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Tennessee 
Spring 2016 Data Collection 

 

Executive Summary 
 
The inaugural year of the Tennessee State Teacher Fellows (STF) Program is off to a solid start. 
In addition to completing a successful data collection in fall 2015, the Tennessee State Teacher 
Fellows (STFs) have achieved several important milestones, such as the opportunity to present 
fall 2015 report findings to Tennessee Commissioner, Candice McQueen; the creation and 
implementation of a Teacher Advisory Council in Shelby County; and a presentation by two 
Tennessee STFs and Superintendent Hopson at the National Board for Professional Teacher 
Standards’ Teaching and Learning Conference in March 2016.  
 
To continue STF efforts around teacher data collection, the Tennessee Department of Education 
(TDOE) asked Hope Street Group (HSG) to collect data in the spring (2016) on Response to 
Instruction and Intervention (RTI2). This initiative rolled out statewide for grades K-8 and will be 
implemented in high schools across the state this coming fall (2016). TDOE wanted to use this 
data collection to secure feedback on the implementation process thus far. The survey and focus 
groups were held concurrently in March 2016. Participants included: 
 

 2,832 teachers who responded to the online survey; 

 1,176 teachers who responded to online focus group questions; and 

 369 teachers who participated in live focus groups.  
 
This report provides information about: STF activities to date; spring 2016 data collection; teacher 
and partner engagement in Tennessee; the fall 2016 survey; 2015-2016 Tennessee STFs; 
external evaluation; report layout and design; recommendations; survey data and findings; and 
focus group data and findings.  
 
The following is an overview of findings and associated recommendations where applicable. 
 
Tennessee teachers are familiar with RTI2 and believe all teachers in the state should be informed 
about this process. Teachers report that schools typically provide protected time for Tier I, II, and 
III instruction during the school day and week. When implementing RTI2, nearly half of teachers 
use a blend of purchased and classroom resources. Further, most teachers report using a 
universal screener and progress monitoring tools to determine student levels.  
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Most teachers believe that RTI2 benefits students, particularly those in Tiers II and III. These 
teachers shared that positive school climates toward RTI2 and time for individual/small group 
support are some of the biggest successes. However, approximately one-third of teachers are 
dissatisfied with their school’s RTI2 implementation process, and one-third of teachers do not 
believe that RTI2 benefits students. Teachers who are unhappy with RTI2 often pointed to the 
following aspects of RTI2 implementation and structure:  
 

 Students who meet or exceed grade-level expectations are left out during intervention and 
pull-out time for Tiers II/III and often do “busy work”; 

 With regard to scheduling and timing, teachers report that students miss instruction in 
other areas during RTI2 blocks, and it takes too much time out of the instructional day; 

 Resource and funding limitations mean there are too many students and not enough 
teachers for RTI2; staff lack necessary funding for RTI2 resources; are unaware of state- 
or district-prepared professional development and instructional resources (or do not find 
them helpful); and lack communication from TDOE on best practices around 
implementation;  

 At some schools, students are not engaged and staff have not bought into RTI2, creating 
a negative climate;  

 The RTI2 process has not been effectively communicated to parents, so that parents are 
not receiving information, do not understand what is shared, or abdicate their role to the 
school and teachers; and   

 Teachers do not view universal screening and progress monitoring data as an accurate 
indicator of student abilities. 

 
To support effective RTI2 implementation, TDOE should consider providing local education 
agencies and schools with additional implementation support in four key areas: RTI2 
scheduling and structure, school climates toward RTI2, communication around RTI2, and 
RTI2 resources and staffing.  
 
RTI2 Scheduling and Structure 
 
We recommend that TDOE provide local education agencies with tools and resources to 
support effective scheduling and structuring of RTI2 so that:  
 

 Tier I instruction is protected, and Tier II/III students are not pulled out during this time;  

 Students who meet or exceed grade-level expectations are given enrichment 
opportunities during RTI2 Tier II/III intervention time and are not left out; and  

 Teachers will have enough time in the day to effectively plan, prepare, and implement 
RTI2.  

 
RTI2 School Climates 
 
Because teachers expressed concerns around staff and student buy-in and RTI2 engagement, we 
recommend that the TDOE provide districts with additional supports and tools to: 
  

 Reduce negative perceptions of RTI2 effectiveness and implementation; and  

 Promote whole-school support among teachers and students.  
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RTI2 Communication  
 
To support greater communication and information sharing on RTI2 between state, 
schools, and parents, we recommend that TDOE reinforce to districts the importance of 
having a parent and school RTI2 contact in each district.  
 
 
RTI2 Resources and Staffing 
 
To support RTI2 implementation, teachers commonly requested specific professional 
development and resources. Specifically, teachers shared that professional development on Tier 
I and Tier II/III/Special Education and ELL instructional strategies would be helpful. With respect 
to instructional RTI2 resources, teachers frequently requested the following: 
 

 Resources and strategies for appropriate Tier II/III/Special Education interventions; 

 Resources and strategies for high-achieving students; 

 Procedures and strategies for district/school level teams; 

 Procedures and strategies for universal screening and data use for Tier I; 

 Links to websites and resources that allow teachers to plan for RTI2; and  

 Resources and strategies for use with students with disabilities. 
 
Furthermore, teachers shared that the TDOE could improve support to teachers by providing 
additional trained RTI2 staff; funding; and a statewide, universal RTI2 screener. 
 
Because some teachers believe they do not have enough RTI2 resources and staffing, we 
suggest that TDOE consider providing additional funding to support RTI2 implementation. 
Additionally, TDOE should consider emphasizing to districts the importance of providing 
need-based professional development to schools, in addition to explicit information on 
where teachers can find TDOE, state, and other RTI2 resources.  
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State Teacher Fellowship Activities to Date 

The inaugural year of the Tennessee State Teacher Fellows (STF) Program is off to a solid start. 
In addition to completing a successful data collection in fall 2015, the Tennessee State Teacher 
Fellows (STFs) have achieved several important milestones. A group of STFs had the 
opportunity to present the findings of the fall 2015 report to Tennessee Commissioner Candice 
McQueen, who was pleased with the participation of Tennessee teachers in the data collection. 
Shelby County School Superintendent Dorsey E Hopson, II, was so impressed by the 
recommendations in the report (fall 2015) that he asked the STFs to create and implement a 
Teacher Advisory Council (TAC) in Shelby County. The TAC consists of the STFs 
and teachers from 12 regions in Shelby County Schools who provide feedback about important, 
pressing issues in the county. Two Tennessee STFs and Superintendent Hopson were invited 
to present a session on the TAC at the National Board for Professional Teacher Standards’ 
Teaching and Learning Conference in March 2016. The conference, held in Washington, D.C., 
explored distributive leadership. 
 
The monthly Tennessee Twitter chats have continued to increase, nearly doubling posts and 
reach numbers since November 2015. The Tennessee Facebook page is steadily increasing in 
traffic and content, with “likes” exceeding 500, and new content uploaded on a weekly basis. 
Additionally, STFs are presenting the fall data to their school leaders, district leaders, legislators, 
and their district school boards.  
 
The Legislative Workgroup has created a resource folder for the STFs, with templates for 
legislator outreach. Additionally, an informational document with each STF’s representative has 
been created for STF use, along with a document designed to track outreach and engagement. 
The Teacher Engagement Workgroup continually works to ensure that the Facebook page and 
Twitter feed is a useful educator resource, providing information about upcoming events, ideas, 
and websites of interest to teachers.  
 
The Editorial Workgroup has created an editing process where each STF is assigned a group of 
editors to give constructive feedback on written pieces that will eventually be published in state 
and national publications. Twelve STF pieces have been published since November 2015, with 
several others still awaiting publication:  
 

 Jarred Amato, “Why Schools Must Create a Culture of Reading”; 

 Michael Bradburn, “Making a Connection That Lasts a Lifetime: How Mrs. Jenkins 
Inspired Me” 

 Mark Baniasiak, “Why Professional Development Matters”;  

 Natalie Coleman, “Of Hope and TNReady”; 

 Tina Faust, “Almost Famous”; 

 Tina Faust, “TN Ready or Tech Ready”; 

 Debbie Hickerson, “Leading From The Classroom”; 

 Crystal Nelson, “Conversations Shape Attitudes” (not online);  

 Alisha Thompson, “When I Knew”; 

 Elaine Vaughan, “The Butterfly Effect”; 

 Karen Vogelsang, “Reflections as Tennessee Teacher of The Year”; 

 Karen Vogelsang, “Elevating and Celebrating Effective Teachers”; and 

 Marc Walls, “The Exceptional Children Challenge: Are You Up to It?” 
 

http://underdogsadvocate.com/2016/01/22/why-schools-must-create-a-culture-of-reading/
http://tnclassroomchronicles.org/making-connection-lasts-lifetime-mrs-jenkins-inspired/
http://tnclassroomchronicles.org/making-connection-lasts-lifetime-mrs-jenkins-inspired/
http://tnedreport.com/?p=1690
http://tnedreport.com/?p=1729
http://techhelpful.blogspot.com/2016/01/almostfamous-guest-blog-by-tina-faust.html?m=1
file:///C:/TNEdReport%20http/::tnedreport.com:%3fp=1774
http://tnedreport.com/?p=1921
http://hopestreetgroup.org/blog/when-i-knew/
http://hopestreetgroup.org/blog/the-butterfly-effect/
http://tnclassroomchronicles.org/reflections-tennessees-teacher-year/
http://hopestreetgroup.org/blog/the-exceptional-children-challenge-are-you-up-to-it/
http://hopestreetgroup.org/blog/the-exceptional-children-challenge-are-you-up-to-it/
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Additionally, STF Mike Stein has a weekly column called Tennessee Teacher Voice in his local 
paper, The Manchester Times. Alcoa’s The Daily Times featured STF Michael Bradburn and the 
Fellowship in “Teachers Weigh In On Education Policy”.  
 
The STFs are becoming recognized as education leaders in Tennessee because of the 
program’s emphasis on getting on-the-ground teacher feedback. Since the last data collection, 
the State Director has been invited to participate in the Tennessee Department of Education’s 
(TDOE) Personalized Learning Task Force and the State Collaborative on Reforming 
Education’s (SCORE) Tennessee Teacher Leadership Collaborative.  
 
Since the beginning of the program, STFs have learned about adult learning and teacher 
leadership, how to create a personal narrative, and how to tell their story as a means to advocate 
for improved teaching and learning conditions in Tennessee’s public schools. The STFs have 
also participated in training on written and verbal communication, how to talk to legislators, and 
how to effectively run focus groups. STFs also participated in training on how to effectively run 
meetings with district leaders.  
 
The fall 2015 report was officially released on January 27, 2016. HSG charged STFs with 
presenting the report to the following:  
 

 Principals  

 Superintendents/Directors of Schools 

 Local School Boards 

 County Commissioners 

 Tennessee General Assembly 

 CORE Offices 

 Professional Learning Networks (PLNs) 

 
HSG created a Question Development Task Force of STFs to help narrow down a topic and 
create questions for the spring 2016 data collection. After conversations with TDOE, Response 
to Instruction and Intervention (RTI2) was selected as the topic focus.  
 
HSG held the third convening for the STFs on February 6, 2016 at Vanderbilt University. The 
agenda consisted of an Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) roundtable facilitated by a USDOE 
Ambassador, a response video from the Commissioner (who was unable to attend), and an 
education panel with state education leaders from SCORE, Teacher Education Association 
(TEA), TDOE, and the Nashville Mayor’s Office. STFs had time to reflect and celebrate the impact 
of their work.  
 

Spring 2016 Data Collection 

Based on the previous data collection, TDOE asked the STFs to conduct the spring data collection 
on RTI2. This initiative has been rolled out statewide for grades K-8, and TDOE wants feedback 
on the implementation process as they prepare to launch RTI2 on the high school level. HSG held 
the survey and focus groups concurrently from March 4 – March 18, 2016. Participants included: 
 

 2,832 teachers who responded to the online survey; 

 1,176 teachers who responded to online focus group questions; and 

 369 teachers who participated in focus groups.  
 

http://www.thedailytimes.com/news/teachers-weigh-in-on-education-policy/article_592432b7-e304-5d0e-9c1b-8c45ebac173d.html#user-comment-area


 
 

3 
 

Teacher Engagement in Tennessee 

There are currently 2,519 teachers in STFs’ Professional Learning Networks (PLNs), but the 
reach is much broader, with the Tennessee STF program having the opportunity to engage 
20,070 Tennessee teachers, or 31 percent of the Tennessee teaching population. This includes 
members of their PLNs, districts that email teachers on behalf of Hope Street Group (HSG), 
Twitter followers of STFs, and teachers who have liked the Tennessee Teacher Voice page on 
Facebook.  
 
A total of 7,264 teachers responded to an HSG engagement opportunity (which HSG considers 
a level two engagement). Engagement opportunities included completing the fall survey, 
participating in a statewide Twitter chat, tagging a post #HSGedchatTN and following HSG on 
Twitter @HSG_TN. This number also includes comments, shares, and likes of Facebook posts 
since August 1, 2015. 
 
Additionally, 802 teachers reciprocated action (which HSG considers a level three engagement). 
This number includes teachers who participated in focus groups or joined the PLN at the HSG 
booth at various state conferences. 
 
With data collection complete, and proof of product, STFs are finding it easier to get a receptive 
audience to engage peers in their work. Through the monthly Twitter chats, social media 
engagement and outreach, STFs are working diligently to increase PLN membership. The 
Director is working closely with them to map out priority districts where participation is low and 
provide them with resources for outreach.  
 
STFs sent the fall data report to the superintendents of their counties, as well to those in 
surrounding areas. Depending on the status of the relationship, STFs used the report to follow up 
to request greater spring survey participation in those counties that did not engage district-wide 
in the fall 2015 data collection.  
 
The STFs alerted their PLN to the findings in the report using a customizable email template.  The 
Teacher Engagement Workgroup authored the initial PLN email with highlighted customizations, 
and STFs attached the executive summary to the fall data report with links to the full report.   
 
The STFs have also been asked to follow up with their school and district leaders, and to present 
the findings at faculty meetings, PLC meetings, and district meetings when appropriate.  
 
As previously mentioned, Shelby County STFs are on an advisory council for the district 
Superintendent, and will use an advisory meeting to present the findings.  
 
STFs also provided the report to their principals with comments on how the data applies to their 
district and region.  Coupled with insights from the focus groups, STFs were encouraged to have 
conversations with their principals on a key point from the report that could lead to improvements 
in the school.   
 
A fellow is a member of the TDOE Teacher Advisory Council (TAC). She, along with the Director, 
presented the fall data report to the members of the TAC on February 5th.  
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Two STFs are members of the Governor’s Teacher Advisory Council, which meets three times a 
year. They were unable to present the fall findings at the March meeting, but have requested to 
present the spring findings at the next meeting in July.  
 
In Robertson, Johnson City, Cheatham and Coffee Counties, HSG created district specific 
reports. HSG requested that the STFs in each district make appointments with the State Director 
to discuss the findings, and begin to discuss ways to incorporate the recommendations into district 
professional development and teacher leadership. The fellows in Johnson City, Coffee and 
Robertson have met with their district leadership and have started these conversations.  
  
In Robertson County, changes have been made to the professional development process based 
on the Fall Report, as well as an internal survey. They are embedding 18 hours during the school 
year that will be school-based and teacher-led. This allows for smaller groups and automatic 
follow-up.  
 
In Johnson City, there is interest in starting a teacher group to get more feedback. There  are 
plans to tailor summer professional development towards specific teacher needs instead of 
general training for all.  
 
Fellows in Coffee, Blount, Wilson, and Benton County presented their findings to their local 
boards, which resulted in survey increases and an article highlighting the fellowship.  
 

Partner Engagement  

In addition to TDOE, the Tennessee Education Association (TEA), and State Collaborative on 
Reforming Education (SCORE), HSG has developed new partnerships with Deputy 
Commissioner Kathleen Airhart and Learning Blade (Learning Blade has been adopted by the 
Tennessee STEM Innovation Network for middle schools across Tennessee to improve 
awareness and preparation for STEM careers). America Achieves has also started a Teacher 
Fellows program in Tennessee and has expressed interest in partnering on future initiatives. HSG 
sent the fall data report to the Chambers of Commerce in each area as well as the Tennessee 
Innovation STEM Network. Other groups that have been engaged in the work with HSG STFs are 
Teacher Town, Teach Plus, and Stand for Children.  
 
Since the last data collection, the Director has been invited to participate in TDOE’s Personalized 
Learning Task Force and SCORE’s Tennessee Teacher Leader Collaborative.  
 
HSG shared the full report with state partners, and sent an introduction and executive summary 
alongside the report.  A press release was created to officially launch the fall report, with quotes 
from Commissioner McQueen, Barbara Gray, and Jamie Woodson.  
 
Tennessee has eight regional CORE (Centers of Regional Excellence) offices across the state. 
The CORE strives to provide districts with the support to create regional collaborative 
relationships, differentiated professional development and evidence-based best practice sharing. 
STFs shared the report with each CORE office, facilitating an introduction and highlighting areas 
that focus on teacher effectiveness.  
 
The Legislative workgroup created email language as well as an infographic with quick tips on 
working with legislators. Each STF reached out to their representatives with a request to meet or 
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invitation to visit the classroom. Clarksville representative, Rep. Joe Pitts, met with Clarksville 
Fellows to learn more about the Fellowship. 
 
HSG sent the report to each member of the Tennessee Legislative Education Committee, and 
held meetings with Rep. Raumesh Akbari and Sen. Reginald Tate about HSG. 
 

Fall 2016 Data Collection 

For the 2016-17 fellowship year, the data collection process will move to a single data collection 
for the year. The Department of Education wants to see the results of the spring data collection 
before determining a topic for fall. HSG is holding conversations to determine the structure of the 
data collection. The Department is considering surveys in the fall, which would inform focus 
groups in the spring.  
 
Fellows will present the findings of the spring report to key leaders in the Department, as well as 
other education partners in early June. HSG will solidify topic selection and begin question 
development in late June to ensure ample time to refine the questions and provide feedback for 
the fall data collection in September.  
 
 

2015-2016 Tennessee State Teacher Fellows 

STF Name  School District Grade/Subject  

Jarred 
Amato 

Metro Nashville Public 
Schools 

High School English Teacher 

Dana B. 
Siegel 

Collierville Schools K-5th Grade ESL Teacher 

Mark 
Banasiak 

Clarksville-Montgomery 
County Schools 

K-5 Physical Education Teacher 

Michael 
Bradburn 

Alcoa City Schools Instructional Coach  

Monica 
Brown 

Shelby County Schools 4th Grade Reading, Language Arts and Social 
Studies 

April 
Carrigan 

Franklin Special School 
District 

K–4th Grade Math Coach 

Lara 
Charbonnet 

Collierville Schools 12th Grade AP English Literature and Honors 
English Teacher 

Natalie 
Coleman 

Sumner County 7th Grade Reading and Writing Teacher 

Tina Faust Hawkins County Instructional Technology Specialist 

Rebecca 
Few 

Murfreesboro City 
Schools 

Mathematics Instructional Coach 

Julia Geiger Hawkins 5th Grade Teacher 

Adam Guidry Metro Nashville Public 
Schools  

10-12 Grade Engineering Practicum, Computer 
Aided Drafting, Geographical Systems Teacher 

Debbie 
Hickerson 

Murfreesboro City 
Schools 

5th Grade Teacher 

Melinda 
Hirschmann 

Wilson County Schools 6-8th Grade Reading Intervention and Language 
Arts Teacher 
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Melody 
Hobbs 

Lenoir City Schools Pre-Kindergarten Teacher/Program Coordinator 

Cheryl 
Killebrew 

Robertson County 
Schools 

Instructional Facilitator/Federal Programs 
Coordinator 

Nikki 
Lavigne 

Montgomery County Intervention Specialist 

Nancy Miles Johnson City Schools 3rd Grade Teacher 

Brian Moffitt Obion 7-8th Grade History and Technology Teacher 

Crystal 
Nelson 

Benton County Music Teacher/RTI2 Interventionist 

Michele 
Polier 

Bradley County Special Education Math Instructional Coordinator 

Michael 
Stein 

Coffee County 10th Grade Tier III Intervention, 11th Grade ESL 
and English 3, English 3 Honors Teacher 

Alicia "Pam" 
Thompson 

Hamilton County K-5 ABC/ISS Teacher 

Alisha 
Thompson 

Roane Literacy Leader 

Josalyn 
Tresvant 

Shelby County Schools 5th Grade ELA Teacher 

Elaine 
Vaughan 

Oak Ridge City Schools High School Secondary Mathematics Teacher 

Karen 
Vogelsang 

Shelby County Schools 4th Grade Teacher 

Marc Walls Clarksville-Montgomery 
County Schools 

High School Science Teacher 

Comeshia 
Williams 

Shelby County Schools PLC Coach 

 
 

External Evaluation 

Policy Studies Associates (PSA) in Washington, D.C., is conducting the Year One evaluation of 
the STF program in Tennessee. Staff from PSA will visit Tennessee to interview Fellows, the 
State Director, state partners, and TDOE staff. HSG staff will use their findings to make evidence-
informed decisions and programmatic improvements and will share findings with TDOE in early 
summer of 2016. 
 

Report Layout and Design 

In the spring of 2015, HSG secured the services of Magnolia Consulting, located in Charlottesville, 
Virginia, to conduct the analysis of the data. Magnolia Consulting independently analyzed and 
reported survey and focus group data findings. HSG and Magnolia Consulting collaborated on 
recommendations. 
 
The layout of this report is consistent with the standard format of reports in states where this 
program is in operation. The Survey Data, Focus Group Data, and five appendices follow this 
section. Appendix A includes the survey and focus group questions, Appendix B includes 
visualizations for the survey demographic data, Appendix C shows the percentages of teachers 
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who completed surveys in each district, Appendix D includes sample representativeness 
background, and Appendix E includes information about minimizing survey error. HSG will deliver 
the text box responses provided by survey respondents to TDOE in a separate document per 
their request.  
 
HSG is committed to making changes to the design and organization of this report to help TDOE 
better understand and act upon the data and recommendations. As such, HSG welcomes 
feedback on the report from TDOE. The Tennessee State Director and supporting staff in the 
national office will promptly attend to any feedback. 
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Recommendations 

Tennessee teachers are familiar with RTI2 and believe all teachers in the state should be informed 
about this process. Teachers report that schools typically provide protected time for Tier I, II, and 
III instruction during the school day and week. When implementing RTI2, nearly half of teachers 
use a blend of purchased and classroom resources. Further, most teachers report using a 
universal screener and progress monitoring tools to determine student levels.  
 
Most teachers believe that RTI2 benefits students, particularly those in Tiers II and III. These 
teachers shared that positive school climates toward RTI2 and time for individual/small group 
support are some of the biggest successes. However, approximately one-third of teachers are 
dissatisfied with their school’s RTI2 implementation process and one-third of teachers do not 
believe that RTI2 benefits students. Teachers who are unhappy with RTI2 often referenced the 
following related to RTI2 implementation and structure:  
 

 Students who meet or exceed grade-level expectations are left out during intervention and 
pull-out time for Tiers II/III and often do “busy work”; 

 With regard to scheduling and timing, teachers report that students miss instruction in 
other areas during RTI2 blocks, and it takes too much time out of the instructional day; 

 Resource and funding limitations mean that there are too many students and not enough 
teachers for RTI2. Furthermore, staff lack necessary funding for RTI2 resources, are 
unaware of state- or district-prepared professional development and instructional 
resources (or do not find them helpful), and lack communication from TDOE on best 
practices around implementation.  

 At some schools, students are not engaged and staff have not bought into RTI2, creating 
a negative climate.  

 The RTI2 process has not been effectively communicated to parents. Parents are not 
receiving information, do not understand the information that is shared, or abdicate their 
role to the school and teachers.   

 Teachers do not view universal screening and progress monitoring data as an accurate 
indicator of student abilities. 

 
To support effective RTI2 implementation, TDOE should consider providing local education 
agencies and schools with additional implementation support in four key areas: 
scheduling and RTI2 structure, school climates toward RTI2, communication around RTI2, 
and RTI2 resources and staffing.  
 
RTI2 Scheduling and Structure 
 
We recommend that TDOE provide local education agencies with tools and resources to 
support effective scheduling and structuring of RTI2 so that  

 Tier I instruction is protected and Tier II/III students are not pulled out during this time;  

 Students who meet or exceed grade-level expectations are given enrichment 
opportunities during RTI2 Tier II/III intervention time and are not left out; and  

 Teachers will have enough time in the day to effectively plan, prepare, and implement 
RTI2.  

 
TDOE could suggest that local education agencies, district RTI2 leadership teams, and school-
level RTI2 support teams review resources from the Center on Response to Intervention and the 
RTI Action Network. The Center on Response to Intervention provides a wealth of training 

http://www.rti4success.org/
http://www.rtinetwork.org/
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modules, webinars, and other resources related to implementing RTI in schools. For example, a 
training module on “Implementing Response to Intervention” (NCRTI) emphasizes the importance 
of identifying and dealing with scheduling barriers. Additionally, webinars on “Planning and First 
Steps for RTI” (Hilt-Panahon & Stover, 2009) and “Developing Effective Schedules at the 
Elementary Level” (Hilt-Panahon & Stover, 2009) describe how elementary schools have revised 
schedules to include RTI. The RTI Action Network also provides several resources related to RTI 
plan development and implementation. As an example, their blogs, “Create Your Implementation 
Blueprint, Stage 2: Installation” (Hall, 2010) and “Scheduling Considerations for RTI at the 
Elementary Level” (Miller, 2010) provide some strategies for effective scheduling of RTI. 
 
RTI2 School Climates 
 
Because teachers expressed concerns around staff and student buy-in and RTI2 engagement, we 
recommend that the TDOE provide districts with additional supports and tools to (a) 
reduce negative perceptions of RTI2 effectiveness and implementation and (b) to promote 
whole-school support among teachers and students. Districts could promote greater positivity 
toward RTI2 through school principals, who play critical roles in RTI2 implementation and buy-in 
(Dawson, 2013; Hamilton, 2010; Roberts, 2014) and could benefit from additional professional 
development around RTI2 awareness and leadership (e.g., Heimbaugh, 2012). Principals are 
especially critical to the RTI2 process in Tennessee, because most teachers reported receiving 
information on RTI2 through their school. Because teachers responded to the spring 2016 HSG 
survey and focus groups, the TDOE and districts could conduct follow-up needs-sensing with 
principals to understand their needs related to RTI2 awareness, implementation, and development 
of a supportive school culture toward RTI2.    
 
RTI2 Communication  
 
To support greater communication and information sharing on RTI2 from the state to 
schools, schools to the state, and schools to parents, we recommend that TDOE reinforce 
to districts the importance of having a parent and school RTI2 contact in each district. 
Specifically, we suggest that the TDOE review “Response to Intervention, Blueprints for 
Implementation” (National Association of State Directors of Special Education, 2011). This 
document provides a state-level blueprint for RTI implementation, which includes specific 
strategies for Communication and Dissemination, such as appointing a district-level contact 
person to be responsible for:  

 Providing RTI2 information to teachers; and  

 Providing RTI2 feedback back to the TDOE from local schools. This contact person could 
also develop a district-wide parent communication plan to be shared with school level RTI2 
teams.   

 
RTI2 Resources and Staffing 
 
To support RTI2 implementation, teachers commonly requested specific professional 
development and resources. Specifically, teachers shared that professional development on Tier 
I and Tier II/III/Special Education and ELL instructional strategies would be helpful. With respect 
to instructional RTI2 resources, teachers frequently requested the following: 

 Resources and strategies for appropriate Tier II/III/Special Education interventions; 

 Resources and strategies for high-achieving students; 

 Procedures and strategies for district/school level teams; 

 Procedures and strategies for universal screening and data use for Tier I; 

http://www.rti4success.org/resource/implementing-response-intervention-rti
http://www.rti4success.org/video/planning-and-first-steps-rti
http://www.rti4success.org/video/rti-implementation-developing-effective-schedules-elementary-level
http://www.rtinetwork.org/getstarted/develop/create-your-implementation-blueprint-stage-2-installation
http://www.rtinetwork.org/rti-blog/entry/1/99
http://digitalcommons.georgiasouthern.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1866&context=etd
http://www.nationalforum.com/Electronic%20Journal%20Volumes/Hamilton,%20John%20L%20The%20Campus%20Principal%20and%20RTI%20Implementation%20NFEAS%20V27%20N4%202010.pdf
http://gradworks.umi.com/35/81/3581481.html
http://www.rtinetwork.org/rti-blog/entry/1/190
https://www.nasdse.org/LinkClick.aspx?fileticket=xfaY9nenWzM%3D&tabid=411
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 Links to websites and resources that allow teachers to plan for RTI2; and 

 Resources and strategies for use with students with disabilities. 
 
Furthermore, teachers shared that the TDOE could support teachers by providing:  

 Additional trained RTI2 staff;  

 Funding; and  

 A statewide, universal RTI2 screener. 
 
Because some teachers believe they do not have enough RTI2 resources and staffing, we 
suggest that TDOE consider providing additional funding to support RTI2 implementation. 
Additionally, TDOE should consider emphasizing to districts the importance of providing 
need-based professional development to schools, in addition to explicit information on 
where teachers can find TDOE, state, and other RTI2 resources. NCRTI, the National Center 
on Intensive Intervention (NCII), and the IRIS Center at Vanderbilt University provide a wide 
variety of RTI resources and professional development, such as:  
 

 A training module on “Developing an RTI Professional Development Plan: Things to 
Consider” (NCRTI);  

 Sample math and behavior lessons and activities for teachers (NCII);  

 Research-based information on tools for academic and behavioral progress monitoring 
and screeners (NCII; NCRTI);  

 Research-based information on specific academic intervention programs (NCII); and  

 Training modules for teachers on a variety of topics (e.g., progress monitoring, data use, 
Tier III instruction; IRIS Center). 

  

http://www.rti4success.org/resource/developing-rti-professional-development-plan-things-consider
http://www.intensiveintervention.org/node/13131
http://www.intensiveintervention.org/chart/progress-monitoring
http://www.rti4success.org/resources/tools-charts
http://www.intensiveintervention.org/chart/instructional-intervention-tools
http://iris.peabody.vanderbilt.edu/iris-resource-locator/?term=rti-mtss-includes-intensive-intervention
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Tennessee CORE Districts 

HSG presents aggregated and disaggregated (i.e., by CORE districts, see Figure Map 1) survey 
data in Figures 1-48.  
 

Figure Map 1 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
Source: Tennessee Department of Education, 2016; Wikimedia Commons, 2016. 

  

 Northwest  Upper Cumberland 

 Southwest/Memphis  Southeast 

 Mid Cumberland  East TN 

 South Central  First TN 

https://www.tn.gov/education/topic/centers-of-regional-excellence
https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Tennessee_county_locator_map_-_blank.png
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Survey Data 
Q1. How familiar are you with Response to Instruction and Intervention (RTI2)? 

Figure 1 

 
 
 
Analysis: The majority of teachers shared that they are very familiar with RTI2. Slightly over a 
quarter of teachers are familiar with RTI2. Less than 10 percent of teachers are somewhat familiar 
or unfamiliar with RTI2. 
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Q1. How familiar are you with Response to Instruction and Intervention (RTI2)? 
 

Table 1 

  n Percent 

Unfamiliar 34 1% 

Somewhat familiar 221 8% 

Familiar 743 26% 

Very familiar 1834 65% 

Total 2832 100% 
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Q1. How familiar are you with Response to Instruction and Intervention (RTI2)? 
 

Figure 2 

 Very familiar  Somewhat familiar 
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Q1. How familiar are you with Response to Instruction and Intervention (RTI2)? 

Figure 3 

 Very familiar  Somewhat familiar 

 Familiar  Unfamiliar 

 
Analysis: Across all CORE districts, the majority of teachers are familiar or very familiar with RTI2 and nearly all teachers are at least 
somewhat familiar with RTI2.1

                                                
1 Only nine teachers from State Special Schools completed the survey. They were not included in the analysis summary because of the small sample 
size. Therefore, readers should interpret the State Special Schools results with caution. 
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Q2. How have you received the majority of your information about RTI2? 

Figure 4 

 
 
Analysis: Almost all teachers reported that they have received information about RTI2. Most often, 
teachers received the majority of their information through their schools, first through school 
professional development and then informally at their school. This was followed by teachers 
reporting that they received the majority of their information from district or state office 
professional development. Fewer teachers reported that they received the majority of information 
about RTI2 informally through colleagues not at their school, through higher education courses, 
or through professional associations. 
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Q2. How have you received the majority of your information about RTI2? 
 

Table 2 

  n Percent 

Informally at my school 797 28% 

Informally through colleagues not at my school 108 4% 

School professional development 984 35% 

District professional development 550 19% 

State office professional development 199 7% 

Professional association 22 1% 

Higher education course 42 1% 

I have not received any information about RTI2 31 1% 

Other: 99 3% 

Total 2832 100% 
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Q2. How have you received the majority of your information about RTI2? 

Figure 5 

 Informally at my school  Professional association 

 Informally through colleagues not at my school  Higher education course 

 School professional development  I have not received any information about RTI2 

 District professional development  Other 

 State office professional development   
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Q2. How have you received the majority of your information about RTI2? 

Figure 6 

 Informally at my school  Professional association 

 Informally through colleagues not at my school  Higher education course 

 School professional development  I have not received any information about RTI2 

 District professional development  Other 

 State office professional development   

 
 
Analysis: With the exception of the First TN CORE district, teachers in all CORE districts shared that they received the majority of their 
information about RTI2 through, in order of frequency, school professional development, informally at their school, and district 
professional development. Although much less frequently noted, all CORE districts then selected the state office professional 
development, followed by informally through colleagues not at their schools. Few teachers indicated that they received the majority of 
their information about RTI2 through professional associations or higher education courses. 2  

                                                
2 Only nine teachers from State Special Schools completed the survey. They were not included in the analysis summary because of the small sample 
size. Therefore, readers should interpret the State Special Schools results with caution. 
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Q3. To what extent do you think RTI2, when fully implemented, benefits all students?  

Figure 7 

 

 
 
 
Analysis: The majority of teachers indicated that, when fully implemented, RTI2 benefits all 
students to some extent or greater. Over a quarter of teachers shared that RTI2 benefits all 
students to little extent. 

Not Applicable
1%

To no 
extent

6%

To little 
extent
27%

To some 
extent
42%

To a great 
extent
23%

%



 
 

21 
 

Q3. To what extent do you think RTI2, when fully implemented, benefits all students?  
 

Table 3 

  n Percent 

Not Applicable 26 1% 

To no extent 182 6% 

To little extent 774 27% 

To some extent 1195 42% 

To a great extent 655 23% 

Total 2832 100% 
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Q3. To what extent do you think RTI2, when fully implemented, benefits all students?  

Figure 8 

 To a great extent  To no extent 

 To some extent  Not Applicable 

 To little extent   
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Q3. To what extent do you think RTI2, when fully implemented, benefits all students?  

Figure 9 

 To a great extent  To no extent 

 To some extent  Not Applicable 

 To little extent   

 
Analysis: At least half of teachers in all CORE districts think RTI2 benefits all students to some extent or greater when RTI2 is fully 
implemented. The Northwest CORE district had the greatest percentage of teachers who thought RTI2 benefits all students, with nearly 
three-quarters of these teachers reporting benefits to some extent or to a great extent. The teachers in the Southwest CORE district 
were the most divided, with half of teachers indicating RTI2 benefits all students to some extent or greater and nearly half of teachers 
sharing RTI2 benefits students to little or no extent. 3 

                                                
3 Only nine teachers from State Special Schools completed the survey. They were not included in the analysis summary because of the small sample 
size. Therefore, readers should interpret the State Special Schools results with caution. 
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Q4. How informed should all Tennessee teachers be about RTI2? 

Figure 10 

 
 
 
Analysis: Ninety-five percent of teachers indicated that all Tennessee teachers should be 
informed or fully informed about RTI2. More specifically, the majority of teachers—nearly three 
quarters—shared that all teachers should be fully informed.  
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Q4. How informed should all Tennessee teachers be about RTI2? 

Table 4 

  n Percent 

Not informed at all 31 1% 

Somewhat informed 111 4% 

Informed 633 22% 

Fully informed 2057 73% 

Total 2832 100% 
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Q4. How informed should all Tennessee teachers be about RTI2? 

Figure 11 

 Fully informed  Somewhat informed 

 Informed  Not informed at all 
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Q4. How informed should all Tennessee teachers be about RTI2? 

Figure 12 

 Fully informed  Somewhat informed 

 Informed  Not informed at all 

 
Analysis: Teacher responses regarding how informed all Tennessee teachers should be about RTI2 were very consistent across CORE 
districts with at least 70 percent of teachers in each CORE district indicating that all teachers should be fully informed about RTI2. 4

                                                
4 Only nine teachers from State Special Schools completed the survey. They were not included in the analysis summary because of the small sample 
size. Therefore, readers should interpret the State Special Schools results with caution. 
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Q5. How satisfied are you with your school’s RTI2 implementation process? 

Figure 13 

 
Analysis: Teachers’ satisfaction with their school’s RTI2 implementation process varied greatly. 
Forty-four percent of teachers were satisfied or very satisfied with their schools’ RTI2 
implementation process, but nearly a third were dissatisfied or very dissatisfied with the process. 
Nearly a quarter of teachers shared they had neutral feelings in regards to the RTI2 
implementation process at their school. 
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Q5. How satisfied are you with your school’s RTI2 implementation process? 
   

Table 5. 

  n Percent 

Not applicable 47 2% 

Very dissatisfied 367 13% 

Dissatisfied 534 19% 

Neutral 650 23% 

Satisfied 843 30% 

Very satisfied 391 14% 

Total 2832 100% 
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Q5. How satisfied are you with your school’s RTI2 implementation process? 

Figure 14 

 Very satisfied  Dissatisfied 

 Satisfied  Very dissatisfied 

 Neutral  Not applicable 
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Q5. How satisfied are you with your school’s RTI2 implementation process? 

Figure 15 

 Very satisfied  Dissatisfied 

 Satisfied  Very dissatisfied 

 Neutral  Not applicable 

 
Analysis: Teacher responses regarding their satisfaction with their schools’ RTI2 implementation process varied by CORE district. Most 
notably, the First TN and Upper Cumberland CORE districts had the highest percentage of teachers who are satisfied or very satisfied 
with their schools’ RTI2 implementation process. The Southwest and Southeast CORE districts had the greatest percentage of teachers 
who are dissatisfied or very dissatisfied with the process at their schools. 5 

                                                
5 Only nine teachers from State Special Schools completed the survey. They were not included in the analysis summary because of the small sample 
size. Therefore, readers should interpret the State Special Schools results with caution. 
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Q6. My school culture supports the belief that the RTI2 framework will help all students 
become successful and access the general education curriculum. 

Figure 16 

 
 
Analysis: The majority of teachers agreed or strongly agreed that their school culture supports 
the belief that the RTI2 framework will help all students become successful and access the general 
education curriculum. Just over a fifth of teachers shared they had neutral opinions about their 
school culture and nearly a fifth disagreed or strongly disagreed that their school culture supports 
this belief. 
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Q6. My school culture supports the belief that the RTI2 framework will help all students 
become successful and access the general education curriculum. 

Table 6 

  n Percent 

Not applicable 30 1% 

Strongly Disagree 137 5% 

Disagree 392 14% 

Neutral 599 21% 

Agree 1133 40% 

Strongly Agree 541 19% 

Total 2832 100% 
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Q6. My school culture supports the belief that the RTI2 framework will help all students become successful and access the 
general education curriculum. 

Figure 17 

 Strongly Agree  Disagree 

 Agree  Strongly Disagree 

 Neutral  Not applicable 
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Q6. My school culture supports the belief that the RTI2 framework will help all students become successful and access the 
general education curriculum. 

Figure 18 

 Strongly Agree  Disagree 

 Agree  Strongly Disagree 

 Neutral  Not applicable 

Analysis: In almost all CORE districts, at least half of teachers agreed or strongly agreed that their school culture supports the belief 
that the RTI2 framework will help all students become successful and access the general education curriculum. Notably, the Southwest 
CORE district had the greatest percentage of teachers who disagreed or strongly disagreed. 6 

                                                
6 Only nine teachers from State Special Schools completed the survey. They were not included in the analysis summary because of the small sample 
size. Therefore, readers should interpret the State Special Schools results with caution. 
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Q7. Which professional development content would help support your implementation of 
the RTI2 framework? You may choose more than one of the following.  

Figure 19 

  
Analysis: Teacher responses showed that a variety of professional development content would 
help support implementation of the RTI2 framework. Around half of teachers selected instructional 
strategies for supporting either Tier I instruction, or Tier II/III/special education/English Language 
Learners, or both. Thirty-six percent of teachers selected data-based decision making to align 
appropriate interventions for Tier II/III/special education/English Language Learners as helpful 
professional development content. Thirty-one percent of teachers selected data-based decision 
making to improve Tier I instruction. Over a fifth of teachers also shared that strategies for 
integrating either literacy across the content areas or technology into instruction, or methods for 
supporting parents, or all three, would be helpful content areas.   
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Q7. Which professional development content would help support your implementation of 
the RTI2 framework? You may choose more than one of the following. 
 

Table 7 

 Unchecked Checked 

  n Percent n Percent 

Data-based decision making to 
improve Tier I instruction 

1956 69% 876 31% 

Instructional strategies (e g , 
differentiation/scaffolding) to support 
Tier I instruction 

1393 49% 1439 51% 

Data-based decision making to align 
appropriate interventions for Tier 
II/III/special education/English 
language learners  

1809 64% 1023 36% 

Instructional strategies to support 
Tier II/III/special education/English 
language learners to ensure 
appropriate intensity of intervention 

1443 51% 1389 49% 

Strategies for integrating technology 
into instruction 

2250 79% 582 21% 

Strategies for integrating literacy 
across the content areas 

2031 72% 801 28% 

Methods for supporting parents 2190 77% 642 23% 

Other 2602 92% 230 8% 

Not applicable 2720 96% 112 4% 
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Q7. Which professional development content would help support your implementation of the RTI2 framework? You may 
choose more than one of the following. 

Figure 20 

 Data-based decision making to improve Tier I instruction  Strategies for integrating literacy across the content areas 

 
Instructional strategies (e.g., differentiation/scaffolding) to support 
Tier I instruction  Methods for supporting parents 
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language learners to ensure appropriate intensity of intervention  Not applicable 

 Strategies for integrating technology into instruction   

 

31%
33% 32%

25%

35%

52%
47%

52% 50%

61%

36% 35% 35%

46%

35%

51%
47%

51%
54%

44%

25% 23%
19%

22%
19%

30%
33%

25% 24%

31%

26%
23%

21% 20% 22%

7% 8% 8%
5% 7%

4% 3% 4% 3% 2%

East TN
(n = 482)

First TN
(n = 278)

Mid Cumberland
(n = 854)

Northwest
(n = 206)

South Central
(n = 237)



 
 

39 
 

Q7. Which professional development content would help support your implementation of the RTI2 framework? You may 
choose more than one of the following. 

Figure 21 

 Data-based decision making to improve Tier I instruction  Strategies for integrating literacy across the content areas 

 
Instructional strategies (e.g., differentiation/scaffolding) to support 
Tier I instruction  Methods for supporting parents 

 
Data-based decision making to align appropriate interventions for 
Tier II/III/special education/English language learners  Other 

 
Instructional strategies to support Tier II/III/special education/English 
language learners to ensure appropriate intensity of intervention  Not applicable 

 Strategies for integrating technology into instruction   

 
 
Analysis: Overall, teacher responses regarding professional development content that would help support implementation of the RTI2 
framework varied somewhat by CORE district. Teachers in six CORE districts most often selected instructional strategies to support 
Tier I instruction, followed by instructional strategies to support Tier II/III/special education/English Language Learners. Teachers in 
the Upper Cumberland and Northwest CORE districts selected these two content areas in reverse. Teachers in all CORE districts least 
often selected, in order of frequency, methods for supporting parents, strategies for integrating technology into instruction, other, and 
not applicable. Teachers’ selection of the remaining professional development content areas varied slightly by CORE district. 7 

                                                
7 Only nine teachers from State Special Schools completed the survey. They were not included in the analysis summary because of the small sample 
size. Therefore, readers should interpret the State Special Schools results with caution. 
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Q8. What data do you use to determine student levels? You may choose more than one of 
the following. 

Figure 22 

 
 
Analysis: Teachers use a number of data sources to determine student levels. Most often 
teachers indicated that they use either a universal screener, or a progress monitoring tool, or both, 
followed by a formative assessment, then a diagnostic to assess student levels. 
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Q8. What data do you use to determine student levels? You may choose more than one of 
the following. 

Table 8 

  Unchecked Checked 

  n Percent n Percent 

Diagnostic 1562 55% 1270 45% 

Formative assessment 1445 51% 1387 49% 

Universal Screener 1008 36% 1824 64% 

Progress Monitoring Tool 1006 36% 1826 64% 

Other 2665 94% 167 6% 

Not applicable 2721 96% 111 4% 
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Q8. What data do you use to determine student levels? You may choose more than one of the following. 

Figure 23 

 Diagnostic  
Progress Monitoring Tool 

 Formative assessment  
Other 

 Universal Screener  
Not applicable 

 

 
  

49% 49%
45%

33%

41%

55%

47%
52%

41% 41%

63%
58%

65%
67%

74%

67%
63%

67%
62%

65%

8%
4%

7%
4% 4%4%

6%
4% 4% 3%

East TN
(n = 482)

First TN
(n = 278)

Mid Cumberland
(n = 854)

Northwest
(n = 206)

South Central
(n = 237)



 
 

43 
 

Q8. What data do you use to determine student levels? You may choose more than one of the following. 

Figure 24 

 Diagnostic  
Progress Monitoring Tool 

 Formative assessment  
Other 

 Universal Screener  
Not applicable 

 

 
 
 
Analysis: Teachers use a number of data sources to determine student levels. In half of the CORE districts, teachers most frequently 
indicated that they use a universal screener, followed by a progress monitoring tool. The other half of the CORE districts selected the 
opposite and more often use a progress monitoring tool, then a universal screener. In all CORE districts, this was followed by formative 
assessment and diagnostics, which was used more frequently depending on the CORE district. 8 

                                                
8 Only nine teachers from State Special Schools completed the survey. They were not included in the analysis summary because of the small sample 
size. Therefore, readers should interpret the State Special Schools results with caution. 
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Q9. The data used to determine student levels is an accurate indicator of my students’ 
abilities. 

Figure 25 

 
 
Analysis: Over a third of teachers agreed that the data used to determine student levels is an 
accurate indicator of student abilities, and over a third of teachers disagreed (24 percent) or 
strongly disagreed (11 percent) with this statement. Slightly over a fifth of teachers were neutral 
and few teachers strongly agreed that the data used was an accurate indicator.  
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Q9. The data used to determine student levels is an accurate indicator of my students’ 
abilities. 

Table 9 

  n Percent 

Not applicable 62 2% 

Strongly Disagree 322 11% 

Disagree 675 24% 

Neutral 589 21% 

Agree 1014 36% 

Strongly Agree 170 6% 

Total 2832 100% 
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Q9. The data used to determine student levels is an accurate indicator of my students’ abilities. 

Figure 26 

 Strongly Agree  Disagree 

 Agree  Strongly Disagree 

 Neutral  Not applicable 
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Q9. The data used to determine student levels is an accurate indicator of my students’ abilities. 

Figure 27 

 Strongly Agree  Disagree 

 Agree  Strongly Disagree 

 Neutral  Not applicable 

 
Analysis: In most CORE districts, teachers tended to agree or strongly agree, rather than disagree or strongly disagree, that the data 
used to determine student levels is an accurate indicator of students’ abilities. There were three exceptions: the Southwest CORE 
district, where more teachers disagreed or strongly disagreed with this statement, and the South Central and Northwest CORE districts, 
where teachers were more equally divided in their agreement levels. 9 

                                                
9 Only nine teachers from State Special Schools completed the survey. They were not included in the analysis summary because of the small sample 
size. Therefore, readers should interpret the State Special Schools results with caution. 

2% 2% 2%
14% 18%

12%
22%

20%

29%

22%

22%

20%

19%

18%

44%

40%

29%

38%

11%
5% 3%

9%

Southeast
(n = 87)

Southwest
(n = 456)

Upper Cumberland
(n = 223)

State Special Schools
(n = 9)



 
 

48 
 

Q10. In which way(s) has the professional development you received prepared you to 
implement the RTI2 framework? You may choose more than one of the following. 

Figure 28 

 
 
Analysis: Nearly half of teachers indicated that the professional development regarding RTI2 
framework implementation has improved their understanding of the framework. Over a fifth of 
teachers indicated that this professional development has helped them understand how to change 
instructional practice to implement the RTI2 framework or to support their peers’ understanding of 
the RTI2 framework, or both. Slightly fewer teachers indicated that the professional development 
has helped them to support their peers in making instructional practice changes.  Nearly a quarter 
of teachers indicated that the professional development has not prepared them to implement the 
RTI2 framework, and slightly less than a fifth of teachers have not received professional 
development on implementing the RTI2 framework.   
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Q10. In which way(s) has the professional development you received prepared you to 
implement the RTI2 framework? You may choose more than one of the following. 

Table 10 

 Unchecked Checked 

  n Percent n Percent 

It has improved my understanding of the 
framework  

1465 52% 1367 48% 

It has helped me understand how to 
change my instructional practice to 
implement the RTI2 framework 

2185 77% 647 23% 

It has helped me support my peers’ 
understanding of the RTI2 framework  

2229 79% 603 21% 

It has helped me support my peers in 
making changes to instructional practice  

2457 87% 375 13% 

Professional development has not prepared 
me to implement the RTI2 framework  

2189 77% 643 23% 

I have not received professional 
development on implementing the RTI2 
framework 

2356 83% 476 17% 
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Q10. In which way(s) has the professional development you received prepared you to implement the RTI2 framework? You 
may choose more than one of the following. 

Figure 29 

 It has improved my understanding of the framework.  
It has helped me support my peers in making changes to instructional 
practice. 

 
It has helped me understand how to change my instructional practice 
to implement the RTI2 framework.  

Professional development has not prepared me to implement the 
RTI2 framework. 

 
It has helped me support my peers’ understanding of the RTI2 
framework.  

I have not received professional development on implementing the 
RTI2 framework. 
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Q10. In which way(s) has the professional development you received prepared you to implement the RTI2 framework? You 
may choose more than one of the following. 

Figure 30 

 It has improved my understanding of the framework.  
It has helped me support my peers in making changes to instructional 
practice. 

 
It has helped me understand how to change my instructional practice 
to implement the RTI2 framework.  

Professional development has not prepared me to implement the 
RTI2 framework. 

 
It has helped me support my peers’ understanding of the RTI2 
framework.  

I have not received professional development on implementing the 
RTI2 framework. 

 

 
 
Analysis: In all CORE districts, teachers most often indicated that the professional development regarding RTI2 framework 
implementation has improved their understanding of the framework. In all CORE districts, except for East TN, teachers least often 
indicated that the professional development has helped them support their peers in making instructional practice changes. The other 
ways in which professional development prepared teachers varied by CORE districts. Notably, the Southwest and South Central CORE 
districts had the highest percentage of teachers who indicated that professional development has not prepared them to implement the 
RTI2 framework, and the First TN and Upper Cumberland CORE districts had the highest percentages of teachers who have not 
received professional development on implementing the RTI2 framework. 10  

                                                
10 Only nine teachers from State Special Schools completed the survey. They were not included in the analysis summary because of the small 
sample size. Therefore, readers should interpret the State Special Schools results with caution. 
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Q11. How helpful are the state-prepared instructional resources for implementing the RTI2 
framework? 

Figure 31 

 

 
 
 
Analysis: Half of teachers found the state-prepared instructional resources for implementing the 
RTI2 framework to be at least somewhat helpful. Slightly over a fifth of teachers did not find these 
resources to be helpful and over a quarter of teachers were not aware of these instructional 
resources.  
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Q11. How helpful are the state-prepared instructional resources for implementing the RTI2 
framework?  

Table 11 

  n Percent 

I am not aware of these resources 783 28% 

Not helpful at all 625 22% 

Somewhat helpful 918 32% 

Helpful 419 15% 

Very helpful 87 3% 

Total 2832 100% 
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Q11. How helpful are the state-prepared instructional resources for implementing the RTI2 framework?  

Figure 32 

 Very helpful  Not helpful at all 

 Helpful  I am not aware of these resources. 

 Somewhat helpful   
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Q11. How helpful are the state-prepared instructional resources for implementing the RTI2 framework?  

Figure 33 

 Very helpful  Not helpful at all 

 Helpful  I am not aware of these resources. 

 Somewhat helpful   

 
Analysis: Teacher responses regarding how helpful the state-prepared instructional resources are for implementing the RTI2 framework 
varied slightly by CORE district. The typical trend in most CORE districts was that around a quarter of teachers were unaware of these 
resources and around a third or more of teachers found the resources to be somewhat helpful, followed by not helpful at all, then 
helpful, and least often, very helpful. The exceptions to this trend were the East TN and Mid Cumberland CORE districts, which had 
higher percentages of teachers who were unaware of these resources, and the Southwest CORE district teachers, who most frequently 
indicated that they did not find these resources to be helpful. 11

                                                
11 Only nine teachers from State Special Schools completed the survey. They were not included in the analysis summary because of the small 
sample size. Therefore, readers should interpret the State Special Schools results with caution. 
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Q12. How helpful are the district-prepared instructional resources for implementing the 
RTI2 framework? 

Figure 34 

 

 
 
 
Analysis: Over 60 percent of teachers found the district-prepared instructional resources for 
implementing the RTI2 framework to be at least somewhat helpful. Nearly a fifth of teachers found 
these resources were not helpful at all, and a fifth of teachers were not aware of these instructional 
resources.  
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Q12. How helpful are the district-prepared instructional resources for implementing the 
RTI2 framework? 

Table 12 

  n Percent 

I am not aware of these 
resources 

558 20% 

Not helpful at all 487 17% 

Somewhat helpful 955 34% 

Helpful 633 22% 

Very helpful 199 7% 

Total 2832 100% 
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Q12. How helpful are the district-prepared instructional resources for implementing the RTI2 framework? 

Figure 35 

 Very helpful  Not helpful at all 

 Helpful  I am not aware of these resources. 

 Somewhat helpful   
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Q12. How helpful are the district-prepared instructional resources for implementing the RTI2 framework? 

Figure 36 

 Very helpful  Not helpful at all 

 Helpful  I am not aware of these resources. 

 Somewhat helpful   

 
Analysis: Teacher responses regarding how helpful they found the district-prepared instructional resources for implementing the RTI2 
framework varied slightly by CORE district. Typically, around a fifth of teachers in each CORE district were not aware of the district-
prepared instructional resources. The exception was the Southeast CORE district in which closer to a third of teachers were unaware 
of these resources. In most CORE districts, the remaining teachers most frequently found the resources to be somewhat helpful, 
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especially in the South Central CORE district. In the Southeast and Southwest CORE districts, teachers who were aware of the 
resources most often indicated these resources were helpful. Teachers in all CORE districts least often indicated that the resources 
were very helpful. Around 15 percent of teachers in most CORE districts indicated these resources were not helpful at all, except for 
the Southwest CORE district which had a much higher percentage of teachers who found the resources not helpful at all. 12 

                                                
12 Only nine teachers from State Special Schools completed the survey. They were not included in the analysis summary because of the small 
sample size. Therefore, readers should interpret the State Special Schools results with caution. 
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Q13. Which instructional resources should be provided for implementing the RTI2 
framework? You may choose more than one of the following. 

Figure 37 

13 
Analysis: Teachers shared that a number of instructional resources should be provided for 
implementing the RTI2 framework. Teachers most often indicated that either 
resources/strategies for aligning appropriate interventions at Tier II/III/special education or for 
high-achieving students, or both, should be provided for implementing the RTI2. Teachers 
selected the following instructional resources, in most frequent order: procedures/strategies for 
district/school level teams, procedures/strategies for universal screening and use of data for 

                                                
13  These two response options were combined for analyses as they both represented the same 
communication tool. If either one or both were selected, the teacher would still only be counted once.  
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improving Tier I instruction, links to websites and resources that allow teachers to plan 
appropriately, and resources/strategies to be used with students with disabilities. 
Resources/strategies to be used with English language learners was selected the least, with 
only a third of teachers choosing it. 14  

 
 
  

                                                
14 Only nine teachers from State Special Schools completed the survey. They were not included in the 
analysis summary because of the small sample size. Therefore, readers should interpret the State Special 
Schools results with caution. 
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Q13. Which instructional resources should be provided for implementing the RTI2 
framework? You may choose more than one of the following. 

Table 13 

 Unchecked Checked 

  n Percent n Percent 

Procedures/strategies for 
district/school level teams 

1479 52% 1353 48% 

Procedures/strategies for universal 
screening and use of data for 
improving Tier I instruction 

1560 55% 1272 45% 

Resources/strategies for high-
achieving students 

1079 38% 1753 62% 

Resources/strategies for aligning 
appropriate interventions at Tier 
II/III/special education 

1072 38% 1760 62% 

Resources/strategies to be used with 
students with disabilities 

1673 59% 1159 41% 

Resources/strategies to be used with 
English language learners 

1897 67% 935 33% 

Links to websites and resources that 
allow teachers to plan appropriately 

1601 57% 1231 43% 

Other 2685 95% 147 5% 

Not applicable 2741 97% 91 3% 
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Q13. Which instructional resources should be provided for implementing the RTI2 framework? You may choose more than 
one of the following. 

Figure 38 

 Procedures/strategies for district/school level teams  Resources/strategies to be used with English language learners 

 
Procedures/strategies for universal screening and use of data for 
improving Tier I instruction  

Links to websites and resources that allow teachers to plan 
appropriately 

 Resources/strategies for high-achieving students  Other 
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II/III/special education  Not applicable 
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Q13. Which instructional resources should be provided for implementing the RTI2 framework? You may choose more than 
one of the following. 

Figure 39 

 Procedures/strategies for district/school level teams  Resources/strategies to be used with English language learners 

 
Procedures/strategies for universal screening and use of data for 
improving Tier I instruction  

Links to websites and resources that allow teachers to plan 
appropriately 

 Resources/strategies for high-achieving students  Other 

 
Resources/strategies for aligning appropriate interventions at Tier 
II/III/special education  Not applicable 

 Resources/strategies to be used with students with disabilities   

 
 
Analysis: Depending on the CORE district, teachers most often indicated that RTI2 resources/strategies should be provided for either 
(a) aligning appropriate interventions at Tier II/III/special education or (b) high-achieving students. In all CORE districts, except for East 
TN, teachers least often indicated that resources/strategies to be used with English language learners should be provided for 
implementing the RTI2. Teachers’ selection of the other types of instructional resources varied by CORE district. 15  

                                                
15 Only nine teachers from State Special Schools completed the survey. They were not included in the analysis summary because of the small 
sample size. Therefore, readers should interpret the State Special Schools results with caution. 
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Q14. How are RTI2 intervention resources chosen? You may choose more than one of the 
following. 

Figure 40 

 
 
Analysis: Just over half of teachers indicated that RTI2 intervention resources are chosen through 
a blend of purchased and classroom resources. About a quarter of teachers indicated these 
resources are chosen through either existing classroom resources, or purchased programs, or 
both. Nearly a fifth of teachers reported being unsure of how these resources are selected.  
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Q14. How are RTI2 intervention resources chosen? You may choose more than one of the 
following. 

Table 14 

 Unchecked Checked 

  n Percent n Percent 

Purchased programs 2176 77% 656 23% 

Existing classroom resources 2137 75% 695 25% 

A blend of purchased and classroom resources 1380 49% 1452 51% 

Other 2699 95% 133 5% 

Not Sure 2336 82% 496 18% 

My school does not use the RTI2 framework 2788 98% 44 2% 
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Q14. How are RTI2 intervention resources chosen? You may choose more than one of the following. 

Figure 41 

 Purchased programs  Other 

 Existing classroom resources  Not Sure 

 A blend of purchased and classroom resources  My school does not use the RTI2 framework 
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Q14. How are RTI2 intervention resources chosen? You may choose more than one of the following. 

Figure 42 

 Purchased programs  Other 

 Existing classroom resources  Not Sure 

 A blend of purchased and classroom resources  My school does not use the RTI2 framework 

 

 
 
 
Analysis: Over 40 percent of teachers in each CORE district indicated that RTI2 intervention resources are chosen through a blend of 
purchased and classroom resources. Depending on the CORE district, teachers then selected either existing classroom resources or 
purchased programs more frequently. Notably, the East TN and Southwest CORE districts had the highest percentage of teachers 
who are unsure of how these resources are selected. 16  
   

                                                
16 Only nine teachers from State Special Schools completed the survey. They were not included in the analysis summary because of the small 
sample size. Therefore, readers should interpret the State Special Schools results with caution. 
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Q15. How is your school schedule designed to support the RTI2 framework? You may 
choose more than one of the following. Our school provides: 

Figure 43 

 
 
Analysis: Over 60 percent of teachers indicated that their school schedule is designed to support 
the RTI2 framework by providing time for one or more of the following: time for students who fall 
below the 25th percentile to receive Tier II interventions; time for all students to receive high-
quality, core instruction, participate in ongoing assessment and to receive enrichment; or time for 
students who fall below the 10th percent to receive Tier III interventions. 
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Q15. How is your school schedule designed to support the RTI2 framework? You may 
choose more than one of the following. Our school provides: 

Table 15 

  Unchecked Checked 

  n Percent n Percent 

Time for all students to receive high-
quality, core instruction, participate in 
ongoing assessment, and to receive 
enrichment (if applicable) (Tier I) 

938 34% 1850 66% 

Time for students who fall below the 25th 
percentile to receive Tier II interventions   

932 33% 1856 67% 

Time for students who fall below the 10th 
percentile to receive Tier III interventions   

1030 37% 1758 63% 

Other   2629 94% 159 6% 

Not sure   2570 92% 218 8% 
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Q15. How is your school schedule designed to support the RTI2 framework? You may choose more than one of the following. 
Our school provides: 

Figure 44 

 
Time for all students to receive high-quality, core instruction, participate in ongoing 
assessment, and to receive enrichment (if applicable) (Tier I)  Other 

 Time for students who fall below the 25th percentile to receive Tier II interventions  Not sure 

 Time for students who fall below the 10th percentile to receive Tier III interventions   
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Q15. How is your school schedule designed to support the RTI2 framework? You may choose more than one of the following. 
Our school provides: 

Figure 45 

 
Time for all students to receive high-quality, core instruction, participate in ongoing 
assessment, and to receive enrichment (if applicable) (Tier I)  Other 

 Time for students who fall below the 25th percentile to receive Tier II interventions  Not sure 

 Time for students who fall below the 10th percentile to receive Tier III interventions   

 

 
 
Analysis: Teacher responses regarding how their school schedules are designed to support the RTI2 framework varied by CORE 
district. Over half of teachers in each CORE district indicated that their school schedule is designed to support the RTI2 framework by 
providing time for one or more of the following: time for students who fall below the 25th percentile to receive Tier II interventions, time 
for all students to receive high-quality, core instruction, participate in ongoing assessment and to receive enrichment, or time for 
students who fall below the 10th percent to receive Tier III interventions. CORE districts varied slightly in the order of these three areas 
and the percentages of teachers who selected each school provision ranged from 51 percent to 75 percent, depending on the CORE 
district. 17    

                                                
17 Only nine teachers from State Special Schools completed the survey. They were not included in the analysis summary because of the small 
sample size. Therefore, readers should interpret the State Special Schools results with caution. 
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Q16. What impact do you feel the RTI2  framework has on Tier III students?  

Figure 46 

 
 
Analysis: Over half of teachers shared that they feel the RTI2  framework has some positive impact 
on Tier III students, and some teachers feel it has a significant positive impact. Some teachers 
shared that they feel it has no impact, and close to a tenth of teachers feel it has some negative 
or a significant negative impact on Tier III students.  
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Q16. What impact do you feel the RTI2  framework has on Tier III students? 

Table 16 

  n Percent 

Not applicable 131 5% 

Significant negative impact 85 3% 

Some negative impact 140 5% 

No impact 482 17% 

Some positive impact 1598 56% 

Significant positive impact 396 14% 

Total 2832 100% 
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Q16. What impact do you feel the RTI2  framework has on Tier III students? 

Figure 47 

 Significant positive impact  Some negative impact 

 Some positive impact  Significant negative impact 

 No impact  Not applicable 
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Q16. What impact do you feel the RTI2  framework has on Tier III students? 

Figure 48 

 Significant positive impact  Some negative impact 

 Some positive impact  Significant negative impact 

 No impact  Not applicable 

 
Analysis: Although most teachers in each CORE district indicated that they feel the RTI2  framework has a positive impact on Tier III 
students, there were some variations. The First TN, Mid Cumberland, and Northwest CORE districts had the highest percentages of 
teachers (over 75 percent) who feel the RTI2 framework has some or significant positive impact. The South Central, Southwest, and 
Upper Cumberland CORE districts had the highest percentage (over a tenth) of teachers who feel the RTI2 framework has some or 
significant negative impact on Tier III students. Around a quarter of teachers in the Southeast and Southwest CORE districts shared 
that they feel it has no impact. 18  

                                                
18 Only nine teachers from State Special Schools completed the survey. They were not included in the analysis summary because of the small 
sample size. Therefore, readers should interpret the State Special Schools results with caution. 
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Focus Group Data 

The spring focus groups included the following six open-ended questions: 
 

1. Is intervention time beneficial? 
2. How is your intervention time structured? Is the structure effective? 
3. How could your school make you feel more supported with the RTI2 process and 

guidelines? Your district? Your state? 
4. Has the RTI2 process been effectively communicated to parents? If so, how? If not, 

why not? 
5. What is the biggest obstacle concerning RTI2? What is the biggest success? 
6. What are your thoughts about working with students from other classes during 

RTI2?  Your team or PLC’s thoughts? 
 
HSG collected responses from focus groups and SurveyGizmo (referred to throughout this portion 
of the report as “survey answers”) and sent the results to Magnolia Consulting for analysis. After 
receiving the focus group data, Magnolia Consulting cleaned and prepared it for coding in Atlas.ti, 
a qualitative data analysis software. Atlas.ti allows users to divide data into segments, attach 
codes to the segments, and find and display all instances of similarly coded segments for analysis 
(Miles & Huberman, 1994). 19  This enables efficient data organization and analysis. Next, 
Magnolia Consulting conducted a content analysis of the data, which involved identifying, 
organizing, and categorizing recurring themes in the survey answers (Patton, 2015).20 Magnolia 
Consulting staff regularly met to review codes, to discuss emerging codes, and to establish 
interrater agreement on recurring themes.  
 
For this report, Magnolia Consulting presents categorized, recurring themes in tables with 
associated text describing each theme. An analysis of survey data is located in Tables 17-22. 

                                                
19 Miles, M. B. & Huberman, A. M. (1994). Qualitative Data Analysis (2nd ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 
20 Patton, M. C. (2015). Qualitative Research and Evaluation Methods (4th ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.  
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FG Q1: Is intervention time beneficial? 

Table 17 

Perceptions of Intervention Time 

YES. INTERVENTION TIME IS BENEFICIAL. (N = 822) 

Some teachers stated that intervention time is beneficial. 
Teachers offered explanations, including their perception(s) 
that RTI2 benefits Tier II and/or Tier III students and schools 
are implementing RTI2 effectively and schedules are 
working well. When RTI2 is conducted by quality teachers, 
teachers see students exhibiting marked increases in skills. 

“Yes, it allows Tier II/III students to 
receive beneficial one on one 

instruction.” 

“Yes, intervention is very beneficial 
when it is implemented and carried 

out correctly.” 

“Our school has done an awesome 
job in using this time.” 

“Yes, these students are getting some 
basic instruction in skills they are 

lacking.” 

NO. INTERVENTION TIME IS NOT BENEFICIAL. (N = 749) 

 

By contrast, other teachers do not view intervention time as 
beneficial. Teachers offered reasons, including their 
perceptions that:  

 their schools’ implementation and schedule are not 
effective;  

 students who do not attend Tier II or Tier III are 
marginalized;  

 there are not adequate materials and resources; and  

 students frequently miss other subjects, such as core 
areas and the arts.  

Teachers also commented that their classroom instruction 
is better than intervention time and that poor quality 
interventionists can negate potential benefits of RTI2.   

 

 

“I feel that Tier I students have too 
much time being unsupervised during 

intervention time and are not 
receiving the instruction they need.” 

“No. Kids are pulled from P.E. or they 
are pulled when others are in 

enrichment classes participating in 
fun activities. These students have 

been in intervention since early 
elementary. It affects their self-

esteem.” 

“Teachers need more training on what 
to implement during this time and 

what testing tools should be used to 
help enhance intervention time.” 

“No, I believe students would be 
better served with classroom 

instruction with a teacher who knows 
each students needs.” 
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FG Q2: How is your intervention time structured? Is the structure effective? 

Table 18 

Intervention Time Structure 

RTI2 IS DURING A PROTECTED BLOCK (N = 641) 

The majority of teachers commented that RTI2 is typically 
held during a protected block during the school day. For 
example, teachers frequently mentioned 30 to 45 minute 
blocks, scheduled into the school day, for RTI2 remediation 
or enrichment. 

“All students have an intervention 
time scheduled into their day.” 

 
“We have a designated hour each day 

for groups to happen.” 

TIER II AND TIER III STUDENTS RECEIVE SUPPORT (N = 193) 

Teachers described how their RTI2 time allows for Tier II 
and Tier III students to receive remediation, often through 
pull-out instruction.  

“Pull-outs for Tier II and Tier III are 
throughout the afternoon” 

“30-45 minutes of Tier II & III reading 
and math instruction is taught during 
intervention time. If a student needs 

both reading and math, they are 
pulled during social studies or science 

time.” 

ALL STUDENTS RECEIVE REMEDIATION OR ENRICHMENT (N = 140) 

Teachers reported that all students receive remediation 
(Tier II/III) or enrichment (all other students) during RTI2 
time.  

“Four days a week, there is an 
intervention/enrichment period in 
which all students are involved.” 

 
“Every student has an intervention 
block scheduled within the day.” 

STUDENTS CHANGE CLASSROOMS FOR RTI2 (N = 118) 

Teachers mentioned that students change classrooms and 
teachers for RTI2, sometimes referred to as a “Walk to 
Learn” model.  

“Everyone goes to different teachers 
so it takes an hour of instruction time 

out of our block daily.” 

“We have an hour first thing in the 
morning that the students switch 

classes.” 

TIER II/TIER III RECEIVE RECOMMENDED AMOUNT OF INSTRUCTIONAL TIME (N = 88) 

Teachers commented that Tier II and Tier III students are 
receiving the recommended amount of time in RTI2. 
Specifically, Tier II students receive 30 minutes or greater 
of Tier II instruction and Tier III students receive 45 minutes 
or greater of Tier III instruction.   

“45 minutes is allotted daily for Tier III 
instruction and 30 minutes within that 

time frame for Tier II instruction.” 

“We have 45 minutes of Tier II and 
Tier III concurrently.” 
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Intervention Time Structure 

STUDENTS RECEIVE SUPPORT IN SMALL GROUPS (N = 76) 

Teachers shared that students frequently receive RTI2 in 
small groups.   

“I do small groups during RTI.” 

“Students are pulled into small groups 
and we make good progress with 

these students...” 

STUDENTS ARE REGULARLY SCREENED AND ASSESSED (N = 73) 

Teachers stated that students are regularly screened, 
assessed, and progress monitored using various measures 
to determine their needs for additional support beyond Tier 
I instruction.  

“We used progress monitoring tools 
to identify as to whether students 
need to be in particular Tiers for 

specific subjects…” 

“Students are ability grouped based 
on their benchmark assessment.” 

SCHOOL RTI2 SCHEDULES VARY BY GRADE LEVEL (N = 71) 

Teachers noted that their RTI2 schedule varies by grade 
level, with different fixed time blocks during the day.   

“Each grade has a different scheduled 
RTI time throughout the day.” 

“Every grade level has a specific daily 
RTI2 time in which the different Tiers 

receive differentiated instruction 
based on needs…” 

STUDENTS RECEIVE TECHNOLOGY-BASED INSTRUCTION (N = 53) 

Teachers reported that their schools use technology-based 
or online intervention programs for RTI2.   

“The instruction is a mix of programs 
and computers.” 

“During our intervention time, a grade 
level teacher is responsible for Tier II 
and III reading and primarily uses a 

computer program, Read180.” 

SCHOOL RTI2  SCHEDULES ARE THE SAME ACROSS GRADE LEVELS (N = 47) 

Teachers shared that RTI2 schedules are the same across 
grade levels in their school, with all students participating in 
RTI2 at the same time.   

“The entire school has intervention at 
the same time, with teachers pulling 
the small groups and other teachers 
and assistants supervising the rest of 

the students.” 

“The entire school stops for RTI at the 
same time each day.” 
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Table 19 

Effectiveness of Intervention Structure 

NO. THE RTI2 STRUCTURE IS NOT EFFECTIVE. (N = 525) 

Most teachers stated their current RTI2 structure is not 
effective. Teachers commonly referenced the following as 
examples of why their RTI2 structure is ineffective:  

 students who do not receive Tier II/III instruction are left 
out during RTI2 time; 

 students miss instruction in other areas during RTI2 

time;  

 there are too many students and not enough teachers 
for RTI2;  

 students are not engaged and do not take RTI2 time 
seriously; and  

 RTI2 takes too much time out of the school day. 

“Not effective because students do 
not take it seriously” 

“It hurts the children who do not need 
tII or tIII intervention. Most of the time, 

they are given busy work because 
classroom teachers are not with 

them.” 

“It is a double-edged sword: we 
sacrifice other areas in order to meet 

RTI requirements.” 

“Our school is too large for it to work 
effectively. There are too many kids 

that need intervention and not enough 
interventionists to provide it.” 

YES. THE RTI2 STRUCTURE IS EFFECTIVE. (N = 238) 

Other teachers reported that their RTI2 structure is effective 
or well-structured. In general, teachers did not elaborate 
beyond this initial response.  

“Yes” 

“Very beneficial” 

“Our intervention time is structured 
into a 43 minute block attended daily. 
I feel that the structure is effective.” 

“It fits the RTI framework times for 
each grade level and this is effective.” 
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FG Q3: How could your school make you feel more supported with the RTI2 process and 
guidelines? Your district? Your state? 

Table 20 

Support with RTI2 Process and Guidelines 

ONGOING RTI2 PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT AND COMMUNICATION (N = 415) 

Most teachers requested ongoing professional 
development related to the implementation of RTI2, 
examples of successful RTI2 implementation, and 
consistent communication of expectations and guidelines 
for teachers.  

“Be clear about the expectations, how 
to implement intervention strategies, 

and follow up with what we do.” 

“More professional development on 
exactly what RTI2 is. Why we do 

RTI2.” 

RTI2 RESOURCES AND MATERIALS (N = 226) 

Teachers requested that the state or district provide lesson 
plans and materials to implement RTI2 in the classroom.  

“Teachers need to be equipped with 
lessons and materials from the 

district/state, etc.” 

“Provide us with the appropriate 
materials to meet the areas needing 

work for each child.” 

ADDITIONAL TRAINED STAFF (N = 194) 

Teachers frequently expressed a need for additional trained 
staff, such as RTI2 interventionists and RTI2 coordinators, to 
help reduce the amount of time teachers spend on RTI2 

instruction. 

“It takes away planning time from 
teachers. Hire trained professionals 
specifically for this job. Not having 

science and social studies teachers 
teaching reading/math.” 

“Hire specific teachers to do this. 
Teachers are already slammed with 

work.” 

ADDITIONAL FUNDING (N = 87) 

Teachers requested that the state allocate additional funds 
into RTI2 to ensure effective implementation and success. 

“The state needs to fully fund 
mandates.” 

“We need funding to make this work.” 

STATEWIDE, UNIVERSAL SCREENER (N = 81) 

Teachers requested a statewide, universal screener. Some 
teachers added that current screeners do not accurately 
assess student needs.  

“The state needs to designate one 
universal screener (chosen by 

classroom teachers) for the entire 
state.  This could provide 

consistency, validity, and reliability.” 

“Better, more accurate, and reflective 
Universal Screening/Progress 

Monitoring.” 
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Support with RTI2 Process and Guidelines 

TEACHERS FEEL SUPPORTED BY SCHOOLS (N = 78) 

Teachers indicated that they already are supported by their 
schools in their implementation of RTI2.  

“Our school rocks RTI. Our principal 
makes sure every teacher 

understand what they should be 
doing and how they can make a 

difference.” 

“The majority of the support I get is 
from my school.” 
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FG Q4: Has the RTI2 process been effectively communicated to parents? If so, how? If not, 
why not? 

Table 21 

Effective RTI2 Parent Communication 

NO. THE RTI2 PROCESS HAS NOT BEEN EFFECTIVELY COMMUNICATED TO PARENTS. (N = 737) 

 

Some teachers commented that parents do not receive 
effective communication on the RTI2 process. Many 
teachers elaborated, sharing that parents do not understand 
the process and tend to abdicate their role to the school and 
teachers. They also noted there is unclear leadership 
regarding communication procedures.  

 

 

“Many parents question why their 
child is receiving RTI services.” 

“Many of these parents, unfortunately, 
are not actively involved or care to 

understand the process.” 

“Most can’t completely understand 
educational lingo. Most only care their 

child is in school, not at home.” 

“The schools don’t have a concrete 
understanding of what is supposed to 
be done so they are still unclear on 
how or what the parents should be 

given.” 

YES. THE RTI2 PROCESS HAS BEEN EFFECTIVELY COMMUNICATED TO PARENTS. (N = 654) 

 

By contrast, other teachers commented that the RTI2 
process has been effectively communicated to parents. 
Some of these teachers offered examples of this 
communication, including progress letters and reports; 
school meetings and parent teacher conferences; initial 
explanation letters; and other means, such as 
brochures/newsletters, websites, and phone calls/emails.   

 

 

“They receive a letter explaining the 
process at the beginning of the year. 
They then receive updates every 4.5 

weeks regarding their child’s 
progress.” 

“We have had meetings about what it 
is and how it works that are open to 

parents.” 

“Parents are informed through 
meetings, newsletters and 
personalized messages.” 

“We send home benchmarking 
reports and have parent nights as well 
as parent conferences to explain the 

RTI process.” 

NOT SURE WHETHER THE RTI2 PROCESS HAS BEEN EFFECTIVELY COMMUNICATED TO PARENTS (N = 

96) 

Other teachers expressed uncertainty as to how RTI2 is 
communicated to parents.  

“I honestly have no idea.” 
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FG Q5: What is the biggest obstacle concerning RTI2? What is the biggest success? 

Table 22 

RTI2 Biggest Obstacles 

RTI2 REQUIRES CONSIDERABLE TIME AND IS DIFFICULT TO SCHEDULE (N = 454) 

Most teachers commented on the amount of time required 
to implement RTI2, particularly with respect to paperwork 
and planning, and the resulting difficulty of scheduling RTI2 

time during the day or week.   

“The biggest obstacle is time. We 
have so many time constraints and 
demands that filling the gaps and 
inadequacies becomes a daunting 

and unrealistic task.” 

“Not enough time in the school day for 
the predetermined length of the 

reading block, math block, 
intervention, plus special and EL 
services. It adds another layer to 

scheduling difficulties. We are 
mandated to put too many things into 

the school day.” 

TEACHERS LACK RTI2 FUNDING, TRAINING, AND RESOURCES (N = 259) 

Teachers frequently noted a lack of RTI2 funding; training; 
and resources, such as appropriate intervention materials.   

“The biggest obstacle is no resources, 
no direction, and no training on how 

to use the data we have.” 

“Why are we doing this with no 
support? There has been no funding.” 

THERE ARE TOO MANY STUDENTS AND NOT ENOUGH STAFF (N = 233) 

Teachers shared the difficulties in implementing RTI2 when 
there are too many students in need of support and not 
enough staff available.   

“Obstacle.....the teacher/pupil ratio is 
too high. We need MORE teachers 
and admin to fully implement this 
program. If our ratios were lower, 
especially in the early grades, we 

would be more successful in having 
students ready for the next grade.” 

“Personnel: Not having enough man-
power to adequately serve all 

students.” 

THE SCREENING/ASSESSMENT PROCESS IS PROBLEMATIC (N = 144) 

Teachers referenced issues with the screening and 
assessment measures/procedures for RTI2. Teachers 
mentioned that specific measures are not appropriate or are 
too time consuming. Other teachers emphasized a lengthy 
assessment process that prevents special needs students 
from receiving Special Education services in a timely 
manner.  

“Screeners/progress monitoring 
programs are very difficult and time 

intensive to use (easyCBM, 
AIMSweb).” 

“There are students that are obviously 
struggling with one or more 

disabilities, but instead of being able 
to refer them to SpEd for testing, we 
have to go through months of RTI2, 
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RTI2 Biggest Obstacles 
progress monitoring, and fidelity 

checks to get a child some help from 
the SpEd department. In the 

meantime, the child has to suffer. It's 
incredibly frustrating!” 

THERE IS A NEGATIVE SCHOOL CLIMATE AROUND RTI2 (N = 124) 

Teachers commented on a negative climate surrounding 
RTI2 in their school. Specifically, these teachers shared 
students show a lack of motivation and interest toward RTI2, 
and teachers express a lack of buy-in and support for RTI2 

time.    

“There are many teachers who spend 
more time being negative about RTI 

instead of rolling up their sleeves and 
trying to make it work.” 

“Obstacle is the students taking it 
seriously. It's been my experience 
that the struggling students usually 
are the ones that don't care or have 

other issues altogether.” 

STUDENTS MISS INSTRUCTION DURING RTI2 (N = 91) 

Teachers commonly stated that students regularly miss 
classroom or elective instruction during RTI2 time.     

“Our new schedule allows time for 
struggling readers to get support, but 

now our students get less time for 
science and social studies.” 

“The biggest obstacle is the time it 
takes from instruction.” 

STUDENTS WHO ARE NOT IN TIER II/III ARE LEFT OUT (N = 81) 

Teachers stated that students who do not receive Tier II/III 
instruction are regularly left out during RTI2 and are done a 
disservice.   

“The biggest failure is the majority of 
kids - the middle and upper Tier kids - 

the leaders of tomorrow - who are 
getting less instruction because we 
are focusing on the bottom Tier.” 

“The biggest obstacle of RTI2 is the 
time taken away from all the other 

students in the regular classroom. So 
much time is given to RTI kids that 

"normal" kids don't get attention from 
the teacher.” 

STAFF LACK CLARITY ON RTI2 IMPLEMENTATION (N = 64) 

Teachers expressed a lack of clarity with respect to how 
RTI2 should be implemented. Specifically, these teachers 
reported a lack of clear information, communication, and 
coordination from their school and the TDOE on RTI2.  

“What are the non-negotiables in 
RTI? Too many mixed messages 

from the state regarding protocol for 
districts and schools.” 

“The process has not been clearly 
communicated to the schools in our 

district.” 
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FG Q6: What are your thoughts about working with students from other classes during 
RTI2?  Your team or PLC’s thoughts? 

Table 23 

Working with Students from Other Classes During RTI2 

SHARING STUDENTS HAS BENEFITS (N = 547) 

Most teachers expressed that working with students from 
other classes is beneficial to teachers and students. Some 
teachers added that it exposes students to other teaching 
methods, which may benefit students who prefer another 
teacher’s instructional style. Others noted that sharing 
students is a critical component of successful RTI2 
implementation. 

“It is beneficial to expose students to 
multiple learning strategies.” 

“Our RTI groups are made up of 
students from various teachers’ 

classes so I think it is a great idea.  I 
think it is good to expose students to 

various teachers and their way of 
teaching concepts.  We all agree that 
exposure to other styles of teaching 

increases understanding.” 

SHARING STUDENTS  IS DETRIMENTAL TO TEACHERS AND STUDENTS (N = 370) 

Other teachers raised concerns about sharing students. For 
example, teachers mentioned difficulties in building 
meaningful teacher-student relationships with shared 
students and understanding student needs. Teachers also 
had concerns that changing classrooms disrupts 
instructional time, and that sharing students disrupts 
teachers’ accountability for their own students’ 
performances.  

“Teachers know their students' 
abilities better than another teacher.” 

 
“We do not know the strengths and 

weaknesses of other students.” 

“I think that also contributes to the 
time factor, waiting on students to 
move from one place to another. I 
would prefer my own students.” 

“I would rather work with my own 
students especially since I am held 

accountable for their score.” 
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Appendix A 

Survey and Focus Group Questions 
 
The following is the Tennessee Spring 2016 survey and focus group questions.  
 
TN Spring 2016 Survey 

 
Introduction 
 
Hope Street Group, as an independent nonprofit, is facilitating the collection of data from teachers 
in Tennessee to inform a number of decisions the Tennessee Department of Education will make 
over the next six to 12 months. All responses are collected anonymously. Your willingness to 
respond to these questions is appreciated. 
 

 
 
1) How familiar are you with Response to Instruction and Intervention (RTI2)?* 
( ) Very familiar 
( ) Familiar 
( ) Somewhat familiar 
( ) Unfamiliar 
 
2) How have you received the majority of your information about RTI2?* 
( ) Informally at my school 
( ) Informally through colleagues not at my school 
( ) School professional development 
( ) District professional development 
( ) State office professional development 
( ) Professional association 
( ) Higher education course 
( ) I have not received any information about RTI2 
( ) Other:: _________________________________________________* 
 
3) To what extent do you think RTI2, when fully implemented, benefits all students?* 
( ) To a great extent 
( ) To some extent 
( ) To little extent 
( ) To no extent 
( ) Not Applicable 
 
4) How informed should all Tennessee teachers be about RTI2?* 
( ) Fully informed 
( ) Informed 
( ) Somewhat informed 
( ) Not informed at all 
 
5) How satisfied are you with your school’s RTI2 implementation process?* 
( ) Very satisfied 
( ) Satisfied 
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( ) Neutral 
( ) Dissatisfied 
( ) Very dissatisfied 
( ) Not applicable 
 
6) My school culture supports the belief that the RTI2 framework will help all students 
become successful and access the general education curriculum.* 
( ) Strongly Agree 
( ) Agree 
( ) Neutral 
( ) Disagree 
( ) Strongly Disagree 
( ) Not applicable 
 

 
 
7) Which professional development content would help support your implementation of 
the RTI2 framework? You may choose more than one of the following.* 
[ ] Data-based decision making to improve Tier 1 instruction 
[ ] Instructional strategies (e.g., differentiation/scaffolding) to support Tier 1 instruction 
[ ] Data-based decision making to align appropriate interventions for Tier 2/3/special 
education/English language learners 
[ ] Instructional strategies to support Tier 2/3/special education/English language learners to 
ensure appropriate intensity of intervention 
[ ] Strategies for integrating technology into instruction 
[ ] Strategies for integrating literacy across the content areas 
[ ] Methods for supporting parents 
[ ] Other:: _________________________________________________* 
[ ] Not applicable 
 
8) What data do you use to determine student levels? You may choose more than one of 
the following.* 
[ ] Diagnostic 
[ ] Formative assessment 
[ ] Universal Screener 
[ ] Progress Monitoring Tool 
[ ] Other:: _________________________________________________* 
[ ] Not applicable 
 
9) The data used to determine student levels is an accurate indicator of my students’ 
abilities.* 
( ) Strongly Agree 
( ) Agree 
( ) Neutral 
( ) Disagree 
( ) Strongly Disagree 
( ) Not applicable 
 
10) In which way(s) has the professional development you received prepared you to 
implement the RTI2 framework? You may choose more than one of the following.* 
[ ] It has improved my understanding of the framework. 
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[ ] It has helped me understand how to change my instructional practice to implement the RTI2 
framework. 
[ ] It has helped me support my peers’ understanding of the RTI2 framework. 
[ ] It has helped me support my peers in making changes to instructional practice. 
[ ] Professional development has not prepared me to implement the RTI2 framework. 
[ ] I have not received professional development on implementing the RTI2 framework. 
 
11) How helpful are the state-prepared instructional resources for implementing the RTI2 
framework?* 
( ) Very helpful 
( ) Helpful 
( ) Somewhat helpful 
( ) Not helpful at all 
( ) I am not aware of these resources. 
 
12) How helpful are the district-prepared instructional resources for implementing the RTI2 
framework?* 
( ) Very helpful 
( ) Helpful 
( ) Somewhat helpful 
( ) Not helpful at all 
( ) I am not aware of these resources. 
 

 
 
13) Which instructional resources should be provided for implementing the RTI2 
framework? You may choose more than one of the following.* 
[ ] Procedures/strategies for district/school level teams 
[ ] Procedures/strategies for universal screening and use of data for improving Tier 1 instruction 
[ ] Resources/strategies for high-achieving students 
[ ] Resources/strategies for aligning appropriate interventions at Tier 2/3/special education 
[ ] Resources/strategies to be used with students with disabilities 
[ ] Resources/strategies to be used with English language learners 
[ ] Links to websites and resources that allow teachers to plan appropriately 
[ ] Other:: _________________________________________________* 
[ ] Not applicable 
 
14) How are RTI2 intervention resources chosen? You may choose more than one of the 
following.* 
[ ] Purchased programs 
[ ] Existing classroom resources 
[ ] A blend of purchased and classroom resources 
[ ] Other:: _________________________________________________* 
[ ] Not Sure 
[ ] My school does not use the RTI2 framework 
 

 
 
15) How is your school schedule designed to support the RTI2 framework? You may 
choose more than one of the following. 
Our school provides:* 
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[ ] Time for all students to receive high-quality, core instruction, participate in ongoing assessment, 
and to receive enrichment (if applicable) (Tier I) 
[ ] Time for students who fall below the 25th percentile to receive Tier II interventions 
[ ] Time for students who fall below the 10th percentile to receive Tier III interventions 
[ ] Other:: _________________________________________________* 
[ ] Not sure 
 
16) What impact do you feel the RTI2  framework has on Tier III students? * 
( ) Significant positive impact 
( ) Some positive impact 
( ) No impact 
( ) Some negative impact 
( ) Significant negative impact 
( ) Not applicable 
 
17) Which topics would you like to address in an upcoming survey?* 
____________________________________________  
____________________________________________  
____________________________________________  
____________________________________________  
 

 
Demographics 
 
18) What is your gender?* 
( ) Male 
( ) Female 
 
19) What is your age range?* 
( ) Younger than 30 
( ) 30-49 
( ) 50-54 
( ) 55 or older 
 
20) What is the highest degree you earned?* 
( ) Bachelor’s Degree 
( ) Master’s Degree 
( ) Higher than a Master’s Degree 
 
21) How many years have you been teaching?* 
( ) Less than 4 years 
( ) 4-9 years 
( ) 10-14 years 
( ) 15 years or more 
 
22) Which school district do you work in?* 
( ) State Special Schools 
( ) Achievement School District 
( ) Alamo City 
( ) Alcoa City 
( ) Anderson County 
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( ) Arlington 
( ) Athens City 
( ) Bartlett 
( ) Bedford County 
( ) Bells City 
( ) Benton County 
( ) Bledsoe County 
( ) Blount County 
( ) Bradford SSD 
( ) Bradley County 
( ) Bristol City 
( ) Campbell County 
( ) Cannon County 
( ) Carroll County 
( ) Carter County 
( ) Cheatham County 
( ) Chester 
( ) Claiborne County 
( ) Clay County 
( ) Cleveland City 
( ) Clinton City 
( ) Cocke County 
( ) Coffee County 
( ) Collierville 
( ) Crockett County 
( ) Cumberland County 
( ) Dayton City 
( ) Decatur 
( ) DeKalb County 
( ) Dickson County 
( ) Dyer County 
( ) Dyersburg City 
( ) Elizabethton City 
( ) Etowah City 
( ) Fayette 
( ) Fayetteville City 
( ) Fentress County 
( ) Franklin County 
( ) Franklin SSD 
( ) Germantown 
( ) Gibson County SSD 
( ) Giles County 
( ) Grainger County 
( ) Greene County 
( ) Greeneville City 
( ) Grundy County 
( ) Hamblen County 
( ) Hamilton County 
( ) Hancock County 
( ) Hardeman 
( ) Hardin 
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( ) Hawkins County 
( ) Haywood 
( ) Henderson 
( ) Henry County 
( ) Hickman County 
( ) Hollow Rock-Bruceton SSD 
( ) Houston County 
( ) Humboldt SSD 
( ) Humphreys County 
( ) Huntington SSD 
( ) Jackson County 
( ) Jefferson County 
( ) Johnson City 
( ) Johnson County 
( ) Kingsport City 
( ) Knox County 
( ) Lake County 
( ) Lakeland 
( ) Lauderdale 
( ) Lawrence County 
( ) Lebanon SSD 
( ) Lenoir City 
( ) Lewis County 
( ) Lexington 
( ) Lincoln County 
( ) Loudon County 
( ) Macon County 
( ) Madison 
( ) Manchester City 
( ) Marion County 
( ) Marshall County 
( ) Maryville City 
( ) Maury County 
( ) McKenzie SSD 
( ) McMinn County 
( ) McNairy 
( ) Meigs County 
( ) Metro Nashville Public Schools 
( ) Milan SSD 
( ) Millington 
( ) Monroe County 
( ) Montgomery County 
( ) Moore County 
( ) Morgan County 
( ) Murfreesboro City 
( ) Newport City 
( ) Oak Ridge 
( ) Obion County 
( ) Oneida City 
( ) Overton County 
( ) Paris SSD 
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( ) Perry County 
( ) Pickett County 
( ) Polk County 
( ) Putnam County 
( ) Rhea County 
( ) Richard City 
( ) Roane County 
( ) Robertson County 
( ) Rogersville City 
( ) Rutherford County 
( ) Scott County 
( ) Sequatchie County 
( ) Sevier County 
( ) Shelby 
( ) Smith County 
( ) South Carroll SSD 
( ) Stewart County 
( ) Sullivan County 
( ) Sumner County 
( ) Sweetwater City 
( ) Tipton 
( ) Trenton SSD 
( ) Trousdale County 
( ) Tullahoma City 
( ) Unicoi County 
( ) Union City 
( ) Union County 
( ) Van Buren County 
( ) Warren County 
( ) Washington County 
( ) Wayne County 
( ) Weakley County 
( ) West Carroll SSD 
( ) White County 
( ) Williamson County 
( ) Wilson County 
( ) York Institute 
 

 
 
23) On the next page, we provide an opportunity for you to share more about these topic 
areas. These final six questions are optional. Would you like to provide additional 
feedback?* 
( ) Yes 
( ) No 
 

 
 
24) Is intervention time beneficial? 
____________________________________________  
____________________________________________  
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____________________________________________  
____________________________________________  
 
25) How is your intervention time structured? Is the structure effective? 
____________________________________________  
____________________________________________  
____________________________________________  
____________________________________________  
 
26) How could your school make you feel more supported with the RTI2 process and 
guidelines? Your district? Your state? 
____________________________________________  
____________________________________________  
____________________________________________  
____________________________________________  
 

 
 
27) Has the RTI2 process been effectively communicated to parents? If so, how? If not, why 
not? 
____________________________________________  
____________________________________________  
____________________________________________  
____________________________________________  
 
28) What is the biggest obstacle concerning RTI2? What is the biggest success? 
____________________________________________  
____________________________________________  
____________________________________________  
____________________________________________  
 
29) What are your thoughts about working with students from other classes during 
RTI2?  Your team or PLC’s thoughts? 
____________________________________________  
____________________________________________  
____________________________________________  
____________________________________________  
 

 
 
Thank you for completing this survey. Your input is valued. If you have questions about the State 
Teacher Fellowship, please contact: keilani@hopestreetgroup.org. If you would like to be 
contacted about how you can contribute to the work of the State Teacher Fellowship, visit: 
https://270.knackhq.com/hsg-test#plnsign-upform/. 
 
HSG is looking for new State Teacher Fellows. If you are interested in applying, please 
visit:  apply.hopestreetgroup.org 
 

 

  

mailto:keilani@hopestreetgroup.org
https://270.knackhq.com/hsg-test#plnsign-upform/
http://apply.hopestreetgroup.org/
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Appendix B 

Demographic Questions  
 

What is your gender? 

Figure 49 

 
 

Table 24 

  n Percent 

Male 317 11% 

Female 2515 89% 

Total 2832 100% 

  

Male
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%
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What is your age range? 

Figure 50 

 

Table 25 

  n Percent 

Younger than 30 273 10% 

30-49 1724 61% 

50-54 402 14% 

55 or older 433 15% 

Total 2832 100% 
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%
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What is the highest degree you earned? 

Figure 51 

 
 
 

Table 26 

  n Percent 

Bachelor’s Degree 792 28% 

Master’s Degree 1234 44% 

Higher than a Master’s Degree 806 28% 

Total 2832 100% 
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How many years have you been teaching? 

Figure 52 

 
 

Table 27 

  n Percent 

Less than 4 years 250 9% 

4-9 years 561 20% 

10-14 years 562 20% 

15 years or more 1459 52% 

Total 2832 100% 
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Which CORE districts do respondents work in? 

Table 28 

CORE districts n Percent 

East TN 482 17% 

First TN 278 10% 

Mid Cumberland 854 30% 

Northwest 206 7% 

South Central 237 8% 

Southeast 87 3% 

Southwest 456 16% 

Upper Cumberland 223 8% 

State Special Schools 9 0.3% 
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On the next page, we provide an opportunity for you to share more about these topic areas. 
These final six questions are optional. Would you like to provide additional feedback? 

Figure 53 indicates the number of respondents who elected to respond to the focus group 
questions via SurveyGizmo. The responses they provided are analyzed and included in Focus 
Group Tables 17-23.   

 

Figure 53 

 

 
 

Table 29 

  n Percent 

No 1643 58% 

Yes 1176 42% 

Total 2819 100% 
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Appendix C  

Which school district do you work in? 

Table 30 

Districts n Percent 

Achievement School District 6 0.2% 

Alamo City 1 0.0% 

Alcoa City 29 1.0% 

Anderson County 15 0.5% 

Arlington 13 0.5% 

Athens City 5 0.2% 

Bartlett 30 1.1% 

Bedford County 12 0.4% 

Benton County 44 1.6% 

Bledsoe County 2 0.1% 

Blount County 62 2.2% 

Bradley County 14 0.5% 

Bristol City 6 0.2% 

Campbell County 10 0.4% 

Cannon County 3 0.1% 

Carroll County 10 0.4% 

Carter County 14 0.5% 

Cheatham County 10 0.4% 

Chester 14 0.5% 

Claiborne County 23 0.8% 

Clay County 1 0.0% 

Cleveland City 5 0.2% 

Clinton City 2 0.1% 

Cocke County 3 0.1% 

Coffee County 61 2.2% 

Collierville 43 1.5% 

Crockett County 7 0.2% 

Cumberland County 153 5.4% 

Decatur 10 0.4% 

DeKalb County 1 0.0% 

Dickson County 10 0.4% 

Dyer County 1 0.0% 

Dyersburg City 4 0.1% 
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Districts n Percent 

Elizabethton City 6 0.2% 

Fayette 2 0.1% 

Fayetteville City 3 0.1% 

Fentress County 5 0.2% 

Franklin County 7 0.2% 

Franklin SSD 12 0.4% 

Germantown 42 1.5% 

Gibson County SSD 7 0.2% 

Giles County 9 0.3% 

Grainger County 3 0.1% 

Greene County 10 0.4% 

Greeneville City 1 0.0% 

Grundy County 1 0.0% 

Hamblen County 14 0.5% 

Hamilton County 29 1.0% 

Hancock County 7 0.2% 

Hardeman 60 2.1% 

Hardin 5 0.2% 

Hawkins County 140 4.9% 

Haywood 7 0.2% 

Henderson 7 0.2% 

Henry County 6 0.2% 

Hickman County 4 0.1% 

Hollow Rock-Bruceton SSD 1 0.0% 

Houston County 1 0.0% 

Humboldt SSD 1 0.0% 

Humphreys County 5 0.2% 

Huntington SSD 4 0.1% 

Jefferson County 6 0.2% 

Johnson City 44 1.6% 

Johnson County 5 0.2% 

Kingsport City 4 0.1% 

Knox County 41 1.4% 

Lake County 2 0.1% 

Lakeland 3 0.1% 

Lauderdale 3 0.1% 

Lawrence County 16 0.6% 
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Districts n Percent 

Lenoir City 47 1.7% 

Lewis County 2 0.1% 

Lincoln County 21 0.7% 

Loudon County 8 0.3% 

Macon County 14 0.5% 

Madison 19 0.7% 

Manchester City 8 0.3% 

Marion County 4 0.1% 

Marshall County 4 0.1% 

Maryville City 10 0.4% 

Maury County 48 1.7% 

McKenzie SSD 5 0.2% 

McMinn County 7 0.2% 

McNairy 2 0.1% 

Meigs County 3 0.1% 

Metro Nashville Public Schools 127 4.5% 

Milan SSD 21 0.7% 

Millington 7 0.2% 

Monroe County 6 0.2% 

Montgomery County 103 3.6% 

Moore County 22 0.8% 

Morgan County 4 0.1% 

Murfreesboro City 223 7.9% 

Newport City 3 0.1% 

Oak Ridge 94 3.3% 

Obion County 59 2.1% 

Overton County 2 0.1% 

Polk County 10 0.4% 

Putnam County 14 0.5% 

Rhea County 4 0.1% 

Roane County 70 2.5% 

Robertson County 123 4.3% 

Rogersville City 1 0.0% 

Rutherford County 63 2.2% 

Scott County 2 0.1% 

Sequatchie County 5 0.2% 

Sevier County 15 0.5% 
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Districts n Percent 

Shelby 154 5.4% 

Smith County 7 0.2% 

South Carroll SSD 1 0.0% 

Stewart County 31 1.1% 

Sullivan County 7 0.2% 

Sumner County 83 2.9% 

Sweetwater City 33 1.2% 

Tipton 29 1.0% 

Trenton SSD 1 0.0% 

Trousdale County 2 0.1% 

Tullahoma City 13 0.5% 

Unicoi County 1 0.0% 

Union County 2 0.1% 

Van Buren County 1 0.0% 

Warren County 15 0.5% 

Washington County 12 0.4% 

Wayne County 7 0.2% 

Weakley County 10 0.4% 

West Carroll SSD 21 0.7% 

White County 2 0.1% 

Williamson County 20 0.7% 

Wilson County 43 1.5% 

York Institute 1 0.0% 

State Special Schools 9 0.3% 
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Appendix D 

Sample Representativeness 

 
In an effort to determine how representative the respondents to this survey are, HSG collected 
demographic information (Survey Questions 18-21). HSG collected demographic information to 
compare it to demographic data collected by the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES). 
The comparisons appear below and are from NCES data collected in 2011-12. 
 
Appendix B includes all of the demographic data collected from respondents.  
 

Years of Experience Survey Respondents NCES 

Less than 4 years 9 16.6 

4-9 years 20 27.2 

10-14 years 20 16.7 

15 or more years 52 39.4 

 
NCES data can be found at: 
http://nces.ed.gov/surveys/sass/tables/sass1112_2013314_t1s_003.asp 
 

Highest Degree Completed Survey Respondents NCES 

Bachelor’s Degree 28 35.1 

Master’s Degree 44 46.3 

Higher than a Master’s 28 14.2 

 
NCES data can be found at: 
http://nces.ed.gov/surveys/sass/tables/sass1112_2013314_t1s_004.asp 
 

Age Range Survey Respondents NCES 

Less than 30 10 17.7 

30-49 61 49.1 

50-54 14 15.0 

55 or older 15 18.3 

 
NCES data can be found at: 
http://nces.ed.gov/surveys/sass/tables/sass1112_2013314_t1s_002.asp 
 

Gender Survey Respondents NCES 

Male 11 20.6 

Female 89 79.4 

 
NCES data can be found at: 
http://nces.ed.gov/surveys/sass/tables/sass1112_2013314_t1s_002.asp 
 
Given that the NCES data (which represents the entire teaching population in Tennessee), is 
similar to the demographic data collected from respondents, the respondents to the survey are 
indeed representative of the teaching population in Tennessee; however, there are limitations to 

http://nces.ed.gov/surveys/sass/tables/sass1112_2013314_t1s_003.asp
http://nces.ed.gov/surveys/sass/tables/sass1112_2013314_t1s_004.asp
http://nces.ed.gov/surveys/sass/tables/sass1112_2013314_t1s_002.asp
http://nces.ed.gov/surveys/sass/tables/sass1112_2013314_t1s_002.asp
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the ability to generalize the survey findings. Additional information about that matter can be found 
in Appendix E. 
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Appendix E  

Interpreting Data 

Minimizing Survey Error 

Survey research is a commonly used research method to determine what people are thinking, 
feeling or doing. i  However, survey research can be complicated, and, if done poorly, yield 
inaccurate or imprecise results. A successful survey is based on sound research questions, 
accurate measures of the topics of interest, and a design that enables the generalization of 
research findings to the population of interest. ii  Four types of survey error, however, can 
undermine the results of any given survey: measurement, coverage, sampling, and 
nonresponse.iii,iv 

Measurement Error 

Measurement error, also referred to as an error of observation, occurs when respondents give 
inaccurate or imprecise answers to survey questions. This may happen as a result of poorly 
worded questions (e.g., lengthy or double barreled questions) or poorly designed surveys (e.g., 
unclear instructions or inadequate response options). By taking care in the design of survey items 
and the broader survey questionnaire, having key stakeholders review draft items and the draft 
questionnaire, and by testing out items with potential respondents, HSG sought to minimize 
measurement error. 

Exclusion Error 

Exclusion error occurs when: (1) there are members of the population of interest who have no 
chance of being surveyed and (2) these excluded members of the population differ from included 
members of the population. For example, in an e-mail survey of teachers, exclusion errors could 
occur if there were teachers whose e-mail addresses were not active, teachers who do not check 
their listed e-mail address, or teachers, such as those who were newly hired, who were not on 
the e-mail list at all. To the extent that these teachers differed from others regarding the survey 
topic of interest, exclusion error exists. Because all of the teachers in teacher fellows’ PLNs have 
provided an email address, exclusion error in this survey is minimal.   

Sampling Error 

Sampling error involves random differences occurring between sample estimates and true 
population values. Sampling error is unavoidable in sample surveys because only some 
population members are surveyed. Sampling error is often quantified by standard errors or 
margins of error (also referred to as confidence intervals), which provide information on the 
probability that any finding from a sample is due to chance (i.e., sampling error). Holding all else 
equal, increasing sample sizes generally reduces sampling error. Because HSG attempted to 
survey all of the teachers in a state by emailing the survey link to all teachers in PLNs, inviting 
teachers in PLNs to send the link to colleagues who may or may not be in a PLN, having state 
partners also send the link to teachers for whom they have access via an active email address, 
and publicizing the availability of the survey via social media, sampling error does not apply. In 
other words, there is no statistical basis for calculating confidence intervals regarding the survey 
results.  
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Nonresponse Error 

Nonresponse error occurs when individuals do not respond to a survey or to particular questions 
on a survey, and when these individuals would have responded differently, on average, than those 
people who did respond. More specifically, nonresponse error is the product of: 

1. The non-response rate, which is the percentage of the sample or population who do not 

respond to a survey (unit non-response rate) for an item on the survey (item non-

response); and  

2. Non-response bias, which is the difference between the average respondent’s response 

and the average non-respondent’s response for a given item.  

Thus, a survey can have a low response rate with little or no non-response error. This can occur 
if there are little or no differences between respondents and non-respondents that are relevant to 
the survey’s topics of study. In contrast, when there are large differences between respondents 
and non-respondents, it is possible for surveys to have high nonresponse bias even with high 
response rates.v  
 
There are many reasons why responses of respondents might differ from those of non-
respondents. Survey format matters. For example, younger teachers may be more likely to 
respond to an online survey than teachers nearing retirement age, given their greater 
technological literacy. If younger teachers differed from older teachers in their thoughts regarding 
a survey topic (for example, teacher pension reforms), then this difference could bias results if 
analyses did not take into account teacher age. Survey topics also matter. For example, in a 
survey of teacher compensation, teachers who feel strongly that they are underpaid might be 
more inclined to respond than would teachers who are comfortable with their current level of 
compensation. As a result, such a survey could overstate teacher dissatisfaction regarding pay. 
When seeking to minimize nonresponse bias, it is important to consider what affects both 
respondents’ likelihoods of participating in a survey and how they might respond to specific survey 
questions.vi  
 
Because surveys can have low response rates and still have little to no nonresponse bias, 
response rates are not a good measure to judge the quality of a survey in and of themselves.vii 
Recent empirical evidence has shown that the relationship between response rates and 
nonresponse bias is weak, at best: 

 A comprehensive study using exit poll data found no statistically significant relationship 

between response rates and survey error.viii 

 In a study of household surveys, response rates accounted for only about 11 percent of 

the variation in nonresponse bias estimates.ix  

 Results from two identical national telephone surveys were similar, despite dramatically 

different response rates (61 versus 36 percent).x  

 A national health survey that saw declining response rates over time also found declining 

nonresponse bias.xi 

Because response rates are not a good indicator of nonresponse bias, investigations into the 
extent of possible nonresponse bias are important. There are a number of practical approaches 
that survey researchers can take to make such investigations. For example, researchers can 
compare demographics or other administrative data on survey respondents to those of non-
respondents, contrast survey results for early responders with those for late responders, and 
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judge survey results against findings from an external data source.xii In each case, the more 
similar the results, the less substantial any nonresponse bias is likely to be.  

Conclusion 

When assessing the quality of a survey it is important to consider the total survey error, comprised 
of measurement, sampling, coverage, and nonresponse errors. HSG has taken steps to reduce 
total survey error via a rigorous, multi-faceted approach to survey design and implementation. 
  
 

i Mitchell, M. L., & Jolley, J. M. (2010). Research Design Explained (7th ed.). Belmont CA: Wadsworth, 

Cengage Learning. 
ii Mitchell, M. L., & Jolley, J. M. (2010). Research Design Explained (7th ed.). Belmont CA: Wadsworth, 
Cengage Learning. 
iii Groves, R. M. (1989). Survey Errors and Survey Costs. John Wiley & Sons, Inc.  
iv Dillman, D. A., Smyth, J. D., & Christian, L. M. (2008). Internet, mail, and mixed-mode surveys: The 
tailored design method. John Wiley & Soncs, Inc. 
v Langer, G. (2003). About response rates: Some unresolved questions. Public Perspective, 16–18. 
vi Groves, R. M., & Peytcheva, E. (2008). The impact of nonresponse rates on nonresponse bias: A meta-
analysis. The Public Opinion Quarterly, 72(2), 167–189. 
vii Gideon, L. (2012). Handbook of Survey Methodology for the Social Sciences. New York: Springer New 
York. 
viii Merkle, D. & Edelman, M. (2002) Nonresponse in exit polls: A comprehensive analysis. In Survey 
Nonresponse, ed. Robert M. Groves, Don A. Dillman, John L. Eltinge, and Roderick 
J. A. Little, pp. 343–58. New York: Wiley. 
ix Groves, R. M. (2006). Nonresponse rates and nonresponse bias in household surveys. The Public 
Opinion Quarterly, 70(5), 646–675. 
x  Keeter, S., Miller, C., Kohut, A., Groves, R. M., & Presser, S. (2000). Consequences of reducing 
nonresponse in a national telephone survey. Public Opinion Quarterly, 64(2). 
xi Mokdad A. H., Stroup D. F., Giles W. H., & Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance Team. (2003). Public 
health surveillance for behavioral risk factors in a changing environment. Recommendations from the 
Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance Team. MMWR. Recommendations and Reports : Morbidity and 
Mortality Weekly Report. Recommendations and Reports / Centers for Disease Control, 52(RR-9). 
xii Montaquila, J. M., & Olson, K. M. (2012). Practical tools for nonresponse bias studies [PowerPoint 
slides]. Retrieved from http://www.amstat.org/sections/SRMS/webinarfiles/NRBiasWebinarApril2012.pdf. 

                                                


