, “Which interventions are typically 

used to address student concerns?”  

As shown in Table 8, 94.29% of respondents shared differentiated instruction was used as 

an intervention to address student concerns, 82.86% of respondents stated that a behavior 

intervention plan was utilized to address student concerns, 78.57% of respondents shared 

counseling interventions were used to address student concerns, 70.00% of respondents shared a 

referral for a consult from other professionals such as a speech therapist, physical therapist, 

occupational therapist, or a board-certified behavior analyst were used as a way to address 

student concerns, and 68.57% of respondents shared that a form of remediation was used to 

address student concerns. Finally, 28.57% of respondents shared that tutoring was used as a form 
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of interventions to address student concerns. Respondents also indicated that interventions such 

as a change to student schedule, referral for potential basic skills intervention, school counselor 

interview, executive functioning targeted work, developmental screener skills, strategic approach 

to instruction and implementation of a 504 plan were also all interventions utilized by the I&RS 

team. These results are discussed further in Chapter 5.  

 The second section of exploration for this research question focuses on the type of 

information collected about students prior to the I&RS team meetings to address the request. The 

2008 investigative report by the NJDOE examined percentages of schools reporting specific data 

being collected as part of the I&RS team process. Results from the 2008 investigative report 

indicated data such as classroom performance, student personal characteristics, student conduct, 

health information, positive student characteristics, record reviews and interviews with staff 

requesting assistance were all utilized.  

 Table 9 displays various possible data sources the teams could collect prior to the first 

team meeting as a part of this research. 
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Table 9  

Data collected about students prior to I&RS meeting 

Question 9 – Indicate which types of information is collected about students prior to I&RS team 

meetings to address the request for assistance. Check all that apply.  

Data Collected for Referral Percentage Utilized 

No Information 0.00% 

Attendance Information 89.05% 

Positive Student Personal Characteristics 80.48% 

Positive Student Environmental 

Characteristics 

83.33% 

Negative Student Environmental 

Characteristics 

70.48% 

Classroom Performance 100.00% 

Student Conduct Information 63.81% 

Health Information (Medical) 95.24% 

School Counselor Provided Information 86.67 % 

Participation in Enrichment Programs 19.51 % 

 
Note. This table displays responses to the survey question, “Indicate which types of information 

is collected about students prior to I&RS team meetings to address the request for assistance.” 



AN EXAMINATION OF PERCEIVED EFFECTIVENESS 73

   

 

Results in Table 9 varied slightly in terms of information collected prior to the initial 

I&RS team meeting; 100% of respondents indicated classroom performance data is collected 

prior to the team meeting, 95.24% of respondents indicated that some type of health or medical 

information is collected prior to the initial team meeting, 89.05% of respondents indicated that 

student attendance information is collected prior to the first team meeting, 86.67% of 

respondents indicated that school counselor provided information is collected prior to the first 

team meeting, 83.33% of respondents indicated positive student environmental characteristics 

are collected prior to the first team meeting, 80.48% of respondents indicated positive student 

personal characteristics are collected prior to the first team meeting, 70.48% of respondents 

indicated that negative student environmental characteristics are collected prior to the first team 

meeting, 63.81% of respondents indicated that student conduct information is collected prior to 

the first team meeting, and 19.51% of respondents indicated that participation information 

regarding enrichment programs is collected prior to the first meeting. No respondents (0%) 

indicated that no information at all is collected prior to the first meeting. These results are 

discussed in further detail in Chapter 5 and compared to results found in the 2008 investigative 

report commissioned by the NJDOE.  

 The third section of the exploration for research question two centers around the concept 

of ways I&RS teams measure intervention success. A best practice identified in the NJDOE 

Resource Manual (Davy et al., 2008) is “the case coordinator collects data from implementers 

and/or records objective observations on progress toward achievement of the outcomes identified 

in the plan. The data is compared against the baseline data collected on the (area of) concern to 

provide an objective measure of success and to assist in decision making on the status of the 

current action plan" (p. 149). Table 9 displays various ways that intervention teams measure 

success and the percentage in which respondents reported that their team utilizes such methods. 
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Respondents were also provided with the opportunity to free type in responses. Those results are 

shown below the table in Table 10.  

Table 10 

Ways to Measure Intervention Success 

Question 10 – How is effectiveness of intervention(s) measured? 

 

Ways to Measure Intervention Success Percentage of Surveyed Teams that 

Utilize 

Parent Reports/Feedback 55.7% 

Informal Observations with Anecdotal Reports 85.7% 

Behavioral Data 88.5% 

Instructional Based Assessment Data 85.7% 

Grade Changes 58.6% 

 
Other Methods Reported to Measure Intervention Success:  

● Non – data driven teacher input 

● Parental provided information about school home connections 

● Data analysis of the progress monitoring interventions  

● Progress towards standards 

● Standards based report cards 

● Follow up meeting minutes 

● Parent-teacher conferences 

● Meeting planned goals 

Note. This table displays responses to the survey question, “How is effectiveness of 

intervention(s) measured?” 

 As Table 10 illustrates, 88.5 % of respondents reported that behavioral data was used as a 

way to measure intervention success, 85.7% of respondents shared that instructional-based 

assessment data was used as a way to measure intervention success, 85.7% of respondents share 

the informal observations with an anecdotal report were used as a way to measure intervention 
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success, 58.6% said that final grade changes were a way to measure intervention success, and 

55.7% of respondents shared that parental reports/feedback was used as a way to measure 

intervention success. In addition to the prescribed choices respondents were able to free type in 

other methods their team utilizes to measure intervention success. Responses such as non-data 

driven teacher input, parental provided information about school home connections, data analysis 

on the progress monitoring and interventions, progress towards standards, standard based report 

cards, follow-up meeting minutes, parent teacher conferences, meeting plan goals, and progress 

towards meeting those goals were all methods provided that teams utilized to measure 

intervention success.  

 The third section of Research Question 2 explored options and practices available to 

teams should the student not be making progress towards meeting the benchmarks put in place. 

Table 10 represents the portion of respondents that perceived one of the listed options was 

available to them/ the I&RS team should the student not make progress. Respondents were also 

given the opportunity to free type in other options available to their team should a student not be 

making progress. Those responses are shown below the table in Table 11.  
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Table 11 

Options available When Students Do Not Make Desired Progress 

Question 11 – This table displays responses to the survey question what other options are 

available to meet the students’ needs, a further intervention is required? 

Available Options Percentage Utilized 

Referral to Special Education 94.28% 

Referral to other School Based Service (Reading Specialist, 

Math Interventionist, Counseling) 

74.21% 

Referral to Community Based Service (Outside of school 

services) 

44.23% 

 
Other methods report should the student not make progress in I&RS 

● Testing by Child Study Team 

● Administrative consultation 

● In classroom coaching 

● In home services 

● Academic support team referral 

● Perform care recommendations 

● Medical evaluations 

Note. This table displays responses to the survey question, “What other options are available to 

meet the students’ needs, a further intervention is required?”  
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 As shown in Table 11, 94.28% of respondents shared that a referral to special education 

was an available option should students not make progress and need further intervention, 74.21% 

of respondents shared that a referral to other school-based services such as the reading specialist, 

math interventionist, counselor, etc. was an option should the student not make progress and 

need further intervention, and 44.23% of respondents shared that a referral to community-based 

services outside of the school was an option should the student not make progress and need 

further intervention. Respondents were also provided the opportunity to free type in responses 

outside the prescribed choices. Other options reported included: in classroom coaching, 

administrative consultation, in-home services, academic support team referral, perform care 

recommendations, medical valuations, and alternative types of child study team testing. These 

responses are discussed further in Chapter 5 

 Research Question 2 stated: Which practices are identified by intervention teams as 

effective in New Jersey elementary schools? The goal of this research question was to explore 

the following areas: effective practices utilized, types of data collected, ways to measure 

intervention success and options available to the team when students do not make progress at the 

expected level/rate. Combined with results for Research Question 1, the data was further 

explored and combined into a profile found in Chapter 5. When applicable and relevant, results 

will be further compared with data found in the 2008 investigative study conducted by the 

NJDOE (Davy et al., 2008).  

Research Question 3  

Research Question 3 stated: How do New Jersey teachers perceive I&RS teams in New 

Jersey Elementary schools? This section explores how New Jersey teachers perceive I&RS teams 

in elementary school. Data results have been segmented to only include respondents who fell 

into a teacher role. For the sake of analysis, the following job role responses were considered as 

a teacher (non- educational leader):  
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● General Education Teacher 

● Special Education Teacher 

● STEAM Teacher 

● School Psychologist 

● Learning Disabilities Teacher Consultant 

● Reading Teacher 

● School Counselor 

● Other Teacher 

In an effort to complete a broad analysis into teacher perception of I&RS, the following 

areas will be explored: teacher viewpoint on overall success of I&RS as a whole, effectiveness of 

the I&RS team in generating interventions for students with learning struggles, helpfulness of the 

I&RS team in assisting teachers implement selected interventions, effectiveness of student 

problems being resolved.  

 The first section of exploration for this research question focused on the perception of 

overall success of the I&RS team. Figure 12 displays respondents in the defined role and 

perception on the success of the I&RS process. 
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Figure 12 

Teacher Viewpoint: Success of I&RS Team 

Question 13 – Based on your own judgment of I&RS practices, do you think the I&RS process is 

successful? 

 
 

Note. This figure displays responses to the survey question, “Based on your own judgment of 

I&RS practices, do you think the I&RS process is successful?” 

 As shown in Figure 12, 92.0% of respondents reported that the I&RS process is 

occasionally successful and 4.0% of respondents reported that the I&RS process is always 

successful. Finally, 4.0% of respondents reported that the I&RS process is never successful. 

These results are discussed in more depth in Chapter 5.  

 The second section of exploration explores teacher perception of I&RS teams at 

generating effective interventions for students with learning struggles. As the NJDOE’s Resource 

Manual for I&RS states (Davy et al., 2008), “It is important to assess the emotional, cognitive, 

and social reasons for academic changes to determine the true nature of the problem. In some 

circumstances, such as when the low achiever feels frustrated, unworthy, chastised, and 

disengaged in the performance of schoolwork, acting out and aggressive behaviors may occur. 
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Through the collaborative team process the I&RS team generates interventions to assist the 

struggling learners” (p. 39). Figure 13 represents teacher perception regarding the effectiveness 

of the I&RS team in generating interventions to assist the struggling learners.  

Figure 13 

Teacher Viewpoint: Effectiveness of I&RS in Generating Interventions 

Question 22 – How effective do you believe the team is in generating interventions for students 

with learning problems?  

 

Note. This figure displays responses to the survey question, “How effective do you believe the 

team is in generating interventions for students with learning problems?” 

 As shown in Figure 13, 18.2% of teacher respondents reported the I&RS team was highly 

effective in generating interventions for students with learning problems, 51.5% of teacher 

respondents reported that the I&RS team was effective in generating interventions for students 

with learning problems, and 18.2% of respondents reported the I&RS team was minimally 

effective in generating interventions for students with learning problems. Finally, 12.1% of 

teacher respondents reported the I&RS team was ineffective in generating interventions for 

students with learning problems. These results are discussed further in Chapter 5.  
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 The third section of exploration into this research question focused on the perceived 

helpfulness of I&RS teams in assisting teachers implement interventions in their classroom. As a 

multidisciplinary problem-solving team, the I&RS team is not tasked with brainstorming specific 

interventions for students but also assisting teachers and other staff members implement such 

interventions. Finally, it is the job of the I&RS team to review the data produced by these 

interventions in regard to student success. Figure 14 illustrates teacher respondents’ perspective 

on the helpfulness of I&RS teams in assisting to implement the interventions prescribed.  

Figure 14 

Teacher Viewpoint: Helpfulness of I&RS Teams in Implementing Interventions 

Question 22 – Overall, do you believe intervention team practices effectively help teachers 

implement interventions for students with learning problems in the general education classroom? 

 

 Note. This figure displays responses to the survey question, “Overall, do you believe 

intervention team practices effectively help teachers implement interventions for students with 

learning problems in the general education classroom?” 

As shown in Figure 14, 21.2% of teacher respondents rated the helpfulness of I&RS 

teams at assisting teachers implement interventions as being highly effective, 42.4% of teacher 

respondents rated the helpfulness of I&RS teams at assisting teachers implement interventions as 
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being effective, and 18.2% of teacher respondents rated the helpfulness of I&RS teams at 

assisting teachers implement interventions as being minimally effective. Finally, 18.2% of 

teacher respondents rated the helpfulness of I&RS teams at assisting teachers implement 

interventions as being ineffective.  

The final section of this research question examined teacher perception regarding the 

effectiveness of student problems being resolved through the I&RS process. As discussed in a 

previous section of this research, resolution can take on many different forms. Examples include 

a decrease in grade level retention, decrease in referrals to special education, increasing in the 

options of academic programming, increasing student achievement, return to general education 

or reduction of the number of interventions needed. Figure 15, shown below, represents teacher 

respondents’ perception of students’ problems being resolved. 
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Figure 15 

Teacher Viewpoint: Effectiveness of Students’ Problems Being Resolved 

 

Question 23 – How would you rate the effectiveness of the interventions teams’ practice of 

assisting teachers with solving students’ problems? 

 

Note. This Table displays responses to the survey question, “How would you rate the 

effectiveness of the interventions teams’ practice of assisting teachers with solving students’ 

problems?” 

 As displayed in Figure 15, 28.1% of teacher respondents reported the I&RS team as 

being highly effective in resolving student problems, 37.5% of respondents reported the I&RS 

team as being effective in resolving student problems resolved, and 15.6% of respondents 

reported the I&RS team as being minimally effective in resolving student problems resolved. 

Finally, 18.8% of respondents reported the I&RS team as being ineffective in having student 

problems. Of note, Likert scale responses could possibly take on different meanings in the 

situation. For example, one respondent may perceive a child going through the I&RS process, 

not finding success, and being referred to the Child Study Team as the I&RS process addressing 

that concern and rate it as highly effective. Another respone may take the same scenario and 
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view it as the student problems are not resolved and rate that as ineffective. Through the research 

design utilized, one is unable to differentiate between the two possible scenarios.  

Research Question 4  

Research Question 4 stated: How do New Jersey administrators perceive I&RS teams in 

New Jersey Elementary schools? This section will explore how New Jersey administrators 

perceive I&RS teams in New Jersey elementary school. Data results have been segmented to 

only include respondents who could be classified in an administrator role. For the sake of 

analysis, the following job role responses were considered as an administrator:  

● Principal 

● Other School Administrator 

All other responses to positions were excluded as non-school administrator positions.  

In an effort to complete a broad analysis into administrator perception of I&RS, the following 

areas will be explored from the administrator perspective: viewpoint and overall success of 

I&RS as a whole, effectiveness of the I&RS team in generating interventions for student learning 

struggles, helpfulness of the I&RS team in assisting teachers implement interventions and 

effectiveness of the student’s problem being resolved.  

 The first section of exploration for research question four explores the administrator 

perception of overall success of the I&RS team. Figure 16 displays respondents in the defined 

role and perception on the success of the I&RS process.   
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Figure 16 

Administrative Viewpoint: Overall Success of I&RS 

Question 13 – Based on your own judgement of I&RS practices, do you think the I&RS process 

is successful?  

 

Note. This figure displays responses to the survey question, “Based on your own judgment of 

I&RS practices, do you think the I&RS process is successful?” 

 As shown in Figure 16, 40.4% of respondents reported that the I&RS process is always 

successful and 59.6% of respondents reported that the I&RS process is occasionally successful. 

Finally, no (0%) respondents reported that the I&RS process was never successful. These results 

are discussed in more depth in Chapter 5.  

 The second section of exploration into Research Question 4 focuses on the administrative 

perspective of I&RS teams in generating effective interventions for students with learning 

struggles. As discussed in the previous research question, it is important to assess the emotional, 

cognitive, and social reasons for academic challenges that students face. Determining these 

challenges allow I&RS teams to target the true nature of the problem with effective 

interventions. Figure 17 represents administrator perception regarding the effectiveness of the 
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I&RS team in generating interventions to assist the struggling learner.  

Figure 17 

Administrative Viewpoint: Effectiveness of I&RS in Generating Interventions 

Question 22 – How effective do you believe the team is in generating interventions for students 

with learning problems?  

 

Note. This figure displays responses to the survey question, “How effective do you believe the 

team is in generating interventions for students with learning problems?” 

 As shown in Figure 17, 37.4% of administrator respondents felt the I&RS team was 

highly effective in generating interventions for students with learning problems, 47.5% of 

administrator respondents felt the I&RS team was effective in generating interventions for 

students with learning problems, and 15.2% of administrator respondents felt the I&RS team was 

minimally effective in generating interventions for students with learning problems. No 

administrator respondents felt the I&RS team was ineffective in generating interventions for 

students with learning problems. These results or discuss further in Chapter 5.  

 The third section exploration into research question four focuses on the perceived 

helpfulness of I&RS teams in assisting teachers implement interventions in their classrooms. As 
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discussed in an earlier section of this research, the I&RS team is not only tasked with 

brainstorming specific interventions for students but also assisting teachers implement those 

interventions in their classrooms. Figure 18 illustrates administrator perception on the 

helpfulness of I&RS teams in assisting teachers implement the prescribed interventions. 

Figure 18 

Administrative Viewpoint: Helpfulness at Providing Interventions to Teachers 

Question 22 – Overall, do you believe intervention team practices effectively help teachers 

implement interventions for students with learning problems in the general education classroom? 

 

 Note. This figure displays responses to the survey question, “Overall, do you believe 

intervention team practices effectively help teachers implement interventions for students with 

learning problems in the general education classroom?” 

 As shown in Figure 18, 31.3% of administrator respondents reported the helpfulness of 

I&RS teams at assisting teachers implement interventions as being highly effective, 48.5% of 

administrator respondents reported the helpfulness of I&RS teams at assisting teachers 

implement interventions as being effective, and 20.2% of administrator respondents reported the 

helpfulness of I&RS teams at assisting teachers implement interventions as being minimally 

effective. Finally, no administrator (0%) reported the helpfulness of I&RS teams at assisting 
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teachers implant interventions as being ineffective. These results are discussed in more detail in 

Chapter 5.  

The final section of exploration into research question four dealt with administrative 

perspectives regarding the effectiveness of student problems being resolved by the I&RS 

process. As discussed in other sections of this research, resolution can take on many different 

meanings such as a decrease in grade level attention, decrease in referrals to special education, 

increase in the options of academic programming, increase and student achievement, return to 

the general education setting, or reduction in the number of interventions needed. Figure 19 

shows administrator respondents’ perception of effectiveness of students’ problems being 

resolved.  
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Figure 19 

Administrative Viewpoint: Effectiveness Students’ Problems Being Resolved 

Question 23 – How would you rate the effectiveness of the interventions teams’ practice of 

assisting teachers with solving students’ problems? 

 

Note. This figure displays responses to the survey question, “How would you rate the 

effectiveness of the interventions teams’ practice of assisting teachers with solving students’ 

problems?”  
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 As shown in Figure 19, 45.5% of administrator respondents perceived the I&RS team as 

being highly effective in resolving student problems, 34.3% of administrative respondents 

perceived the I&RS team as being effective in resolving student problems, and 17.2% of 

respondents perceived the I&RS team as being mainly minimally effective in resolving student 

problems. Finally, 3.0% of respondents perceived the I&RS team as being ineffective at 

resolving student problems. Of note, Likert scale responses could possibly take on different 

meanings based on respondents for this question. For example, one respondent may perceive a 

child going through the I&RS process, not finding success, and being referred to the child study 

team as the I&RS process addressing that concern in a highly effective manner. Similarly, 

another respondent may take the very same scenario and perceive it as the I&RS team not 

solving a student’s problem and score that as ineffective. Through the research design utilized, 

one is unable to differentiate between the two possible scenarios. 

Research Question 5 

Research Question 5 stated: Is there a difference in perception of I&RS based on role. 

This section seeks to explore if there is a link between job role and perceived effectiveness of 

I&RS. Based on sampling size, the following job role responses were considered as a teacher 

(non- educational leader): 

• General Education Teacher 

• Learning Disability Teacher Consultant 

• Other – Not Listed 

• Reading Teacher 

• School Counselor 

• School Psychologist 

• Special Education Teacher 
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• STEAM Teacher 

The following job role responses were considered as an administrator (non- educational leader): 

• Principal 

• Other School Administrator  

In an effort to complete a broad analysis into perception of I&RS, the following three 

areas will be: perception of effectiveness of the I&RS team in generating interventions for 

student learning struggles, helpfulness of the I&RS team in assisting teachers implement 

interventions and effectiveness of the student’s problem being resolved. 

 The first section explored for Research Question 5 centers around the effectiveness of the 

I&RS team in generating interventions. Table 12 displays respondents current job role compared 

to viewpoint of effectiveness in generating interventions. A Fisher Exact test for independence 

was applied.  

Table 12 

Fisher Exact Test for Independence: Comparison of Job Role and Perception Regarding 

Effectiveness in Generating Interventions  

 

 
Note. The Fisher exact test statistic value is 0.0207. The result is significant at the p < .05 level. 

Therefore, there is a significant difference between job roles and perception of the I&RS teams’ 

effectiveness at generating interventions 

As demonstrated in Table 12, there is a significant difference (p = .0207) between job 

role and perception of the I&RS teams in generating interventions for students with learning 

struggles. (N = 210) = .0207, P < .05). This indicates that individuals in the teacher job role have 
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a statistically significant difference in perception than those in the administrative job role. These 

results and educational implications are discussed further in Chapter 5.  

The second section examined for Research Question 5 centers around the perception of 

the I&RS team’s level of helpfulness in providing assistance to teachers implementing 

interventions. Table 13 displays respondents current job role compared to perception of 

helpfulness at assisting teachers implement interventions. A Fisher Exact test for independence 

was applied. 

Table 13 

Fisher Exact Test for Independence: Comparison of Job Role and Perception Regarding 

Helpfulness of the Team at Assisting Teachers Implement Interventions.   

 

Note. The Fisher exact test statistic value is 0.0218. The result is significant at the p < .05 level. 

Therefore, there is a significant difference between job roles and perception of the I&RS teams’ 

helpfulness at assisting teachers implement interventions.  

As demonstrated in Table 13, there is a significant difference (p = .0218) between job 

role and perception of the I&RS teams’ helpfulness in assisting teachers implement interventions 

(N = 210) = .0218, P < .05). This indicates that individuals in the teacher job role have a 

statistically significant difference in perception than those in the administrative job role. These 

results and educational implications are discussed further in Chapter 5. 

The second section examined for this research question centers around the perception of 

the I&RS team’s level of helpfulness in providing assistance to teachers implementing 

interventions. Table 14 displays respondents current job role compared to perception of 

helpfulness at assisting teachers implement interventions. A Fisher Exact test for independence 
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was applied. 

Table 14 

Fisher Exact Test for Independence: Comparison of job role and perception regarding overall 

success of I&RS in solving student problems 

 

 

Note. The Fisher exact test statistic value is 0.0084. The result is significant at the p < .05 level. 

Therefore, there is a significant difference between job roles and perception of overall success of 

I&RS in solving student problems.   

As demonstrated in Table 14, there is a significant difference (p = .0084) between job 

role and perception of I&RS teams in solving student problems ((N = 204) = .0084, P < .05). 

This indicates that individuals in the teacher job role have a statistically significant difference in 

perception than those in the administrative job role. This is discussed further in Chapter 5.  

Summary 

 Chapter 4 detailed the data that was collected and analyzed in order to successfully 

answer the five research questions presented in this study. Data was arranged in categorical 

graphs and statistical software was utilized in order to be interpreted. Results from research 

questions one and two allowed for a profile to be developed on I&RS teams in New Jersey 

elementary schools. Results of research questions three and four allowed for further exploration 

into perception of teachers and administrators on workings of their particular I&RS team. 

Finally, results from Research Question 5 displayed that there was a statistically significant 

difference between the job role of teacher and administrator when it came to perception of the 
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work of I&RS teams. Chapter 5 summarizes the findings and conclusion of the research and 

presents recommendations for future research.   
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Chapter 5: Discussion, Conclusions and Recommendations 

In 1989, Carter and Sugai authored a study that resulted in findings of inconsistencies in 

how local districts implemented their state’s policies and recommendations for pre-referral 

teams. The researchers found that the general educator played a crucial role in pre-referral 

interventions and that there was a need for increased cooperation and communication between 

teachers and specialists that included an expanded understanding of how a problem-solving team 

needs to approach intervention work (Carter & Sugai, 1989). 

In 2008, an investigative study was designed by the New Jersey Department of Education 

to gather facts from public school districts on the effects of the implementations of the 

regulations of I&RS and the NJDOE’s best practices model for implementing the I&RS 

regulations (Mascari, 2008).  

Recommendations to complement this study include helping educators focus on specific 

issues, such as determining the internal support needed within a school to increase the I&RS 

program’s effectiveness and providing guidance on I&RS data collection (Mascari, 2008).  

This study followed the Carter and Sugai (1989), Buck et al. (2003), and Mascari (2008) 

studies and focused on the perception of pre-referral teams from the perspective of school district 

personnel. Chapter 5 presents a summary of the findings presented in Chapter 4, as well as 

interpretation of the results. It examines any possible limitations to the study, as well as 

recommendations for further research. Finally, it investigates any implications of the study for 

educators in the field.  
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Interpretations and Assumptions of Findings 

Chapter 4 detailed the categorical data associated with each of the five research questions 

presented in this study. The data used to answer those research questions is interpreted here 

separately, and relevant to each question individually. Conclusions are made based on data and 

the following assumptions:  

• Responses “Highly Effective” and “Effective” are defined and counted as responding 

positively and are combined to show effectiveness.  

• Responses “Minimally Effective” and “Ineffective” are defined and counted as 

responding negatively and are combined to show ineffectiveness. 

• Responses “Highly Proficient” and “Proficient” are defined and counted as responding to 

show proficiency in the area.  

• Responses “Moderately Proficient” and “Minimally Proficient” are defined and counted 

as responding to show less than proficient in the area. 

• Categories with less than 5% of total responses were excluded from large scale 

conclusions. However, they were noted within each section.  

• Total responses indicating 80% or more were classified as occurring “frequently.”  

• Total responses indicating between 65% - 79% were classified as occurring 

“occasionally.” 

• Total responses indicating less than 65% were classified as occurring “infrequently.”  

   



AN EXAMINATION OF PERCEIVED EFFECTIVENES  

Discussion of Findings 

Research Question 1: What is the general composition of I&RS teams in New Jersey 

Elementary schools?  

The designed purpose of Research Question 1 sought out to determine the general 

composition of I&RS teams in New Jersey Elementary Schools. Composition is defined in this 

research to be all encompassing of individuals on the team, intended purposes, vision outcomes 

and methods utilized.  

In terms of how I&RS teams in New Jersey elementary schools (sampling of 210) are 

composed, the researcher was able to build the profile shown in Table 32.  
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Table 15 

Composite Profile of I&RS Teams in New Jersey Elementary Schools 

I&RS teams in New Jersey Elementary schools:  

• Frequently meet on a regular basis in accordance with the provisions of N.J.A.C. 6A:16-

8.1.  

● Frequently have an intended outcome(s) of planning interventions for students who are 

struggling, assisting teachers with interventions and monitoring student progress. 

Infrequently, I&RS Teams had an intended outcome of being limited to a referral tool to 

special education.  

● Occasionally report an increase in student achievement as the end result based on the 

intended purpose. Other reported results of I&RS team practices varied greatly.  

● Frequently utilize a multi-tiered system of support model to manage and address student 

concerns.  

● Occasionally are provided with training as described in the NJDOE’s I&RS Resource 

Manual. The most frequent form of training is local school district provided.  

● Frequently consist of the following individuals as core team members: School principal, 

general education teacher and the school counselor. Occasionally, special education 

teachers are also part of the I&RS Team.  

The following are regular I&RS team practices:  

• 61.5% of respondents indicated that their I&RS team frequently or always utilizes the 

practice of clarifying and defining student problems in order to implement research-based 

interventions.  
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Table 15 (continued) 

• 76.8 % of respondents indicated that their I&RS team frequently or always utilizes the 

practice of ensuring the success of the intervention is effectively measured and 

documented.  

• 85.7 % of respondents indicated that their I&RS team frequently or always utilizes the 

practice of capturing progress monitoring data in the form of graphs, written information, 

or samples of students’ work that can be used effectively to determine intervention needs.  

• 95.7 % of respondents indicated that their I&RS team frequently or always utilizes the 

practice of bringing student data to the initial intervention meeting in order to effectively 

determine student intervention needs.  

• Results varied greatly in regards to collecting data on how the I&RS team self-

assesses/reflects. 21.7 % reported no self-assessment data was collected. 57.9 % 

indicated data was collected to improve implementation and overall effectiveness.  

Note. Composite Profile of I&RS Teams Taken from Results Shown in Chapter 4. 
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The findings in Table 15 support and contradict the research and conclusions found in the 

2008 I&RS Data Collection Project completed by the New Jersey Department of Education 

(Davy et al., 2008). In regard to core members serving on the I&RS team, Table 16 illustrates a 

side-by-side comparison of the findings in the report to the findings of this research, completed 

12 years later.  

Table 16 

Comparison of 2008 Data Collection Study to this Research – Team members 

Feature of Team 2008 Study This Research 

General Education Teacher as part of I&RS 

Team 

93.0% 91.43% 

School Counselor as part of the I&RS Team 78.0% 90.95% 

Individual working under principal license as 

part of team 

60.0% 97.62% 

Special education teacher as part of team 54.0% 77.14% 

Child Study Team member as part of the 

I&RS team 

50.0% 44.59% 

 
Note. The data in the table was taken from the 2008 study authored by the New Jersey 

Department of Education’s Department of Student Services. Comparative data was produced by 

this research.  

Comparatively speaking, the use of the general education teacher as a member of the 

I&RS team has stayed fairly constant. The use of the school counselor has jumped based on the 

current research by about 12%. One possible explanation for this jump could be directly 

impacted by the changing role of the school counselor over the past 10 years (Lambie & 

Williamson, 2004). The most mathematically significant jump came in the inclusion of the 

school principal on the I&RS team. Inclusion of the principal saw approximately a 37% increase 

from 2008 to present. Similar to the counselor, the role of the principal has shifted greatly in the 

past 10–15 years to be a true educational/academic leader (Bradshaw, 2000). With that evolving 

role of the principal, it supports the dramatic increase in inclusion of that role on the I&RS team. 
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Special Education teachers also saw an increase of about 23%, which speaks to special education 

teachers being experts in the area of providing modifications and accommodations. With the role 

of I&RS being to support students and staff in the general education setting, it is logical that 

special education teachers’ participation on I&RS steadily increases. Finally, the only area to see 

a decrease in participation from 2008 to 2020 was the area of inclusion for a Child Study Team 

member (approximately 6%). While this researcher acknowledges that difference could just be 

sampling variability and a result of the unique 210 educator sampling, an alternative could be the 

shifting focus of I&RS in recent times. I&RS has shifted from solely being a vehicle to special 

education to rather a focus on providing general education teachers and students with support 

within their current setting (Gronda, 2012). Regarding the method in which the I&RS team was 

provided training, Table 17 illustrates a side-by-side comparison of the findings in the report to 

the findings of this research, completed 12 years later.    
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Table 17 

Comparison of 2008 Data Collection Study to this Research – Training Method 

Method For Training 2008 Study This Research 

NJDOE Provided Training 53.0% 15.7 % 

Trained but unsure of source 16.0% 20.0% 

Never Trained 5.0% 11.4 % 

Local Training 26.0% 45.7 % 

Other Type of Training X 7.1 % 

 

Note. The data in the table was taken from the 2008 study authored by the New Jersey 

Department of Education’s Department of Student Services. Comparative data was produced by 

this research.  

Comparatively speaking, NJDOE provided training for I&RS team members has 

significantly decreased from the 2008 study to the research found in this study. In 2008, 53% of 

surveyed respondents reported that they had been trained by the NJDOE. Twelve years later, this 

research found that only 15.7 % of respondents had been trained by the NJDOE. The percentage 

of respondents trained but unsure of the source stayed fairly constant at 16.0% in 2008 and 

20.0% found in this research. Locally provided training saw the largest increase with 45.7% of 

respondents responding saying training was provided by their local board of education. 

Comparatively, 26.0% of respondents reported being trained by their local board of education in 

2008. The most concerning statistics of all came in the never trained category. In 2008, 5.0% of 

respondents reported that they had not received any form of training. Twelve years later, 11.4% 

of respondents reported that they had not received any form of training. Being that training on 

I&RS is required under New Jersey Administrative Code, as well as, a research-backed best 

practice to ensure teams are operating properly, this should be a key focus for district leaders.  
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Research Question 2: Which practices are identified by intervention teams as effective in 

New Jersey elementary schools? 

The purpose of this research question was to seek out which practices intervention teams 

across the State of New Jersey find as effective in elementary schools. This research question 

continues the research of Question 1 regarding the general composition of I&RS teams. Utilizing 

results from respondents, effective practices were examined in the following areas: data collected 

at initial referral, specific interventions utilized, ways to measure success, outcomes utilized 

when the student does not make progress and overall intentioned outcomes of the process.  

In regard to which practices intervention teams across the State of New Jersey find as 

effective in elementary schools, the researcher was able to build the profile shown in Table 18. 

Table 18 

Effective Practices of I&RS Teams 

I&RS Teams in New Jersey Elementary Schools implement the following:  

• Differentiated instruction was frequently used as an intervention method to address 

student learning concerns.  

• Behavior Improvement Plans were frequently used as an intervention method to 

address student learning concerns. 

• Counseling, referral for a consult from other professionals and remediation of content 

were occasionally used as an intervention method to address student learning 

concerns. 

• All teams collect information (data) on new referrals to the I&RS team.  

• All teams utilized classroom performance data on new referrals to the I&RS team. 

• A variety of data sources are utilized on referrals: 
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o Frequently used data sources on referrals include: Attendance Information, 

Positive Student Personal Characteristics, Positive Student Environmental 

Characteristics, Medical Information and School Counselor Provided Information.  

o Occasionally used data sources by I&RS teams on referrals include: Negative 

Environmental Characteristics.  

o Infrequently used data by I&RS teams on referrals include: Student conduct 

information and participation in enrichment programs.  

• A variety of methods were utilized to measure intervention success: 

o Frequently used ways to measure success include: Behavioral Data, Instructional 

Based Assessment Data, Informal Observations with Anecdotal Reports. 

o Infrequently used ways to measure success include: Parent Reports/Feedback and 

Final Grade Changes.  

• A variety of methods were available to teams when students did not make progress:  

o I&RS teams frequently use special education referrals as an option when students 

do not show progress.  

o I&RS teams occasionally use a referral to other school-based resources such as  

Reading Specialist, Math Interventionist, Counselor, etc. as an option when 

students did not show progress. 

o I&RS teams infrequently use a referral to outside community-based services when 

students do not show progress.  

Note. Best practices of I&RS Teams taken from results shown in Chapter 4  

 As discussed in Chapter 4, the New Jersey Department of Education provides school 

districts, through its resource manual, a listing of best practices of I&RS teams and a suggested 

format that they should follow. The results in this research directly align with the suggested best 

practices and format that the New Jersey Department of Education suggests.  
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Research Question 3: How do New Jersey Teachers perceive I&RS teams in New Jersey 

Elementary Schools? 

The intended purpose of this research question was to explore how New Jersey 

elementary teachers perceive the I&RS process and overall team. This researcher defined success 

using the following characteristics: teacher viewpoint on overall success of I&RS as a whole, 

effectiveness of the I&RS team in generating interventions for students with learning struggles, 

helpfulness of the I&RS team in assisting teachers implement inventions and effectiveness of 

student problems being resolved.  

 The following represents a summary of teacher perception of the I&RS team and process:  

• 92.0% of teacher respondents reported that the I&RS process is occasionally 

successful.  

• 69.7% of teacher respondents reported that the I&RS team was either effective or 

highly effective in generating interventions for students with learning problems.  

• 63.6 % of teacher respondents reported that the I&RS team was either effective or 

highly effective in assisting teacher implement interventions for students with 

learning problems.  

• 63.6 % of teacher respondents reported that the I&RS team was either effective or 

highly effective in resolving student problems.  

The results found through this research both supports and contradict previous research on this 

subject area. 

Research had previously found that referring teachers (to I&RS) frequently felt they do 

not have the knowledge, skills, or support to ensure proper implementation of the proposed 

interventions (Jennings, 2009). Based on the results of this research, it appears that steps have 

been made to ensure teachers do have the necessary skills and knowledge to implement 
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interventions in his/her classroom. However, the research also indicates a need for continued 

professional development to take place.  

Similarly, Harlacher et al. (2010) found in their research examining the intensity of 

interventions being done in the classroom, that teachers feeling supported is a key to success. It 

was suggested at the time that intervention teams utilized special education teachers, math 

specialists and reading specialists to assist general education teachers with implementation 

interventions. This research supported both the need of teachers requiring assistance to 

implement interventions and the impact on overall success when the assistance is provided. This 

research also concluded that additional professional work has to be done on the part of I&RS 

teams to ensure teachers feel supported and assisted.  

Research Question 4: How do New Jersey Administrators perceive I&RS teams in New 

Jersey Elementary Schools? 

The intended purpose of this research question was to explore how New Jersey 

Administrators perceive I&RS teams in New Jersey elementary schools. This researcher defined 

success using the following characteristics: teacher viewpoint on overall success of I&RS as a 

whole, effectiveness of the I&RS team in generating interventions for students with learning 

struggles, helpfulness of the I&RS team in assisting teachers implement inventions and 

effectiveness of student problems being resolved.  

 The following represents a summary of administrator perception of the I&RS team and 

process:  

• 40.4% of administrator respondents reported that the I&RS processes are always 

successful. 59.6% of administrator respondents reported that the I&RS processes are 

occasionally successful.  

• 79.9% of administrator respondents reported that the I&RS team was either effective 

or highly effective in generating interventions for students with learning problems.  
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• 79.9 % of administrator respondents reported that the I&RS team was either effective 

or highly effective in assisting teacher implement interventions for students with 

learning problems.  

• 79.7 % of administrator respondents reported that the I&RS team was either effective 

or highly effective in resolving student problems.  

Similar to conclusions found in the previous research question from the teacher 

viewpoint, the general profile developed through this research does both support and contradict 

previous research on this topic.   

Research had previously found that referring teachers (to I&RS) frequently do not have 

the knowledge, skills, or support to ensure the proper implementation of the proposed 

interventions (Jennings, 2009). Comparing the findings of this student from the administrator 

perspective to previous research, it appears that great strides have been made to ensure teachers 

do have the necessary skills and knowledge to implement interventions in his/her classroom.  

Like the results found in the teacher perception research question viewpoints from 

Harlacher et al. (2010), research still needs to be an area of focus today. Administrators view that 

the I&RS team is assisting teachers in generating interventions to assist in the classroom. 

However, this research concluded that far more administrators only view the level of assistance 

for teachers and effective compared to highly effective. As Jennings (2009) argued, teachers 

need the support in order to effectively assist in the implementations of interventions within the 

classroom.  

Research Question 5: Is there a difference in perceived effectiveness of I&RS based on 

role? 

The intended purpose of this research question was to explore if there is a difference in 

perceived effectiveness of I&RS based on job role. In an effort to complete a broad analysis into 



AN EXAMINATION OF PERCEIVED EFFECTIVENESS 108

   

 

perception of I&RS, the following three areas will be: Perception of effectiveness of the I&RS 

team in generating interventions for student learning struggles, helpfulness of the I&RS team in 

assisting teachers implement interventions and effectiveness of the student’s problem being 

resolved. 

 The following conclusions can be made regarding a difference in perceived effectiveness 

of I&RS based on role: 

• When respondents were grouped into the job role of teacher or administrator, there is 

a statistical difference (p = .0207) between job role and perception of the I&RS team 

in generating interventions for students with learning problems.  

• When respondents were grouped into the job role of teacher or administrator, there is 

a statistical difference (p = .0218) between job role and perception of the I&RS team 

in helping teachers implement interventions.  

• When respondents were grouped into the job role of teacher or administrator, there is 

a statistical difference (p = .0084) between job role and perception of the I&RS team 

in solving student problems.   

The intended purpose of this research question was to explore if there is a difference in 

perceived effectiveness of I&RS based on job role. Based on results of the three parts analyzed: 

perception of effectiveness of the I&RS team in generating interventions for student learning 

struggles, helpfulness of the I&RS team in assisting teachers implement interventions and 

effectiveness of the student’s problem being resolved, it can be concluded that there is a 

statistically significant difference in how job role (principal and teacher) viewed effectiveness of 

the I&RS team.  
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Limitations of the Study 

The largest limitation to the study was the number of participants that elected to respond. 

The survey was distributed by email to 1,243 principals in the State of New Jersey. These 

principals were asked if they would distribute by an email forward to their staff to complete. Of 

the 1,243 principals that received the email and passed it along, responses were received from 

210 individuals. Based on the design of the survey, the researcher had no avenue to determine if 

the 210 responses were limited to a certain geographic region, socio-economic group or 

overrepresented a certain school district. The limited demographic data from this study draws 

into question the reliability of the sample to draw conclusions for the entire State of New Jersey. 

The study would have been more efficient if both more samples were able to have been obtained 

and geographical questions were added to the survey instrument.  

The survey is based on self-reported answers, specifically to questions that stakeholders 

may relate to their ability to teach and or lead, this may have led to self-bias. Teachers and/or 

principals may have felt pressured to respond in a certain way. Further, many questions took on 

the form of a Likert scale and can be subjective and may vary from one teacher to the next.  

Another limitation may be the mindset of the respondents themselves. All school 

employees are under a considerable amount of stress, with numerous tasks being asked of them 

in a given time. Responding to surveys may be an additional added element that they did not feel 

is necessary or worthwhile to complete. Further, this survey was sent out at the very beginning of 

the COVID-19 pandemic. Within a two-to-three-week period, all of New Jersey Schools closed 

and teachers were forced, without warning, to pivot to remote learning for the first time. Due to 

this unexpected change, possible participants may have elected not to complete the survey. This 

study could have benefited from a larger sample size, especially not just those willing to give 

their time to complete the study.  
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 Finally, the survey instrument utilized mainly limited the study to a qualitative format. 

Stakeholders were sorted into job categories and levels of satisfaction based on preliminary 

information provided. With very few exceptions, there was no component asking for a specific 

reason, motivation, or unique input outside the predetermined choices. While the researcher was 

provided with generalized reasons, a curiosity was developed following the analyzing of results 

regarding why certain options were selected. This can be both a limitation and a recommendation 

for future study, which is described below.  

Recommendations for Practical Application and Further Research  

 A majority of the data produced for this study appears in the qualitative form and was 

used to build a profile of I&RS teams in New Jersey elementary schools. Every school in the 

State of New Jersey is required to have an I&RS team to assist struggling learners. The findings 

of this research can serve school leaders and teachers two purposes: allow for a profile 

comparison of their own school to the results of this study and as a guide for when looking to 

improve the I&RS process from various viewpoints. Further, the survey instrument itself can be 

used as a diagnostic school tool in elementary schools to gauge a more drilled down perception 

of how school staff perceive about the building’s I&RS team. The results produced by such a 

survey instrument could allow for school leaders to plan particular professional development for 

their I&RS team, teaching staff, as well as, allow them to be reflective practitioners when 

assessing their school.  

 The timing of this particular study lends itself to recommendations of research to be done 

in the near future, if possible. The majority of the investigation was conducted during the 2019–

2020 school year. Data was collected within the first few weeks of the entire state switching to a 

virtual format due to the COVID-19 pandemic. At the time the data was collected none of the 

respondents could have imagined that a large number of schools in the State of New Jersey 

would still be operating in the virtual format over one year later. The work of intervention teams 
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in the foreseeable future will be significant to supporting students that have been greatly 

impacted either academically, social, emotionally or in both manners during the COVID-19 time 

period.   

 The researcher recommends a similar study be undertaken measuring teacher perception 

of I&RS at least 6 to 8 months following the return to a traditional school day. Results could be 

significant as it will allow future researchers a window into how well intervention teams did in 

assisting students following the COVID-19 pandemic. 

 Additionally, it is recommended the scope of the study be broadened to include all levels 

of public schools. As noted throughout the literature review, teachers frequently felt they are not 

provided with the necessary knowledge, skills, or support to ensure proper implementation of 

proposed interventions (Jennings, 2009). Jennings research covered a preschool to Grade 12 age 

span. The research conducted in this study was limited to elementary schools. Expansion of the 

research to cover the full grade continuum could only assist and provide more detailed 

information. Further, such additional research would add to the pre-existing body of research and 

allow for comparison, such as the study did, to see progress made since the last investigative 

study of I&RS by the State of New Jersey in 2008.  

 This researcher also recommends further exploring reasoning and perception behind the 

Likert scale questions that were used as part of the survey instrument to gauge teacher 

perception. The use of open-ended questions in a possible case study model could yield more in-

depth results and deeper insight into teacher perception of I&RS teams. Exploring and discussing 

these reasons with teachers and school leaders could lead to further information and guidance in 

the body of work regarding best practices of intervention teams. As educators continue to 

explore and further examine intervention team best practices and examine individual I&RS 

teams within schools, it will in turn have a direct impact on student achievement.
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Conclusion 

Today’s classrooms are rapidly changing and unlike anything that have come before 

them. Therefore, the role and overall idea of a teacher is even more complex and ever-changing. 

Meeting the educational, behavioral, and overall social emotional needs of every student is 

difficult and at times, can be an overwhelming undertaking. As the accountability movement in 

education intensifies, school leaders are facing increasing pressure to produce positive 

achievement results for all students (Rafoth & Foriska, 2006).  

 The purpose of this study sought out to accomplish three goals: construct a general 

profile of I&RS teams in New Jersey elementary schools, conducted an examination from the 

teacher and administrator perception of the I&RS team and finally, explore if there is a 

difference in perception of I&RS practices team between the teachers and administrator job role.  

 The first goal allowed for a profile to be developed on I&RS teams that illustrated how 

often intervention teams meet, intended outcomes in the intervention team, most common result 

based on those intended outcomes, use of multi-tiered system as a support to address concerns, 

how general training is provided, common team members, various intervention team practices 

and finally, how information collected is used to evaluate the effectiveness of I&RS. 

 The second goal allowed for an examination from the teacher and administrator 

perception of the I&RS team. Results were examined from each perspective on the viewpoint of 

overall success of interest as a whole, effectiveness of the I&RS team and generating energy 

pensions for students with learning struggles, helpfulness of the I&RS team and assisting 

teachers implement select interventions and effectiveness of student problems being resolved. In 

almost all cases, the result supported a higher proportion of school leaders viewing I&RS teams 

as effective compared to that of the teacher role.  

 The final goal explored if there is a difference in the perception of the I&RS based upon 

job role. Three key areas were analyzed: perception of effectiveness of the I&RS team at 
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generating interventions for student struggling, helpfulness of the I&RS team in assisting 

teachers implement interventions and effectiveness of the student’s problem being resolved. 

Statistical results showed there is a difference based on job role in perception of effectiveness of 

the I&RS team and generating interventions for struggling students, there is a statistical 

difference in job role for helpfulness of the I&RS team and assisting teachers implement 

interventions and finally there is a statistically significant different in effectiveness of the 

student’s problem being resolved. Therefore, the conclusion was drawn that based on the data in 

the sample there is a statistically significant difference in perception of the I&RS team based on 

job role. This study has contributed to the research into intervention teams by building a profile 

of practices found in New Jersey elementary schools in the year 2020 and examining teacher 

perception of such teams and practices. Future studies must examine if I&RS teams continue to 

move towards research proven best practices discussed in the literature review. Finally, as the 

impact of the COVID-19 pandemic begins to be shown in our schools, the value of the I&RS 

team and its impact on students will be fully shown.  
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Appendix A: Informed Consent 
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Appendix B: Survey Instrument 
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Appendix C: Authorization of Survey Use 

 

Thank you for contacting me. You have my permission to use the survey instrument and I would 

certainly be interested in 

your findings. 

Good luck on your study. 

Dr. Brendle 

Janna Brendle, Ph.D. 

Associate Professor 

Texas Tech University 

College of Education 

P O Box 41071, Lubbock, TX 79409 

Ph. 806-834-2763 

________________________________ 

From: Michael Nicosia <mnicosia@pthsd.net> 

Sent: Friday, July 26, 2019 10:00:50 AM 

To: Brendle, Janna <Janna.Brendle@ttu.edu> 

Subject: Request For Survey Use 

Dr. Brendle: 

I am a doctoral student at Centenary University, NJ, currently completing a research study 

surrounding Student 

Intervention teams at the Elementary Level in New Jersey. I have enjoyed reading your 

dissertation and am seeking your 

permission to utilize your survey instrument titled: Student Intervention Team Practices and 

Effectiveness in Rural 

Elementary Schools in Texas as my data collection instrument. I would be happy to share my 

findings and how they apply 

to New Jersey Elementary Schools at the conclusion of the study. 

Thank you, 

Mike Nicosia 

-- 

Michael Nicosia, Principal 

Troy Hills Elementary School 

Phone: 973-428-7588 x 2001 

Email: mnicosia@pthsd.net<mailto:mnicosia@pthsd.net> 

Follow our Tigers in action on 

Instagram: TroyHillsSchool 

 

Hello Michael, 

Of course you may use my survey. If there is anything I can do to help 

please let me know. 

Best of luck and keep working. 

Denise Cleveland 

On Fri, Jul 26, 2019, 11:35 AM Michael Nicosia <mnicosia@pthsd.net> wrote: 

> Dr. Cleveland, 

>> 

I am a doctoral student at Centenary University, Hackettstown NJ, 

> currently completing a research study surrounding perceived effectiveness 
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> of I&RS teams in New Jersey. 

>> 

I have enjoyed reading your dissertation and am seeking your permission to 

> utilize your survey instrument titled: I&RS Team Coordinator Survey as a 

> portion of my data collection instrument. I would be happy to share my 

> findings at the conclusion of my study. 

>> 

Best, 

> Mike Nicosia 

>> 

-- 

> Michael Nicosia, Principal 

> Troy Hills Elementary School 

> Phone: 973-428-7588 x 2001 

> Email: mnicosia@pthsd.net 

> Follow our Tigers in action on 

> Instagram: TroyHillsSchool 

> 

-- 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTE: The information 

transmitted, including 

attachments, is intended only for the person or entity 

to which it is 

addressed and may contain confidential and/or privileged 

material. Any 

review, retransmission, dissemination or other use of, or taking 

of any 

action in reliance upon this information by persons or entities other 

than 

the intend recipient is prohibited. If you received this in error, please 

contact the sender and destroy any copies of this information. 

  



AN EXAMINATION OF PERCEIVED EFFECTIVENESS 137

   

 

Appendix D: Introductory Email for Survey 
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Appendix E: Centenary University Institutional Review Board Approval 
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Appendix F: Designation of Survey Questions to Research Questions 

Research Question & Areas of 

Interest 

Survey Question Intended 

Statistical 

Analysis 

Question 1 - General 

Composition of I&RS Team 

Question 6 - Meetings 

Question 7 - Intended Outcome 

Question 12 - Intended Purpose 

Question 14 - General Methods Used 

Question 15 - Training Provided 

Question 16 - Members Involved 

Question 26 - Analysis by I&RS Team 

Question 27 - Measurable  

Question 28 - Student Data Presentation 

Question 29 - Forms of Data Presented 

Question 30 - Revisions to Original 

Plan 

Question 31 - Reflections 

Use of 

descriptive 

statistics and 

categorical 

graphs 

Question 2 - What practices are 

identified by intervention teams 

as being effective in New Jersey 

elementary schools? 

Question 8 - Practices Utilized 

Question 9 - Data Collected  

Question 10 - Effectiveness Measure 

Question 11 - Additional Options  

Question 12 - Intervention Opinion  

Question 13 - Judgement  

 

Use of 

descriptive 

statistics and 

categorical 

graphs 

Question 3 - How do New Jersey 

teachers perceive I&RS teams in 

New Jersey Elementary Schools? 

Question 2 - Current Role 

Compared to  

Question 13 - Judgement of Team 

Question 22 - Capturing of Students 

Question 23 - Teachers Assistance  

Question 24 - Academic Assistance 

Question 25- Classroom Interventions 

 

Question 4 & 5 used for further analysis 

Use of 

descriptive 

statistics and 

categorical 

graphs 

Question 4 - How do New Jersey 

administrators perceive I&RS 

teams in New Jersey Elementary 

Schools? 

Question 2 - Current Role 

Compared to  

Question 13 - Judgement of Team 

Question 22 - Capturing of Students 

Question 23 - Teachers Assistance  

Question 24 - Academic Assistance 

Question 25- Classroom Interventions 

 

Question 4 & 5 used for further analysis 

Use of 

descriptive 

statistics and 

categorical 

graphs 
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Question 5 - Is there a difference 

in perceived effectiveness of 

I&RS teams based on role? 

Question 2 - Current Role 

Question 22 - Capturing of Students 

Question 23 – Helpfulness of Team  

Question 24 – Resolving Problems 

 

Question 4 & 5 used for further analysis 

Use of 

descriptive 

statistics, 

categorical 

graphs and Fisher 

Test.  
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