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States’ Response to Intervention (RtI) 
Funding Streams

Date April 25, 2008

Request What recommendations, guidance, or policy documents regarding local funding of RtI 
initiatives have been provided by states to their districts and schools?

Summary Considerable variation occurs among states’ RtI implementation plans, as well as their 
stages/levels of implementation. Likewise, there is variation among the state depart-
ments of education in the guidance they provide for schools and districts regarding fund-
ing for RtI initiatives. The majority of states reviewed recommend the use of IDEA funds, 
title funds, or other existing federal or state funds to support RtI.

Summary of Information Search

TXCC staff searched the Web sites of various state departments of education to access RtI manuals and 
policy documents that provide guidance to districts and schools implementing RtI. Once located, these 
documents were examined for guidance on funding streams for implementing RtI suggested by that state 
to its local education agencies.

If no appropriate documents were found on state Web sites, staff sent e-mails to the directors of curricu-
lum and/or special education divisions, if an address could be located. Twenty-three e-mails were sent 
requesting information on RtI funding; answers were received for six of those.

In addition, various organizations and centers with staff knowledgeable on the topic were contacted via   
e-mail. The following organizations were contacted: the National Center on Response to Intervention, Cen-
ter on Instruction, National Comprehensive Center for Teacher Quality, RtI Network at the National Center 
on Learning Disabilities (NCLD), Council of Administrators of Special Education (CASE), IDEA Partnership at 
the National Association of State Directors of Special Education, National Research Center on Learning Dis-
abilities (NRCLD), and the Southeast Regional Resource Center (SERRC).

Researchers who are currently conducting work on this topic were also contacted via e-mail: Dr. George 
Batsche, professor at the University of South Florida and co-director of the Institute for School Reform; Dr. 
Dan Reschly, professor at Vanderbilt University; and Dr. Joe Witt, senior scientist at iSTEEP Learning.

Lastly, a request for information on funding streams for implementing RtI was sent to the U.S. Department 
of Education.
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Introduction

Considerable variation occurs among states’ RtI implementation plans, as well as their stages/levels of 
implementation. Some states are in the initial stages of state board adoption of RtI; others are in the begin-
ning stages of RtI implementation; while others are scaling up. Likewise, there is variation among the state 
departments of education in the guidance they provide for schools and districts regarding funding for RtI 
initiatives. Sources of variability in states’ policies and guidance include funding formulas, funding streams, 
available resources, and adoption/implementation stage. 

Both SERRC and NCCTQ pointed out that IDEA allows districts to allocate 5% of Part B flow-through funds 
for professional development. These funds can be used for professional development and support for 
implementation of an RtI plan. Both also noted that districts can also use up to �5% of special education 
funds to “support implementation, prevention, and early identification, and early treatment interventions in 
general education” (NCCTQ, April �, 2008). Most states did include these sources of funding in their recom-
mendations to local districts and schools.

“Each state’s RtI implementation plan varies, as does available resources, support, and funding. 
Some states have elected to fund centers to establish specific training, others have developed 
local education agency (LEA) sub grants, and others have provided guidance on reallocating 
existing resources…” 

         (NCCTQ, April �, 2008)

IDEA 2004, Part B, Sec. 300.226 provides more information regarding the use of special education funds for 
Early Intervening Services (EIS). The section addresses the needs of students who are not currently identi-
fied as needing special education or related services, but who need additional academic and behavioral 
support to succeed in a general education environment.
(Accessible at http://idea.ed.gov/explore/view/p/,root,regs,300,C,300%252E226,)
 

States’ Policies and Guidance

Summary 

Nearly all states reviewed have policies or guidelines recommending the use of IDEA funding for RtI, as 
shown in the table below. Also, though not found in a written policy, in Wisconsin, at least one Cooperative 
Education Service Agency has used IDEA EIS funds for an RtI initiative—the REACh Initiative in CESA #�. In 
addition, most states indicated that existing state or federal funds (either title or unspecified) are or can be 
used to support RtI.

Some state departments of education (e.g., Colorado, Illinois) have given districts the responsibility and 
flexibility of determining how to fund RtI, thereby making it a local decision left to the districts. In this case, 
districts are encouraged to examine various federal and state funding formulas as possible sources for 
implementing RtI. Other states, especially those requiring RtI implementation (e.g., Delaware, West Virginia), 
provide stronger guidance on how various funding streams should be used to serve all types of students 
and provide professional development to staff. Other states (e.g., Florida, Nebraska) have directed districts 
to reallocate financial and personnel resources to implement RtI, pointing out that many of the needed 
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resources already exist in the current state staff and funding streams. In a few states (Louisiana, Tennes-
see) school districts are directed to pool and blend resources in a collaborative manner to implement RtI. 
Finally, West Virginia allows some Medicaid funds to be used for supporting RtI.

One interesting approach is a local education district in Minnesota that received RtI funding directly from 
the state’s legislature. In 2007, the Minnesota legislature allocated one million dollars to the St. Croix River 
Education District (SCRED) to fund the Minnesota Response to Intervention Center. The SCRED worked 
with legislators to develop an RtI/Early Intervening bill. School districts go through an application process 
to receive funds. The center provides coaching and professional development for 37 schools in various 
stages of RtI implementation around the state. Although the center is not affiliated with the Minnesota 
Department of Education they do work collaboratively. Information about this project may be found at 
http://www.scred.k�2.mn.us/School/Index.cfm/go:site.Page/Page:3/Area:4/index.html

Table � illustrates various funding sources and the states that recommend each source as a possible means 
of supporting RtI initiatives at the local level.

* Information was obtained from sources listed in the Resources section of this document. Because RtI is a recent and rapidly 
evolving initiative, it is possible that some of the states highlighted in this table may have modified their policy or guidance to 
districts on this topic since this information was retrieved.
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Individual State Responses

More detailed information about the states and their policies and guidance is provided below. URLs for ac-
cessing the documents mentioned can be found in the Resources section of this document.

Alaska Department of Education & Early Development
At the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Winter Conference hosted by the Alaska Department of Education & 
Early Development, the Funding for Response to Intervention (RtI)—Considerations in Title 1 Schools (January 
�7, 2008) document was disseminated. This funding document from the department’s NCLB Roundtable 
conference is a useful resource.

Colorado Department of Education
Response to Intervention (RtI), A Practitioner’s Guide to Implementation (2008) is the Colorado’s guidance docu-
ment to districts implementing RtI. The state’s position is that determining how to fund RtI is a local, district 
decision. Districts should examine various federal funding formulas, such as the IDEA (2004) �5% Part B 
allocation for EIS and Title I funds as possible sources for RtI implementation funds.

Delaware Department of Education
In Delaware, districts are required to implement RtI for all elementary schools no later than the beginning 
of the 2008–2009 school year. For middle and high schools, districts must implement RtI no later than the 
beginning of the 2009–20�0 school year. The department has provided districts with guidance on how var-
ious funding streams could be used to serve all types of students and provide professional development 
to staff. The various suggested funding streams are as follows: (�) IDEA �5% EIS allocation; (2) title programs 
(i.e. Title I School-wide and Targeted Assistance, Title II, Title III, Title V Innovative Programs); (3) state funds; 
(4) extra time funds; (5) curriculum and professional development funds; (6) Student Discipline Program 
funds; (7) school improvement funds; (8) Reading First; and (9) Early Intervention Reading funds.

Florida Department of Education 
Florida’s technical assistance paper, The Response to Intervention (RtI) Model (February 2006) provides dis-
tricts with guidance on funding RtI. This document states that districts will operate an RtI model within 
the current funding structure in the state of Florida. Districts are also advised to utilize funding streams 
such as the Title I, Supplemental Academic Instruction (SAI) funds, Reading FEFP, and IDEA discretionary 
(flow-through) money, which allows for up to �5% of the Part B allocation to be used for early intervening 
services. 

Idaho Department of Education
The Idaho Special Education Manual (2007) proposes that districts and schools use the early intervening 
services funds to support interventions identified by the general education problem-solving team, as 
specified in IDEA, section 300.266

Illinois State Board of Education
The Illinois State Board of Education (ISBE) adopted RtI as a general education initiative to improve educa-
tional outcomes for all students. In Illinois, districts have the responsibility and flexibility to align available 
resources to support the full implementation of their RtI plans. Districts are asked to plan for the possible 
use of various funding sources to support RtI training and implementation. The state’s RtI guidance docu-
ment, the Illinois State Response to Intervention (RtI) Plan (2008), provides districts with information on vari-
ous funding streams and how they may be utilized to support RtI initiatives. Sources include federal funds 
(Titles I, II, III, IDEA), district general funds, and ISBE funds. 
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Dr. George Batsche, Professor at the University of South Florida, in an e-mail communication concerning 
funding for RtI plans, stated, “Illinois is funding theirs through an OSEP grant…” (March 25, 2008)

Louisiana Department of Education 
RtI is implemented as part of Louisiana’s literacy plan, which is currently piloted in several schools and 
districts. In the Louisiana Literacy Plan (pages 54 –76), the department’s guidance on fiscal resources recom-
mends collaboration in supporting RtI activities. Through an application process, competitive priority is 
given to schools and districts willing to explore collaboration of district resources, including NCLB and IDEA 
funds, for implementing the RtI model. Participating districts and schools are required to work together 
to identify potential funding sources and other resources that can be utilized. In addition, they must be 
flexible in transferring funds from one federal program to another so that dollars can be utilized most ef-
fectively. 

Nebraska Department of Education
The Nebraska Response-to-Intervention Technical Assistance Document (“Hold Harmless” section on page 
20), discusses the financial implications of implementing RtI. The department’s guidance to districts is to 
reallocate financial and personnel resources to implement RtI, because many of the needed resources al-
ready exist in current staff and funding streams. Districts are advised to use up to �5% of Part B IDEA funds 
for early intervening services for students in kindergarten through grade �2, as outlined in IDEA, section 
300.266. In addition, Nebraska’s Commissioner of Education, in an RtI videoconference in 2005, directed 
districts to use up to �5% of their IDEA funds as well as 5% of state funds on RtI activities. 

New York State Education Department
A memo hosted on New York’s department of education Web site, dated April 2008, encourages all school 
districts to implement RtI programs in their schools. The memo states that additional guidance will be is-
sued and that a technical assistance center will be established. The state will provide funding to �4 schools 
to start model RtI programs and post additional information about funding on their Web site, http://www.
vesid.nysed.gov/specialed/timely.htm

North Dakota Department of Public Instruction
The department’s guidance to districts is to plan for the possible use of the various funding streams to sup-
port school districts’ RtI efforts. Funding streams and other avenues that may be used to support RtI may 
include (�) federal title funds (Title II A, Title V); (2) IDEA Part B; (3) Rural Education Achievement Program 
(REAP) Initiative; (4) program improvement funds; and (5) general funds. In addition they recommend 
transferability funds, which allows larger urban districts to combine some of the federal funding under 
several titles and use these funds for any authorized activity. Another program, Pool Your Resources, allows 
school districts to pool their resources to share services among several schools.

In its RTI Implementation Plan (Section V, pages 5–6), the department pledged to support schools imple-
menting RtI by providing trainers, training facilities, and training materials. However, participating schools 
are responsible for travel expenses to attend meetings and trainings, as well as any substitute teacher pay 
that may be necessary.

South Dakota Department of Education
The 2007 document, Response to Intervention: South Dakota Model, recommends that districts consider 
various funding sources to implement RtI. The possible funding sources outlined in the document are as 
follows: general funds and funds from special education (�5% of Part B funds for EIS); NCLB Title I Part A 
(School-wide, Targeted Assistance) and Part B (Reading First); Title II A (professional development) and D 
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(technology assistance); Title III (Language English Proficient interventions); Title IV (Positive Behavior Inter-
vention Support), and Title V (up to 27 various allowable activities).

In addition, the department asks eligible districts to use the flexibility provisions provided through REAP to 
fund RtI activities. REAP allows districts that meet the eligibility requirements to combine Titles IIA, IID, III, 
IVA, and V funds to support allowable activities. 

Tennessee Department of Education
Tennessee developed the document, Frequently Asked Questions About RtI in Tennessee, which addresses 
questions about how districts can fund RtI. The state’s guidance on funding RtI processes is to utilize �5% 
of special education funds for early intervening services. Schools that designate funds for EIS must have a 
specific plan for how this will be accomplished. Additionally, districts are expected to implement RtI pro-
cesses by blending numerous funding sources in a collaborative manner. 

Virginia Department of Education
Virginia’s RtI guidance document, Responsive Instruction: Refining Our Work of Teaching All Children, Virginia’s 
“Response to Intervention” Initiative, provides districts with directions on how to fund RtI implementation. 
Districts are advised to use Title I funds to support students in general education classrooms and to pro-
vide supplemental instruction to students who are under age 2� and are not meeting benchmarks in Tier � 
instruction. Under certain conditions, school divisions are allowed to use the federal IDEA 2004 Part B funds 
for initiatives (such as RtI practices) not strictly for students with disabilities. 

In addition, the Early Intervention Reading Initiative (EIRI) provides incentive funding for school divisions 
to provide 2 �⁄2 hours a week of Tier 2 supplemental-targeted instruction in reading in grades K-3. EIRI 
funds can also be merged or pooled with Title I funds to plan both Tier 2 and 3 interventions in reading. 
The department described the various ways that the EIRI incentive funding might be used to support RtI 
activities.

Washington Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction
Using Response to Intervention (RTI) for Washington’s Students guides districts to use the EIS funds (up to �5% 
of IDEA Part B funds) to support RtI and the development of RtI practices. School districts are also encour-
aged to consider how other federal and state funding sources can supplement implementation of Tier III 
for struggling students not eligible for special education services. 

West Virginia Department of Education
The West Virginia Response to Intervention: An Implementation and Technical Assistance Guide for Districts and 
Schools states that schools may use up to �5% of the amount it receives under IDEA Part B to support an 
RtI model for early literacy intervention. These funds may also be used for prevention components such 
as staffing, substitutes, materials/equipment and other related expenditures. Schools eligible for funding 
under Title I may also use those funds to support RtI activities. Because IDEA 2004 Section 6�2 (a)(�2)(A)(i) 
requires interagency coordination and shared financial responsibilities for children with disabilities, Medic-
aid reimbursement can be used for RtI support.

Furthermore, the department provides a variety of supports and resources to selected pilot elementary 
schools and districts, for example, partial funding to implement RtI, as well as grants to support start-up 
costs and professional development. The department encourages schools and districts to transition out of 
the traditional model of grouping students for services by funding sources (e.g., Title �); instead, students 
should be grouped for services by specific instructional needs.
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Upcoming Events on RtI Funding

Two upcoming events related to RtI funding may be of interest:

National Research Center on Learning Disabilities (NRCLD)
The NRCLD RtI Community of Practice teleconference on June �6th will be about Title I and RtI. Ruth Ryder 
will present. The teleconference meetings are usually held at 2:30 p.m. EST on the scheduled date. To join, 
call �-888-742-8686.

National Center on Response to Intervention
In late spring the RTI Center will have a webcast on EIS and Title I funding for RtI available on their Web site. 
(http://www.rti4success.org)

The center is housed at the American Institutes for Research in Washington, DC. It is supported by the U.S. 
Department of Education, Office of Special Education Programs.

Resources

�.     Alaska Department of Education & Early Development. (2008, January). Funding for response to intervention 
(RtI)—Considerations in Title I schools. Retrieved March 27, 2008, from http://www.eed.state.ak.us/nclb/2008wc/Fund-
ing_for_RTI_Title_I_Schools.pdf

2.     Colorado Department of Education. (2008). Response to intervention (RtI): A practitioner’s guide to implementation. 
Retrieved March 27, 2008, from http://www.cde.state.co.us/cdegen/downloads/RtIGuide.pdf 
See page �5 of guide.

3.     Delaware Department of Education. (n.d.). District RTI team planning session presentations and handouts. Retrieved 
March 27, 2008, from http://www.doe.k�2.de.us/programs/profdev/rti_docs.shtml
Scroll to “Presentations” and click on “RtI Funding Resources.”

4.     DeLorenzo, J.P., & Stevens, J.C. (New York State Education Department). (2008, April). Implementation of response to 
intervention programs (Memo). Retrieved from http://www.vesid.nysed.gov/specialed/publications/policy/RTI.htm.

5.     Florida Department of Education. (2006, February). The response to intervention (RtI) model (Technical Assistance 
Paper �2740, FY 2006-8). Retrieved March 27, 2008, from http://www.fldoe.org/ese/pdf/y2006-8.pdf 
See the “Question and Answer” section on page �2.

6.     Idaho State Department of Education. (2007). Idaho special education manual. Retrieved March 27, 2008, from 
http://www.sde.idaho.gov/SpecialEducation/manual.asp
See Chapter 3, Section B on page 23.

7.     Illinois State Board of Education. (2008, January). Illinois state response to intervention (RtI) plan. Retrieved March 27, 
2008, from http://www.isbe.net/pdf/rti_state_plan.pdf
See “Funding Sources” on page 8.

8.     Louisiana Department of Education. (2006, September). Louisiana literacy plan. Retrieved March 27, 2008, from 
http://www.louisianaschools.net/lde/uploads/8629.pdf
See pages 54–76 of plan.
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9.     Nebraska Department of Education. (2006, June). Response-to-intervention: Technical assistance document. 
Retrieved March 27, 2008, from http://rtinebraska.unl.edu/tech_assistance.html
See “Hold Harm” section on page 20.

�0.     North Dakota Department of Public Instruction. (n.d.). North Dakota Department of Public Instruction RTI imple-
mentation plan. Retrieved March 27, 2008, from www.dpi.state.nd.us/speced/personnel/plan.pdf
See Section V, pages 5–6.

��.     South Dakota Department of Education. (2007, August). Response to intervention: South Dakota model—Draft. 
Retrieved March 27, 2008, from http://doe.sd.gov/oess/specialed/forms/RtI/docs/RTI.Draft.8.�6.07.pdf
See “Administrative Considerations for Implementing RtI Model,” pages B–C.

�2.     St. Croix, River Education District (SCRED), Minnesota Department of Education. (n.d.). MN response to interven-
tion center (Web page). Retrieved March 2008, from http://www.scred.k�2.mn.us/School/Index.cfm/go:site.Page/
Page:3/Area:4/index.html

�3.     Tennessee Department of Education. (n.d.). Frequently asked questions about RTI in Tennessee. Retrieved March 27, 
2008, from http://www.loudoncounty.org/ourpages/auto/2007/5/�5/��7928�8830�0/RTI_State_Department_FAQ_
s.pdf.

�4.     Virginia Department of Education. (2007, October). Responsive instruction: Refining our work of teaching all chil-
dren; Virginia’s “response to intervention” initiative. Retrieved March 27, 2008, from http://www.doe.virginia.gov/VDOE/
studentsrvcs/rti_guidance_document.pdf
See “Funding” section in Chapter 7, pages 52–54.

�5.     Washington Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction. (2006, July). Using response to intervention (RTI) for 
Washington’s students. Retrieved March 27, 2008, from http://www.k�2.wa.us/SpecialEd/RTI.aspx
Scroll to “Entire Manual”; see page ��.

�6.     West Virginia Department of Education. (2006, October). West Virginia response to intervention: An implementation 
and technical assistance guide for districts and schools. Retrieved from http://wvde.state.wv.us/ose/RtiImpGuide9�906.
DOC
See “Funding,” Section V, page 28.

�7.     Wisconsin Cooperative Educational Service Agency #�. (n.d.). Responsive education for all children (REACh) Initia-
tive (Web page). Retrieved April 23, 2008, from http://cesa�.wicenterfored.org/Services/responsetointervention2htm.
htm.

E-mail responses received

Indiana
Indiana Department of Education

“LEAs can apply for grants to use for the development or scaling up of evidence based practices and we also plan to 
investigate a new funding formula for special education in the fall.”

Kentucky
Kentucky Department of Education

“We currently do not have a budget set aside for RtI exclusively. We are just doing the work and providing informa-
tion to our districts along with our other work. Additionally, since Kentucky is not viewing RtI as a special education 
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initiative, the majority of the work and information is coming form our Office of Teaching and Learning and Office of 
School Improvement.”

Nevada
Nevada Department of Education

“The NDE provides grants to districts to fund the roll-out of the Instructional Consultation team model for RTI. Cur-
rently, �2 of Nevada’s �7 school district take advantage of this opportunity.”

Oregon
Oregon Department of Education
Office of Student Learning & Partnerships

“Oregon’s RTI Initiative is funded through IDEA discretionary money. I have attached a link to our website as well.
http://www.ode.state.or.us/search/page/?id=3�5”

Vermont
Vermont Department of Education

“Vermont funded several pilot sites and numerous other state sponsored activities for RtI with Part B discretionary 
funds. State and local education and special education funds have been used by schools. We are currently funding 
some RtI related activities with our SPDG.”

Wyoming
Wyoming Department of Education
Special Programs Unit 

“We encourage our districts to use their Early Intervening Service (EIS) funds for RTI (�5% of their Part B 6�� funds). In 
addition, the RTI process is supported with other federal funding streams where appropriate – Title I, Title II (teacher 
training), Title III – in interventions and staff development efforts. The funding model supported by the State of Wyo-
ming also includes funds for each district to use for students who are identified as at risk for academic failure. Districts 
have the latitude to determine how those funds will be used to meet the needs of students through a system of 
providing interventions (instructional and behavioral). Federal, State and local funds support the implementation of 
RTI in any district that is developing this system. In addition, the State is providing technical assistance and training in 
the implementation of the RTI process through our State Personnel Development Grant (SPDG). We train through a 
cohort model, adding new schools each year. The initiative is moving into its third year.”


