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Abstract

The collection of student data through screening and progress monitoring of social and emotional learning (SEL) skills
is just as important as the implementation of curriculum and practices. Monitoring skill acquisition allows teachers to
identify effective practices, provide intervention, and intensify support for students who need it. In this article, we provide
a practical demonstration of how to make instructional decisions based on screening and progress monitoring of student

SEL skill acquisition.
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Student screening and progress monitoring data have
become widely deployed educational practices in general
and special education classrooms. Data use is particularly
important for special education teachers, as a 2017 Supreme
Court ruling (Endrew F. v. Douglas County School District,
2017) determined that “reasonably calculated” appropriate
progress unique to each child with disabilities must be
made, increasing the urgency of systematic progress moni-
toring. In response to evolving policy and practice impera-
tives, research (e.g., Ardoin et al., 2013) and guidance (e.g.,
National Center for Intensive Intervention [NCII], 2013) on
the effective applications of academic progress monitoring
have emerged.

As a result, in academic subject areas, educators have
reasonably sound tools to screen children who may have
difficulties and monitor the progress of students who are
receiving intensive support beyond general education
instruction (NCII, 2013). Although functional behavior
analysis has been available for the most intensive students
for years, the use of progress monitoring data for behavioral
decision-making remains an area in need of further research
and guidance (Bruhn & McDaniel, 2021). Recently, Bruhn
and colleagues (2018) provided a step-by-step guide to
data-based decision-making related to behavioral interven-
tion. Such guidance has not yet been described for social
and emotional learning (SEL) interventions (McKown,
2019; Soland et al., 2022).

In contrast to the problem-solving approach of behav-
ioral intervention, SEL provides explicit instruction to sup-
port the development of a discrete set of skills that helps

students engage in age-appropriate and socially acceptable
behaviors (i.e., self-awareness, self-management, respon-
sible decision-making, social awareness, and relationship
skills; Weissberg et al., 2013). SEL instruction is linked to
positive academic, behavioral, and mental health outcomes
for students (Corcoran et al., 2018; Korpershoek et al.,
2016). Students who receive SEL intervention have
improved academic performance (Bavarian et al., 2013),
SEL skills and attitudes (Brackett et al., 2012), and behav-
ior (Portnow et al., 2015). As SEL instruction builds this
unique set of skills, corresponding measures, goals, and
guidelines are necessary (McKown & Herman, 2020).
Accordingly, in the present article, we provide steps for
data use for SEL within the context of multitiered systems
of support (MTSS). Specifically, we describe how to use
(a) screening data to identify at-risk students in need of
Tier 2 intervention and (b) progress monitoring data to
make data-based decisions on when and how to provide
intensive, individualized Tier 3 intervention for students
who do not respond to Tier 2 intervention. We provide a
hypothetical case study throughout to illustrate each of the
steps discussed.
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Using Screening Data to Identify
At-Risk Students

Within the context of MTSS in general (i.e., academic and
behavioral interventions of increasing intensity), all stu-
dents in the classroom receive Tier 1 instruction or the core
curriculum. While receiving Tier 1 instruction, all students
are screened. Some of those students are identified as being
at risk of not meeting end-of-year goals without instruc-
tional change, indicating a need for targeted Tier 2 inter-
vention delivered in small group formats. In academic
content areas, students are typically administered brief
screening measures that directly assess a broad scope of
component skills at the beginning, middle, and end of year.
Students are flagged as being at risk if they perform below
a certain level that is based on a predetermined benchmark
goal. Behavioral screening, while not as prevalent as aca-
demic screening, involves choosing a brief measure of
behavior and determining a threshold for student risk.

Screening for SEL skill development is not yet common
practice, however (McKown, 2019). Aligned with MTSS
for academics, the purpose of SEL screening is to determine
students who have underdeveloped SEL skills based on
their developmental level. Like MTSS for behavior, deter-
mining the risk of SEL requires procedures that include
selecting a tool that will provide the necessary information
and determining a threshold for student risk.

Step |: Select a Tool

To screen students for risk, a measurement tool must first be
selected. Table 1 describes several types of assessment that
may be used for SEL screening. Direct assessment is one
way to determine a student’s SEL competence. Students
may be directly assessed on their skills based on responses
to hypothetical scenarios and their interaction with tasks
(e.g., SELweb; McKown et al., 2016; Russo et al., 2019).
Self-rating is another way in which students may be
assessed. Students may rate the frequency or the amount to
which they agree with a statement related to an SEL behav-
ior, value, attitude, or belief (e.g., Devereaux Student
Strengths Assessment; LeBuffe et al., 2009). Finally,
teacher and/or parent rating scales may be used as screeners
to evaluate student SEL competence. With these assess-
ments, teachers and/or parents rate students based on a dis-
crete set of observable skills (e.g., Social Skills Improvement
System Rating Scale [SSIS]; Gresham & Elliott, 2008).
Some assessments also allow for the triangulation of data
from the teacher, parent, and student (e.g., SSIS).

To select an appropriate tool for screening, there are sev-
eral considerations to keep in mind. One important consid-
eration is the developmental level of your students. For
students at a lower developmental level (i.e., below Grade
3), self-ratings may not be appropriate as the ability to

evaluate one’s own competence relies on self-awareness
skills that students may not yet readily possess (McKown,
2019). In addition, consideration of whether triangulation
of data gathered from various perspectives (i.c., teacher,
parent, student) may provide a better understanding com-
pared with one source alone is warranted.

Developmental level is an important consideration when
considering whether student-level data are obtainable.
There are also instances where parent data may not provide
the information needed. For example, a student may only
interact with peers in the school setting. In this case, parent
ratings may not provide information that can be used to
determine student risk in this area. Finally, if a student
exhibits behavior in one class and not others, it may not be
necessary to gather data from teachers who do not observe
the student’s behaviors. Teacher rating and direct assess-
ment may be used across developmental levels and selected
based on the student’s grade and age level, but some stu-
dents may still require additional adaptations to the format
of the assessment or responses to obtain reliable informa-
tion. A final consideration is the student populations and
contexts in which the screener has been tested. This infor-
mation, provided by the assessment developer or in the
assessment manual, is essential to have confidence that the
screener is valid for the students and context in which you
teach, particularly when taking into consideration differ-
ences in responses and behaviors based on cultural norms.

Step 2: Determine a Threshold for Student Risk

Once a tool is selected, a threshold must be selected to
determine whether the student has under-developed SEL
skills and is therefore in need of intervention. Often, score
reports from the measurement tool will indicate students
who may be at risk based on their scores. If these are not
provided, thresholds determined by a school-based team
may be norm-referenced or criterion-referenced. Norm-
referenced goals compare the performance of a large popu-
lation of students (i.e., the normative performance) to a
specific student to determine how far that student deviates
from the norm (i.e., standard deviation). Normative data
that report the necessary descriptive information (i.e.,
national average and standard deviation) can often be
located on the tool’s website or on a website that compiles
such tools (e.g., intensiveintervention.org).

For norm-referenced goals, thresholds may be set by
deciding how far below the normative performance, in stan-
dard deviations, that further investigation of the child’s
needs is triggered. Students who score one or two standard
deviations below the normative performance score may be
considered as being at risk. This threshold may be decided
based on school considerations (e.g., how much support is
available for students, initiatives in place to support student
SEL, and the intensity of school SEL needs), and/or
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individual considerations (e.g., student characteristics that
may influence performance on assessment).

Some SEL assessments may not have data available to
determine a normative set of scores. In this case, we suggest
a criterion-referenced goal, wherein the raw score may be
used to set a criterion for student performance based on
what the team deems appropriate. Although this approach is
more subjective, it may be necessary depending on the
assessments available to the team. In this case, we suggest
considering the distribution of scores within the school, as
well as the capacity to serve students, to determine an
appropriate threshold. For example, schools with more sup-
port staff and wide distribution of scores may be able to set
a higher threshold than schools with less support staff and a
narrower distribution of scores.

After settling into a new school year, Mr. Baker, an early
elementary general education teacher in an inclusive class-
room, administered a screener to determine whether there
were students in his class struggling with SEL skills. He
chose to administer a direct assessment of students’ skills
(i.e., SELweb) because (a) he was working with younger
students and did not think that a self-rating assessment
would provide useful data and (b) the direct assessment had
been tested with students in his grade level. Mr. Baker made
sure to provide accommodations for students who needed
them and considered whether adaptations would be neces-
sary for students not identified with a disability on a case-
by-case basis.

In determining a risk threshold, Mr. Baker chose to set a
norm-referenced goal of two standard deviations below the
norm even though a recommendation of student risk was
included in the assessment report. His choice of a norm-
referenced goal came because he was cognizant of the lim-
ited time and resources he believed were available to
intervene with at-risk students at his school. He also
reviewed the score report provided to him as part of the
assessment package. Based on the results of screening, a
student in his first-grade homeroom and reading class,
Katherine, was considered to be at risk for difficulties with
SEL skills.

Myr. Baker set up a meeting to voice his concerns with a
collaborative data team that included Katherine's parents,
the first-grade math teacher, the special education teacher,
the school counselor, and the school social worker. Mr.
Baker shared the results of the screening data and his anec-
dotal observations that Katherine was very quiet in his
class, had difficulty making friends, and was not participat-
ing in classroom assignments. He wondered whether
Katherine may require additional support in these areas.

Katherine'’s math teacher affirmed that she had also
observed Katherine acting withdrawn. She also noted that
whenever she assigned Katherine to work with a partner on
her assignments, Katherine refused to comply and would
remain in her seat working independently. The special

educator, Ms. Chapelwhite, wondered whether there could
be an underlying challenge, such as an emotional and
behavioral disorder, leading to Katherine s withdrawn and
noncompliant behaviors. The team began to implement a
targeted Tier 2 intervention to support Katherine s SEL skill
development.

Using Progress-Monitoring Data for
Decision-Making

While a student receives their targeted Tier 2 intervention,
it is necessary to monitor their progress to determine
whether the intervention is addressing the identified con-
cerns. There are several steps that must be followed to
make a systematic decision on whether a student is
responding adequately to the selected intervention over
time. Steps to monitor student progress include the follow-
ing: (a) selecting a tool, (b) gathering baseline data, (c)
determining the frequency and duration of progress moni-
toring, (d) setting a goal, (e) analyzing the data, and (f)
administering diagnostic assessment as needed (NCII,
2013). Steps 1 and 2 provide preparation for progress
monitoring. Steps 3-5 address goal setting and analyzing
progress. Step 6 highlights intensification efforts.

Step |: Select a Tool

In academic progress monitoring, curriculum-based mea-
surement was developed to track progress in global skill
domains over time (Deno, 1985; NCII, 2013). Other tools,
such as direct behavior ratings and systematic direct obser-
vation, may be used to track behavioral progress over time
(Bruhn et al., 2018). Likewise, tools have been developed
for progress monitoring of SEL skills.

To select a tool for an individual student, the most impor-
tant considerations are the student’s developmental level,
alignment between SEL skills covered in the intervention
and the SEL skills measured by the tool, and assessment
format. Given those considerations, select a tool aligned
with your student’s developmental level, that measures the
skills targeted in the intervention, with a format that allows
for an accurate representation of the student’s skills (see
Table 1). Other considerations include the cost, whether the
scores are consistent or variable over time, and training and
personnel required to administer the assessment.

Step 2: Gather Baseline Data

Once a tool is selected, gather baseline data with the mea-
sure being used to monitor progress so that a goal may be
set based on the student’s present level of performance prior
to intervention onset. For behavior and SEL skills, more
data may be needed to establish a trend. For instance, a stu-
dent might need to be observed at a variety of times, across
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various days, with different teachers, with different class-
room activities, and/or in different subjects. Student data
may be variable depending on the context in which the stu-
dent is engaged. The median score across baseline data
points may be used as an indicator of the student’s baseline
score across contexts regardless of the variability observed
in the data. We recommend gathering a minimum of three
baseline data points to establish the student’s baseline per-
formance in line with academic recommendations (Stecker
& Lembke, 2011).

The team knew that they would need progress monitor-
ing data to support their decision-making while implement-
ing a Tier 2 general SEL curriculum. Although the team was

familiar with behavioral assessments, they were unsure how

to monitor progress related to SEL skill acquisition. To fill
this gap in their knowledge, Ms. Chapelwhite volunteered
to investigate SEL assessments that may be available to
support their decision-making. Ms. Chapelwhite located a
list of SEL measures discussed by the Assessment Work
Group (2019) and created a table to identify key features of
the assessments such as competency measured, the format
of the assessment, respondent, grade level, and advantages
unique to the assessment (see Table 1).

Ms. Chapelwhite chose to use a measure with a rating
scale because the scores were more consistent across time
and therefore trends in Katherine's progress would be more
apparent. She also chose a teacher rating scale because
self-rating scales were not developmentally appropriate for
early elementary students. She reviewed the available tools,
considered her needs, considered the intervention being
implemented, and decided to use the Elementary Social
Behavior Assessment (ESBA; Pennefather & Smolkowski,
2015) as it would provide data on Katherine's progress
across skill domains targeted in her Tier 2 small-group
intervention. Once the decision was made, she conducted
the ESBA three times based on her observations of Katherine
in her classroom settings over the course of a week.

Step 3: Determine Frequency and Duration of
Data Collection

After baseline data are gathered and intervention has been
implemented, decide how frequently to gather data and the
duration of time after which you will make decisions. There
are several factors to consider in determining the frequency
of data collection. The setting in which the student struggles
may be an important consideration for how often to collect
data. For example, the team may decide to observe the stu-
dent each Wednesday as the student appears to particularly
struggle with the early release schedule on that day of the
week. If the student has highly variable behaviors—that is,
if their behaviors are unpredictable and change often
throughout the course of the day—it may be worthwhile to
collect data more frequently over a longer duration to

establish a clear trend. On the other hand, if the student
demonstrates consistent behaviors, it may be feasible to col-
lect less data. With these considerations in mind, we recom-
mend gathering data over the course of at least 6 weeks,
with data collected at least once per week, again in line with
academic progress monitoring (Ardoin et al.,, 2013;
Filderman & Barnard-Brak, 2021; Filderman & Toste,
2018).

Step 4: Set a Goal

Although there are clear, research-based goals for many
forms of academic progress monitoring, particularly with
curriculum-based measurement, the evidence base for
behavioral progress monitoring is not yet fully developed
(Bruhn et al., 2018). Despite this, we can make recommen-
dations based on the available tools and best available evi-
dence. At the same time, we encourage more research on
this very important topic as MTSS continues to integrate
academics and behavior in the lens of the “whole child.”

When setting a goal for a student receiving an interven-
tion, it is essential to consider their individual growth over
time. The screening thresholds that were used to determine
whether the intervention was needed would not be appro-
priate to use alone to determine ongoing need, as students
who performed well below the threshold may make prog-
ress and still be below the designated risk threshold after the
determined duration. That is not to say that these scores
may not be considered a part of decision-making. For
instance, a student may score below the risk threshold but
have demonstrated growth over time. That student should
still receive intervention as a result of being below the
threshold but may demonstrate a response that suggests
continuation on the current track or progression to a new
skillset.

Research on expected levels of growth for SEL is emerg-
ing. Thus, we provide recommendations to navigate this
research as it continues to evolve in order to set goals based
on (a) standardized rates of growth and (b) individual pre-
and post-test scores. First, we point to research conducted
by Soland and colleagues (2022), which lists benchmark
gains for a large sample of students in Grades 4 through 12
who self-reported their SEL skills. Gains across school
years for SEL were notedly variable, ranging from —0.33 to
0.23 pooled standard deviations depending on the grade
level and component skills measured. However, gains
across grades more typically were observed to hover around
0.1 standard deviations above or below zero, where zero
represents the average score.

Thus, we recommend a 0.1 standard deviation yearly
increase in self-reported SEL skills across grade levels for
students receiving intervention for a mean score of zero.
The corresponding raw score will then need to be calculated
based on the measure being used, the scoring system, and
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the time frame. For example, for standardized assessments
with an average score of 100 and a standard deviation of 15,
we would expect an average student to make a gain of 1.5
points across the course of the school year. Across 6 weeks
of a 36-week school year, we would expect the student to
make 0.25 points gain ([1.5/36] X 6). For nonstandardized
assessments, the expected rate of growth may be calculated
based on the normative scores reported in the manual or
articles about the measure.

Alternatively, expected rates of growth may be deter-
mined using pre- and post-test scores for students receiving
intervention as reported in studies that use the measure. For
example, for the ESBA, a three-point rating scale ranging
from 1 (cause for concern) to 3 (skill mastered), growth of
0.2 points at the end of 6 weeks of intervention may be con-
sidered a reasonable goal based on scores reported in the
validation study (i.e., students in the study sample who
received intervention improved from a mean of 2.46 at pre-
test to 2.74 at post-test; Pennefather & Smolkowski, 2015;
Walker et al., 2015). Duration of monitoring needs to be
considered using this method as well. Specifically, the
observed growth may be divided by the number of weeks
between pre- and post-testing to obtain a weekly growth
rate that may be used for goal setting with the selected inter-
vention duration.

Step 5: Graph and Analyze the Data

There are several options that may be considered for ana-
lyzing the gathered data. As mentioned, a static goal may
compare the student’s current score to their past score to
determine whether a student meets a certain threshold. This
may be a helpful step in the data evaluation process, but it is
not the only step. Student growth over time must also be
considered in the context of their individual progress.

Data may be analyzed using a graph in which the y-axis
represents the scale of the measure, while the x-axis repre-
sents the weeks of the intervention or assessment adminis-
trations. The scale will be important as the tools are quite
variable for SEL progress monitoring. For instance, in
Figure 1, we present a rating scale that ranges from 0 to 3
and thus requires smaller increments between points to
observe growth over time. A scale measured in standard
scores will require larger increments between points to
visualize all the data gathered.

To create this graph, plot the median of the baseline
data points and the calculated goal point, with a line con-
necting the two points. This will represent the expected
slope. Then, plot each of the student’s scores according to
the week or administration of the assessment. Based on
familiarity with technology, you may choose to draw a
line of best fit through the collected data by hand, or the
slope may be calculated using computer software such as
Microsoft Excel (see Dixon et al., 2009 for specific
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Figure |. Progress-monitoring graph with 3-point rating scale.
Note. The y-axis represents points on the rating scale. Based on the
expected progress, the scale has been expanded so that progress may
be visually interpreted. The x-axis represents the weeks of progress
monitoring data collected. The first data point is the baseline data point.
Based on this data point, an improvement of 0.2 points on the rating
scale may be expected after 6 weeks. The solid line represents the
expected slope, or the students’ expected progress from baseline to
goal. The dotted line represents the trend line based on the student’s
progress, or the observed slope. In this example, the observed slope

is less steep than the expected slope. The student is making progress,
but not at the expected rate. Thus, the student requires more intensive
intervention. A diagnostic assessment or analysis of subtest data may
help the teacher to determine what skills to address to intensify the
intervention.

guidance on Excel for graph construction). This will rep-
resent the student’s observed slope.

Now you may compare the student’s observed slope to
their expected slope. One method to do so is the slope
method. Using this method, if the student’s observed slope is
level with or steeper than their expected slope, they are mak-
ing an adequate response to the intervention. If the observed
slope is less steep or trending in the opposite direction, then
the student is not responding adequately to the intervention
in place and requires adjustments (Stecker & Lembke,
2011). An alternative method, the points below method,
allows teachers to observe the final three data points. If these
data are below the expected slope, the student is not demon-
strating adequate progress. If the points are above or above
and below the expected slope, the student is demonstrating
adequate progress. Although less rigorous than the slope
method (Ardoin et al., 2013), this method may be useful
because it may be easier, more time efficient, and students
may be able to monitor their own progress.

You may also choose to incorporate both a static and a
dynamic goal. For example, if using both a threshold and
rate of progress, a student may “graduate” from an interven-
tion if they are above the threshold and their observed slope
is steeper than their expected slope. A student may continue
intervention if they are making adequate progress based on
their observed slope but are still below a threshold for risk.
Finally, you may need to intensify intervention further if the
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student is below the threshold for risk and also not making
adequate progress based on their observed slope. These
decisions will be based on the careful selection of criteria
determined prior to intervention implementation.

Ms. Chapelwhite decided to collect data once per week
over the course of 6 weeks as a starting point based on her
understanding of academic progress monitoring. Ms.
Chapelwhite expected to see a shift of 0.2 points over the
selected duration based on the article she located about her
chosen progress monitoring tool, the ESBA. She then calcu-
lated a goal by adding 0.2 to Katherine's baseline score of
2.3. At the end of the 6 weeks, Katherine should be rated at
2.5. While implementing the intervention, Ms. Chapelwhite
prepared a graph on the computer by plotting the axes,
baseline point, goal point, and ongoing weekly data collec-
tion (see Figure 1). She connected Katherine's baseline
score to the goal point to create an expected slope. After 6
weeks of gathering and plotting data week by week, she
reviewed Katherines data as a whole and calculated a
trend line through the data. She noted that the observed
slope was less steep than the expected slope, indicating a
need for further intervention intensification.

Step 6: Administer Diagnostic Assessment

If you determine that the student did not respond to the
intervention adequately, the next step is to use data to pin-
point areas of strength and need. Due to the breadth of skills
covered by some screening and progress-monitoring assess-
ments, it is possible that some of these tools may also be
used to determine areas of strength and need. Some addi-
tional information gathering may also be necessary to deter-
mine the areas in which the student struggles.

To select a tool for this purpose, consider the construct
and scope of skills measured. For example, for the ESBA
teachers rate students’ engagement on 12 items: (a) listens
to and respects the teacher, (b) follows teacher directions,
(c) works with effort, (d) does seatwork as directed, (¢) asks
for help appropriately, (f) follows classroom rules, (g)
avoids breaking rules even when encouraged by a peer, (h)
behaves appropriately outside the classroom, (i) works out
strong feelings appropriately, (j) has calm conversations
without becoming hostile, (k) gets along with peers, and (1)
resolves peer conflicts adequately without a teacher
(Pennefather & Smolkowski, 2015). Because social skills
that influence academic achievement are the construct
being measured, this tool may be best used with students
who demonstrate challenges in the classroom context.
Because a variety of skills related to this context are cov-
ered, student performance on the subtests provides the nec-
essary data to target intervention.

To determine areas in which students need additional
support, norm-based or criterion-referenced thresholds on
subtests or categories of questions may be set, or areas of

need may be determined based on comparisons of the stu-
dent’s performance on each of the subtests to determine
relative areas of strength and need. Based on student scores,
you may decide on an area to begin targeting with research-
or evidence-based intervention. For example, a teacher may
decide to work on the skill of /istening if the student scores
below a predetermined threshold on a related subtest, or if
this is the area where the student demonstrates the most
need for support compared with other areas. It is also impor-
tant to consider data triangulation at this stage—that is,
gathering data from multiple sources to gain more holistic
insight. For example, you may want to obtain ratings from
other stakeholders such as specific content-area teachers,
parents, and school counselors. Once you determine the
specific area of need, you may intensify the intervention
further to meet your student’s specific needs.

Ms. Chapelwhite then set about gathering diagnostic
data. She reviewed the ESBA data gathered over the
course of the intervention to determine if she could see
any trends. Specifically, she reviewed subtest scores to
determine potential areas of need that were not currently
being addressed through intervention. Ms. Chapelwhite
noted that Katherine consistently excelled in areas such
as following classroom rules, completing seatwork,
working with effort, and listening to the teacher.
Comparatively, she noticed that Katherine performed
worse on following teacher directions, which she attrib-
uted to Katherine's refusal to work with peers even when
instructed to do so.

The biggest area that Ms. Chapelwhite noticed Katherine
struggled in across the subtests was in getting along with
her peers. Based on her scores on the subtests, the team
decided to place Katherine in a smaller friendship-making
subgroup to intensify the intervention. Ms. Chapelwhite set
a new goal based on the final data point collected and con-
tinued with the intervention, confident that with the use of
data she would meet Katherine s needs.

Putting It All Together

Screening and progress monitoring of SEL skills is a com-
plex, but necessary, part of a fully realized MTSS. Many of
the considerations for screening and progress monitoring of
SEL skills are similar to that of academic content areas.
That is, teachers must consider the school capacity and
resources available, technical features of the assessment,
validity of thresholds or goals, the student’s grade and
developmental level, and the intervention being used. Other
considerations are quite unique to SEL. For example, teach-
ers must consider different formats of assessments that may
be appropriate for their students (e.g., self-report versus
direct assessment) and, at least for the time being, must be
able to navigate the research to identify research-informed
goals that pertain to their students’ needs.
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To support teachers in this process, we have identified
steps to follow aligned with best practices in screening and
progress monitoring, along with the unique caveats necessary
for the application to the screening and monitoring of SEL
skills. We recognize that teachers may still run into chal-
lenges when working to implement screening and progress
monitoring of SEL skills. In addition, research suggests that
school culture and district policies are important predictors of
successful data use (Datnow & Hubbard, 2016). If school,
district, or state initiatives are not aligned with SEL and/or
data use, it will be important to work to build this culture.
Organizations such as the Collaborative for Academic,
Social, and Emotional Learning, practitioner journals such as
Beyond Behavior, conferences such as the Council for
Exceptional Children annual conference, and university
teams researching this topic are available to support this
endeavor. We encourage teachers to seek out this additional
support just as we encourage our students to do the same.
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